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ABSTRACT
Alsliman, Abdulmohsen Ibrahim. The Roles of Educational Leaders and Other
Factors that Contribute to Successful Programs for English Learners.
Published Doctor of Education dissertation, University of Northern Colorado,
2020.

Public schools in the United States have experienced a rise in the number of
English language learners (ELLs). (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES],
2018). The ELLs across different states including Colorado schools underperform
academically when compared to their peers (NCES, 2018). To close the achievement
gap, it is important to understand how to create and sustain successful ELL programs
at the elementary level. Therefore, the purpose of this non-experimental survey
research was to identify the possible factors contributing to the success of ELL
programs in elementary schools in the same school district and to explore the role
administrators and teachers play in the success of the school’s ELL program at the
elementary level.
Using purposeful sampling, the study was conducted in five elementary
schools in the same school district in Colorado due to student growth above the state’s
average on the World-class Instructional Design and Assistance (WIDA) assessment
for ELLs. There were 27 participants: 10 administrators and 17 teachers. The method
used to answer the research questions was an online survey questionnaire using
Qualtrics. Thematic analysis was used for qualitative data that were derived from
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open-ended questions on the survey. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the
quantitative data collected based on the Likert scale responses.
The findings regarding the role of the school leadership in successful ELL
programs were categorized into two themes: (a) supporting instructional strategies,
and (b) developing interpersonal relationships. The participants in this study were
asked to rate the effectiveness of the following seven factors identified through a
review of prior research: professional development, parent involvement, teaching
practices, evaluation of performance, attitudes, administrative support, and teaching
background. Three themes emerged when looking at the combination of the
quantitative and qualitative findings: parent involvement, professional development,
and evaluation of performance.
Based on the study’s findings, a positive partnership of parents, families and
communities influence the school culture and children’s academic performance.
School leaders should involve ELL parents in the progress of their children by
informing and updating them with the data and including their voice in preparing
relevant goals. Also, school leaders should empower their teachers to implement new
teaching strategies based on what has been learned in professional development
programs and been proven effective. School leadership should use effective and
comprehensive evaluation tools that provide constructive and ongoing feedback to the
teachers to improve their practices in educating ELLs.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The English language learner (ELL) population has seen a considerable rise
across the United States, in general, and in Colorado in particular (National Center for
Education Statistics [NCES], 2018). The number of ELLs is anticipated to increase in the
next few years as well (NCES, 2018). This increase in numbers of ELLs is matched by
the provision of various services based on their abilities with the English language which
includes English language development, dual language, structured immersion, and
pullout programs, to name a few. The U.S. Department of Education (2016) predicted
that, by 2025, one in every four students would be limited English proficient (LEP), the
fastest increasing student population within American schools. Data from the NCES
showed that the percentage of ELLs in public schools across the United States was higher
in 2015 at 9.5% (4,500,000 learners) compared to 2000 at 8.1% (3,800,000 learners).
This increase in ELL student population highlights the importance of language education
as it is “crucial to the future of our nation that these students, and all students, have equal
access to a high-quality education and the opportunity to achieve their full academic
potential” (U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights, 2015, p. 1). In
Colorado, ELLs represent 14% of all students, about 126,000 students (Colorado
Department of Education [CDE], 2018). Spanish speakers make up the largest proportion
of ELLs in Colorado (CDE, 2018). The ELLs enroll in language assistance programs to
help them achieve proficiency in English, fulfill academic attainment thresholds, and
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understand academic content that is mandatory for all students (CDE, 2018). Students
who qualify for and take part in ELL programs will not only improve their proficiency in
English but consequently will also enhance their educational outcomes (CDE, 2018).
The ELLs across different states under-perform academically when compared to
their peers (NCES, 2018). The United States schools have been seeking the means to
decrease or close the attainment gap between ELLs and their peers, but trends in
academic scores showed that the performance gap between the ELLs and their peers has
remained unchanged (Worrell, 2014). There is significant concern over low attainment in
math and science across students in the United States schools, especially the ELL
population (NCES, 2015). Freeman and Crawford (2008) posited that mathematics
constitutes a technical language, so it is typically challenging to ELLs. Additionally,
ELLs experience numerous challenges in their quest for literacy. The ELLs are at risk of
low student achievement attainment and reading problems (Lonigan, Farver, Nakamoto,
& Eppe, 2013; Roberts, Mohammed, & Vaughn, 2010).
In Colorado, school board members, school and school district administrators, and
teachers grapple with the challenge of providing a comprehensive and equitable
education to all learners. In the context of more than 120,000 students who are ELLs
representing over 200 languages in Colorado, this challenge is intensified with
Colorado’s high academic standards and accountability measures (CDE, 2018). Schools
in Colorado should be actively engaged in analyzing and assessing instructional
processes, structures of program delivery, the effectiveness of educational programs, and
student performances. Factors responsible for student achievement and education quality
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include expectations, strategies, teachers’ perceptions, parental involvement, and strong
leadership (McCoach et al., 2010).
In this chapter, I provide the background of the problem, the problem statement,
the purpose of the study, and the research questions. The achievement gap between ELLs
and their peers is identified as a major issue for educational leaders. I clarify the
significance of this study in addressing the gap of the relevant literature. I conclude this
chapter with a list of definitions of terms that were used in this study to explore the
factors contributing to the success of ELL programs.
Background of the Problem
The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001(2002) obligates all states to build
standards and assessments for English Language Proficiency (ELP) designed to assess
the progress of the English learners (Jorgensen & Hoffmann, 2003). The NCLB requires
language assessment to be founded on four domains: writing, reading, listening, and
speaking. These requirements led a consortium of states to create the World Class Design
Instruction (WIDA) that was responsible for implementing both the ELP standards and
the language proficiency assessment named ACCESS for ELLs (Assessing
Comprehension and Communication in English State-to-State) for ELLs. The NCLB, as
such, has had the effect of heightening the accountability provisions for the ELLs
indicating a positive education policy influence (Boals et al., 2015) and policy reforms
(Dee & Jacob, 2010).
The rural Midwest adopted the WIDA as the ELP standards and framework for
assessment in the teaching and learning of the English language in 2011 (Wright, 2010).
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) was signed into law by president Obama in 2015,
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becoming the latest law in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The
ESEA replaced the NCLB Act of 2001 and was characterized by multiple revisions to the
previous policy. Among these revisions included massive changes in the education of the
English learner including testing, standards alignment, entrance and exit procedures, and
Title I proficiency indicators among others (Paige, Hickok, & Neuman, 2002). It has been
argued that the ESSA still falls short of expectations despite these massive changes
(Lindahl, 2015). It is important to emphasize that the changes are all positive, but among
the few things missing include teachers’ professional development, provisions for raising
the number of bilingual specialists, and adequate support for bilingual education
(Lindahl, 2015).
ESSA offered very little guidance on matters of program recommendations for all
the states, and this has resulted in a situation where different language instruction
programs founded on different philosophies are now used across the states (López,
McEneaney, & Nieswandt, 2015). With this minimal guidance, the states are left to make
their own choices regarding language programs. These choices are observed to be datadriven without actually being data-based (Menken & Solorza, 2014). In general, the
English language programs in each state are required to be aligned with the mandates and
accountability requirements at both the state and federal levels. The programs are also
required to be aligned with the court decisions and rulings in cases relating to equitable
education for the English learners. Clearly defined policies and procedures are other
critical requirements for these programs, as these ensure the programs’ effective
implementation. The program decisions and their implementation ought to take into
account cultures, languages, and special learning needs of the students, or else the schools
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will find themselves with a “potential to fail language minority students through
programing and pedagogy that disregard and devalue their needs” (Menken & Kleyn,
2010, p. 401).
The Colorado state and the federal law both require the adoption of the ELP
standards. Therefore, the Colorado State Board of Education voted unanimously on
December 10, 2009, to implement the English language Development standards by
WIDA as the Colorado ELP standards. The 5 CELP standards are as follows:
•

The ELLs will communicate their social and instructional purposes within
the school environment.

•

The ELLs will communicate information, concepts and ideas needed for
academic success in Language Arts.

•

The ELLs will communicate information, concepts and ideas needed for
academic success in mathematics.

•

The ELLs will communicate information, concepts and ideas needed for
academic success in science.

•

The ELLs will communicate information, concepts and ideas needed for
academic success in social studies (CDE, 2018).

The WIDA English language Development standards encompass the instructional,
social, and academic language used by the learners in their interaction with the educators,
peers, and the school curriculum. The standards also set the language needed to meet the
academic requirements, besides being a resource for planning and implementing the
language instruction and assessment for the multilingual English learners. The standards
can be applied in:
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•

Promoting and guiding the English development among the learners;

•

Developing instruction, curriculum, and assessment;

•

Encouraging and maximizing the multiple language use; and

•

Boosting the collaboration among the educators of multilingual learners
and the instructional teams in pursuit of educational equity (CDE, 2018).
Problem Statement

Public schools in the United States have experienced a rise in the number of ELLs
(NCES, 2018). Title III, Sec. 3115(a) of Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015
requires local early-childhood, elementary, and secondary educational programs to be
premised on approaches and methods that have been scientifically investigated and found
to be ideal in teaching ELLs. However, ELLs across different states including Colorado
schools underperform academically when compared to their peers (NCES, 2018). The
relevant published literature on the topic of ELL programs at the K-5 elementary level is
sparse.
Some research findings indicated that the roles of principals, teachers, and parents
are unknown yet in terms of creating and sustaining successful ELL programs to close the
attainment gap (Thomas & Collier, 2002; Zimmerman, 2014). Other research findings
showed that there are several factors that may contribute into shaping to the success of an
ELL program at the elementary level. For instance, in terms of teaching, there is evidence
of a positive correlation between effective instruction and ELLs’ academic attainment
(Moller, Stearns, Mickelson, Bottia, & Banerjee, 2014; Thomas & Collier, 2002).
Additionally, studies have found evidence regarding the effect of educator quality
characteristics on learner success (Caffarella, 2002). Moreover, Good, Masewicz, and
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Vogel (2010) reported that native Spanish speaking students ‘parents strive to reduce the
attainment gap. In terms of leadership, school principals today play a significant role;
they can influence many factors that lead to the improvement of learning and academic
achievements by creating a shared vision of commitment to support ELLs programs
(Yakavets, 2016).
The increasing number of ELLs and the highlighted research findings reflect an
urgent need to continue investigating how to close the achievement gap between ELLs
and their peers. To close the achievement gap, it is important to understand how to create
and sustain successful ELL programs at the elementary level. There is little research yet
that has examined the roles of principals, teachers, parents and other factors based on the
perceptions of school leaders and teacher as to what contributes to the success of an
elementary level ELL program.
Purpose of the Study
As highlighted in this chapter, the achievement gap between ELLs and their peers
still exists across US public schools, and there is limited research that has investigated the
practices that contribute to the success of ELL programs in elementary schools in a
school district. Thus, the purpose of this non-experimental survey research was to
identify the possible factors contributing to the success of ELL programs in elementary
schools in the same school district and to explore the role administrators and teachers
play in the success of the school’s ELL program at the elementary level.
Research Questions
Non-experimental survey research was used to answer the two following research
questions regarding the research problem identified in this chapter:
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Q1

What role do school leaders and teachers at schools with student growth
above the state’s average on the World-class Instructional Design and
Assistance (WIDA) assessment for English Language Learners (ELLs)
identify school leadership as playing in the success of the school’s ELL
program?

Q2

What factors do leaders and teachers at schools with student growth above
the state’s average on the World-class Instructional Design and Assistance
(WIDA) assessment for English Language Learners (ELLs) identify as
contributing to the school’s ELL program success?

These questions were developed from the literature related to educational
leadership and ELL programs. Some research findings indicated that principals and
teachers play significant roles in terms of creating successful ELL programs to close the
attainment gap (Caffarella, 2002; Thomas & Collier, 2002; Zimmerman, 2014). Besides
the roles of school leaders and teachers, other research findings suggested that there
several factors that may contribute into shaping to the success of an ELL program at the
elementary level (Yakavets, 2016). Such factors include educators’ professional
development, tools of engagement for parents, ELL policies, and principles of social
justice. The aforementioned factors are linked to the practices of the school principals.
However, no study within the literature has yet examined the perceptions of school
principals and teachers about the roles of school leaders and other factors that contribute
to the successful ELL programs. Focusing on student growth above the state’s average on
the World-class Instructional Design and Assistance (WIDA) provides a better
understanding of the antecedents of ELL program success. Thus, the purpose of this nonexperimental survey research is to identify the possible factors that school leaders and
teachers identify that contributing to successful ELL programs in elementary schools in
the same school district that school leaders and teachers identify. The other purpose is to
explore the role of specific stakeholders (school principal, assistant principal, general
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education teacher, and ELL teacher) in the success of ELL programs at the elementary
level.
Overview of the Research Design
In this research study, a nonexperimental survey research design was used to
answer the research questions. Singleton and Straits (2009) stated that survey research is
used to gather information and usually through self-report using questionnaires or
interviews A questionnaire was used as the primary instrument using open-ended
questions to answer the first research question and using Likert-scale to answer the
second research question. A questionnaire that was developed by the researcher was used
to identify the factors that contribute to successful ELL programs at the elementary level
and to explore the role of school leaders and teachers in the success of ELL programs.
Research Significance
The research questions guide the design of this study as well as the analysis of
data and reporting of findings. The study’s findings are useful in many ways. In terms of
the practical value, the findings can be applied to help improve other school programs
that serve ELLs. Additionally, the findings might be useful to school districts with a high
ELL population. Overall, the results might be useful to policymakers and universities by
providing perceptions of and insight on ELLs’ educational needs. Programs for preparing
educators might use these findings to improve their curricula and prepare future educators
better. In terms of the direction of future research, the findings of this study may pave the
way for conducting more in-depth research. The findings of the study may benefit
elementary-grade learning institutions. For instance, in designing future ELL programs, it
is imperative to understand how school administrators, teachers, and parents contribute to
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the creation of successful ELL programs. Furthermore, the findings could provide school
districts with increased possibilities to implement more effective English language
development programs in elementary schools, and districts could organize in-service
training for general education and ELL teachers. Additionally, schools might organize
parent workshops that focus on how parents can support the education of their children.
Definitions of Terms
Bilingual education. Bilingual education involves providing academic content instruction
in a student’s native and secondary languages (Burke, 2013).
Dual language. Dual language is a form of bilingual education in which students are
taught literacy skills and content in two languages (Zimmerman, 2014).
English language learners (ELLs). This term refers to a student who is characterized by
linguistic diversity and his or her level in English requires support to meet gradelevel content standards in English (CDE, 2018).
Limited English proficiency. This term used by the United States Department of
Education to refer to ELLs who are enrolled or getting ready to enroll in
elementary or secondary school and who have an insufficient level of English to
meet a state’s English expertise requirements.
Non‐English proficient student. NEP refers to an ELL who has minimal or no proficiency
in English (CDE, 2018).
Summary
There is a significant increase in the ELL population across the United States in
general and in Colorado in particular (NCES, 2018). The number of ELLs is expected to
double in the coming years (NCES, 2018). Based on a review of prior studies, there is a

11
gap in the academic achievement of ELLs compared to their peers in state tests,
specifically in reading and mathematics (Abedi & Dietel, 2004; Kindler, 2002). This
academic gap needs to be bridged by creating programs that increase the academic scores
and skills of ELLs.
Although the total number of ELLs is increasing and is expected to double over
the next few years, there is scant research that has explored the role that specific
stakeholders (administrators and teachers) play in the successful ELL program at the
elementary level (Malloy, 2008; Martinez, 2003). The common factors that contribute to
an unsuccessful ELL program include low expectations for achievement, poor or no
instructional leadership support, hiring uncertified or qualified teachers, a lack of
professional development for the teachers, a lack of parents’ involvement, and limited
resources for ELLs (Genesee, 2015).There are many studies on the topic of ELLs’
achievement; however, little is known about how school administration, specifically
building-level leadership, promotes and develops successful programs for ELLs.
This chapter began with an explanation of the problem statement, the purpose of
the study, followed by a discussion of the research questions. The achievement gap
between ELLs and their peers is considered a major issue by educational leaders, and the
focus of school improvement efforts is directed at low-income students, especially ELLs
(Contreras & Fujimoto, 2019) The next chapter presents a literature review on ELL
education history, policies for English-Language Learners, current program models for
ELLs, and an outline of the literature related to specific stakeholders including school
administrators, teachers, and parents. Chapter III describes the research design,
methodology, and the procedures that will be used to gather and analyze the data from the
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study. The results from the study are outlined in Chapter IV and further discussed in
Chapter V.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
English language learners (ELLs) are the most quickly growing student
population in United States schools (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES],
2018). Even though the federal government has mandated that school districts offer
services to ELLs, it does not provide states with policies for instructing, placing,
assessing, or identifying this population (Calderón, Slavin, & Sánchez, 2011). Research
findings indicated that the roles of principals and teachers are important in terms of
creating and sustaining successful ELL programs to close the attainment gap (Thomas &
Collier, 2002; Zimmerman, 2014). Other research findings showed that there are several
factors that may contribute to shaping to the success of an ELL program at the
elementary level. No study within the literature has yet examined the perceptions and the
roles of school principals and teachers, and other factors that contribute to the successful
ELL programs. In this chapter, I define ELLs and address statistics about ELLs. I also
provide a literature review that explains the history of education of non-English speakers
in the United States and bilingual educational court cases, including Meyer v. Nebraska
and Lau v. Nichols. Additionally, current practices related to ELL programs are reviewed.
The literature review includes research on various individuals’ roles in supporting ELL
programs, specifically teachers’ and principals’ roles in improving schooling for ELLs in
the areas of school culture, professional development, inclusion and incorporation of
professional learning communities, hiring, data-driven changes, parental involvement,
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and collaboration skills. I then highlight the research-based best practices for ELL
programs and describe the challenges of educating ELLs.
English Language Learners
The ELLs are characterized by linguistic diversity; due to low English
proficiency, these students require support to meet grade-level content standards in
English (CDE, 2018). According to the NCES (2018), 4,800,000 ELLs attend public
schools in the United States, comprising 9.5% of all students nationwide (from
prekindergarten through grade 12), and this number is expected to double by 2050.
United States public schools contain more than 400 language groups, and Spanish is
considered the primary language among 3,741,066 ELLs in United States public schools
(NCES, 2018). Throughout United States history, many languages have been spoken,
including Native American languages, Swedish, German, French, Italian, Spanish,
Chinese, Polish, Japanese, and Norwegian (NCES, 2018). Hempel, Dowling, Boardman,
and Ellison (2013) pointed out that most immigrant students quickly adapt to the new
United States culture, regardless of their cultural and linguistic backgrounds. Spanish and
Arabic were the most commonly reported home languages of ELLs in the 2018–2019
school year (NCES, 2018).
Colorado, where 15% of all students qualify for ELL services, is one of the five
states where ELLs accounted for 10% or more of the student population (CDE, 2018). In
the 2016–2017 school year, 129,237 Colorado primary and secondary students were
labeled as ELLs, a large increase from 82,432 in 2008–2009 (CDE, 2018). The total
primary and secondary enrollment growth rate of ELL students in Colorado from 2011 to
2018 was 25.2% (CDE, 2018). Statewide, 92.3% of ELLs are in English as a second
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language (ESL) programs, compared to 7.7% in solely bilingual programs. By gender,
52.5% of ELLs are male, and 47.5% are female in Colorado (CDE, 2018). Furthermore,
233 languages are represented in the ELL population. However, 84% of ELLs in
Colorado speak Spanish (NCES, 2018).
Policies for English Language Learners
The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 (2002) required all children,
including ELLs, to reach high proficiency standards in English language arts and
mathematics by 2014. The NCLB included ELL student achievement in the law and
required educational leaders to focus their efforts to meet the needs of ELL students. The
NCLB required 100% of student subgroups tested on state standardized assessments to
demonstrate grade-level proficiency by the 2013–2014 school year (NCES, 2018). It was
not necessary for the English proficiency standards to address various ELL levels of
English proficiency under NCLB which stated that states could establish a single
definition of proficiency instead of defining several levels of proficiency. The NCLB
goal was for all students including ELLs to reach high proficiency standards; however,
that goal was never reached and unrealistic (Darling-Hammond, 2006).
There are several accountability acts, including Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA) of 2015 (CDE, 2018). The ESSA is an advancement of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (as was NCLB), which President Obama signed in December
2015, 50 years after its inception. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act
protected learners in primary and secondary public schools. Just like the preceding laws,
ESSA aims at ensuring that students in public schools receive quality education.
However, ESSA empowers states in the measurement of student performance more than
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NCLB did, including the performance of students from low income backgrounds,
minority students, ELLs, and those in special education. According to the ESSA’s
guidelines of 2015, such programs should:


Ensure that ELLs, including refugee and immigrant youth and children,
achieve proficiency in English, develop high academic-content knowledge
levels, and fulfill state attainment standards;



Focus upon skill development within the main academic subjects;



Develop a high-quality standard-oriented language instruction program;



Focus upon professional development, which builds the capacity to
provide high-quality teaching programs that are intended to prepare ELLs
to join all English teaching environments;



Promote community and parent participation in Language Instruction
Educational Plans for ELLs;



Effectively chart improvements in ELLs’ knowledge of core academic
content and English proficiency.

The ESSA entailed several new education requirements for ELLs, including standardized
criteria for the identification of ELLs and the inclusion of English proficiency in the
measurement of school quality (Contreras & Fujimoto, 2019). Additionally, states should
have plans indicating the adoption of English Language Proficient (ELP) standards that
are derived from the listening, speaking, reading, and writing domains, which address
various levels of proficiency.
It should be noted that ESSA has tasked state governments with the responsibility
to make accountability and academic decisions for ELLs to fulfill the new mandates
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(Callahan & Hopkins, 2017). The act also has some provisions for stakeholder
engagement. Just like the prior federal academic initiatives, ESSA enumerates a number
of policies that are geared toward public school improvement for every student. Although
the act gives the states autonomy and is specific about accountability and assessment, one
could argue that ESSA does not outline specific instructional or programmatic guidelines
that enable local school districts to create and apply instructional programs that help
ELLs and others in realizing its mandates (Callahan & Hopkins, 2017). Like NCLB,
ESSA mandates that states come up with ways to improve ELL schooling. Therefore,
states are now partnering with local communities and school districts to make
programmatic and instructional decisions for ELLs. ESSA and the rapidly increasing
ELL population in Colorado will not only place more responsibilities on local school
districts but also on the state at large as educators work hand-in-hand with the state.
Legal Challenges Impacting English Language
Learner Students
Generally, in the United States, bilingual education has remained controversial
due to its connection with immigration, national identity, and multiculturalism (Gándara
& Escamilla, 2017). Gersten, Baker, Haager, and Graves (2005) noted that the political
and social questions related to bilingual education tend to revolve around two distinct
ideological positions. One is assimilation, which is defined as the notion or belief that
cultural groups should disregard their ancestral cultures and live according to the larger
society’s norms (Gándara & Escamilla, 2017). The other ideological position is
multiculturalism, which is defined as the belief that these cultural groups should maintain
their cultural heritage as much as they can (Gándara & Escamilla, 2017). Before the
1800s, private schools were established to teach immigrant students in their native
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languages of French and German (Gándara & Escamilla, 2017). According to Schmid
(2001), when the United States entered World War I, the nation’s attitude moved from
acceptance of language variety to integration into the American culture (lifestyle) which
resulted in the eradication of bilingual education due to the prevalent anti-German
sentiment.
By the mid-1920s, English was the only language of instruction all over the nation
(Schmid, 2001). The argument arose in the 1920s and 1930s that bilingualism was one of
the obstacles to student intelligence as George Thompson (1952), a child psychologist,
expressed the following:
There can be no doubt that the child reared in a bilingual environment is
handicapped in his language growth. One can debate the issue as to whether
speech facility in two languages is worth the consequent retardation in the
common language of the realm. (p. 367)
In summary, the controversy surrounding bilingual education is complex. The following
section includes detailed information about United States Supreme Court cases and
statutes regarding ELLs.
Meyer v. Nebraska
Among the initial cases that were presented in the United States Supreme Court,
this case addressed the instruction of content areas in languages other than English in
public learning institutions and set the basis for future legal decisions (Bybee, Henderson,
& Hinojosa, 2014). The plaintiff in this case—Robert Meyer, an instructor at Zion
Parochial School—lodged an appeal in the United States Supreme Court after the
Nebraska Supreme Court and Hamilton County’s district court found him guilty of using
German to teach reading to 10-year-old Raymond Parpart on May 25, 1920. The district
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court’s ruling was based on a state act in Nebraska that was related to ESL instruction
(Bybee et al., 2014).
The decision mandated that “no individual as an instructor, shall, within any
public, parochial, denominational, or private learning institution, teach subjects to
individuals using other languages other than English” (Bybee et al., 2014, p. 36).
Additionally, The Nebraska Act of 1919 mandated that second languages were to be
taught solely after pupils had excelled in their eighth-grade courses, and contravention of
the act would culminate in misdemeanor charges punishable by a one-month jail term or
a fine (Bybee et al., 2014). In this case, the United States Supreme Court sought to
determine whether the Nebraska Act of 1919 violated the due process clause in the 14th
Amendment. Presenting the court’s opinion, Justice McReynolds stated that the act
clearly hampered the pupil’s learning capacity and the instructor’s teaching ability.
Therefore, the United States Supreme Court overturned the lower courts’ rulings in favor
of the complainant, Robert Meyer. The ruling was crucial in the bilingual-education field
because it set a precedence in permitting learning institutions and instructors to teach
learners in languages besides English, particularly in non-second-language classes
(Bybee et al., 2014).
Lau v. Nichols
In 1974, the Supreme Court case of Lau vs. Nichols influenced the evolution of
authorized bilingual education (Gándara & Escamilla, 2017). The Supreme Court ruled
that school districts ought to offer ELLs special services so they could have an equal
opportunity for education. This case’s resolution influenced the passage of the 1974
Equal Educational Opportunities Act which upheld equal educational opportunities and

20
obligated all public-school districts, including those that were not receiving federal
financial funding, to establish adjustments such as ESL and bilingual instruction to every
student as required (Gándara & Escamilla, 2017).
The ruling was significant because learners who were not proficient in the English
language became a protected class. Ultimately, this designation meant that treating
learners similarly did not amount to equal treatment; therefore, institutions of learning
bore the responsibility of ensuring that all learners’ language and curricular needs were
met (Gándara & Escamilla, 2017). The court’s ruling stated that educators had to change
the situation, but it avoided providing feasible solutions to these challenges. In response
to the challenge, in 1968, Congress passed the Bilingual Education Act, or Title VII of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. This law’s solution was to provide
capacity-building measures that would be employed in local school districts and states in
the form of grants meant to support and develop education programs with instruction in
the students’ native languages. However, this was to be done as a transitional measure;
the intent was for the bilingual programs to be offered to students temporarily over
several years which would allow the children to acquire sufficient English skills to adjust
to their new environments (Gándara & Escamilla, 2017).
California 227 Proposition
In 1998, Proposition 227 was passed in California to eliminate bilingual education
due to public discontent with ELL bilingual education in California public schools
(Monzó, 2005). This law involved giving every ELL instruction predominantly in
English through structured or sheltered English programs for the duration of a temporary
transitional period of less than one year after which the learners are moved to typical
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English-language classrooms. Similar initiatives were passed in Arizona in 2003 and
Massachusetts in 2002. A five-year assessment of student performance after the
execution of Proposition 227 showed a rise in all students’ test scores and a decreased
performance gap between the native English speakers and ELLs. Nonetheless, restrictions
have been noted in the collection and clarification of data. For instance, as Parrish et al.
(2006) observed, numerous reforms were implemented at the same time as Proposition
227, including reforms of state-level accountability, NCLB, the English Language
Acquisition Program, the state’s class size regulations, the English-language development
standards, and the California English Language Development Test. Moreover, the
implementation of instructional services and programs varied across the nation. The
increase in test scores in California mostly resulted from the test score inflation that
usually occurs when new tests are presented because the scores were also upgraded for
the native English speakers (Parrish et al., 2006).
Socioeconomic Status and English Language
Learner Academic Achievement
According to Green (1970), socioeconomic status (SES) is a comparative position
of a person, family, or neighborhood, and they also suggested that the socioeconomic
status of a person can be used as a key sociodemographic marker variable that can be
used specifically during the selection of subjects during studies. Many definitions of SES
have come up recently by our current scholars, and they greatly differ from those in the
past. For example, present researchers use different indicators to describe SES such as the
family income and mother’s education.
The SES has been shown to have as much as a 70% impact on a student’s overall
academic performance and their standardized test scores (Dotterer, Iruka, & Pungello,
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2012; Şirin, 2005). This clearly showed that SES can be an important predictor in a
student’s academic performance since it has serious positive effects on the student’s
cognitive and psychological development (Pettigrew, 2009).
Pettigrew (2009) tried to find out the effect SES has on academic performance of
eighth grade students who were schooled in four elementary schools in Tennessee.
Pettigrew grouped the students into two groups, the non-economically disadvantaged
students who did not qualify for free or reduced meal plans and economically
disadvantaged students who qualified for free or reduced meals plans. The researcher
used the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program Achievement Test and the
Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program Writing Assessment as measurements of
academic achievement. The results from the study showed that economically
disadvantaged students’ scores in math, language arts, social studies and science scores
were lower than the non-economically disadvantaged students.
In addition to the influence SES has on ELL students’ academic achievements, it
also impacts students’ academic growth trends and patterns. Literacy scholars have
proved this to be true by ascertaining that children born to parents who have more
education and greater financial income tend to have higher literacy efficiency than
children born to less advantage family whose parents have limited education and live in
poverty (El Nokali, Bachman, & Votruba-Drzal, 2010). The SES had a significant impact
on the literacy development of a child prior to joining kindergarten. This is also shown in
the literacy skills for both free reduce price lunch (FRPL) and non-FRPL students for
students below 13 years old (Lee & Bowen, 2006). Over the past three decades, the
literacy gaps between FRPL and non-FRPL student has increased drastically and impact
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the literacy development of children. Something that needs attention is that
approximately 50% to 75% student in both mid-high poverty and high-poverty schools
are eligible for FRPL. This shows us a number of our students in schools are
disadvantaged compared to the literacy development of other students (NCES, 2018).
The above findings showed us the need to examine the origins of the literacy gaps in
students in order to establish an understanding of the impact SES status has on the
literacy and development of students.
Different studies have been done to substantiate the idea that low scores obtained
by students might be as a result of their low socio-economic status. In study by Şirin
(2005), a meta-analytic study was used to find a relationship between academic
achievement and SES. He found out that a stronger relationship of between academic
achievement and SES in the school level compared to the student level. This proved that
socio-economic status of a student is one of the factors for any student’s academic
performance.
Program Models
Numerous programs are offered for ELLs in the United States, including
transitional bilingual education (TBE), ESL, and dual-language programs (CDE, 2018).
Pullout from classrooms for ESL is the most commonly provided form of ESL
instruction. In this type of ESL program, the ELL students spend most of the school day
in monolingual English classrooms and for 30 to 45 minutes a day take part in smallgroup instruction in English taught by a teacher using ESL methodologies and providing
support in their native language (CDE, 2018). In a TBE program, ELL students are
provided native-language instruction. English-language instruction increases
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progressively and instruction in the native language decreases as students become more
skillful in English. A dual-language program generally includes an equal number of
native English speakers and speakers of another language, and academic instruction is
given in both languages for the same amount of time (CDE, 2018).
Bilingual Education
Defining mood of bilingual maintenance and buttressed was characterized by the
“affirmative ethnicity” spirit articulated by a columnist in The Washington Post (Garcia
& Baker, 1995). Such defenders of the English language saw bilingual education as a
useless endeavor that indulged immigrants. Therefore, two conceptions emerged: one that
sought to honor children’s origins and another that emphasized accepting the children’s
current residence and hence the need for them to become English speakers. Conflicting
values resulted in the emergence of two profound questions related to the language of
education adopted for minority learners: (a) is bilingual education effective? and (b) how
much time is needed for learners to acquire enough English (Garcia & Baker, 1995)?
Lambert and Tucker (1972) indicated that the knowledge base was primarily drawn from
early attempts to examine French immersion programs in Canada. It should be noted that
this was a unique educational innovation with diverse goals and intended for a defined
constituency with a given socioeconomic composition which was different from the
context of minority students in the United States (Gándara & Escamilla, 2017).
In the 1980s and 1990s, the argument against bilingual education continued as the
Bush and Regan administrations fortified anti-bilingual programs (Goldenberg &
Wagner, 2015). According to Gándara and Contreras (2009), those challenging or
opposing bilingual education claim that it is very expensive and allows speakers of
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minority languages to avoid learning English and avoid assimilation. Gándara and
Contreras also claimed that the use of languages other than English helps divide the
nation politically, because English is the language that unites the multicultural United
States.
Although Gándara and Contreras (2009) found that research on the costs of
bilingual education is limited, Carpenter-Huffman and Samulon (1981) and Chambers
and Parrish (1992) demonstrated that bilingual education is the least costly model that
can be used to meet the needs of ELLs. One bilingual teacher can give instruction in two
languages in a bilingual classroom unlike in other models, such as ESL pullout, which
involve additional personnel and carry a higher cost. Moreover, bilingual teachers are
often paid less and have less seniority on average than other teachers because many of
them have been employed recently in a push to meet ELL students’ growing needs
(Armario, 2013). Therefore, Gándara and Contreras (2009) claimed that high program
expenses are deceptive and not a real problem in the dispute over the language of
education.
According to Thomas and Collier (2002), bilingual education that is well designed
and effectively implemented is an effective way for students to acquire a second
language. Effective bilingual education should foster maintenance of a student’s native
language while simultaneously introducing the target language. The results of several
renowned practical studies support bilingual education. In a federally funded longitudinal
study, Ramirez, Yuen, Ramey, and Pasta (1991) examined the development of over 2,000
Spanish-speaking ELLs in nine school districts in nine states over four years. The ELLs
in bilingual programs that employed a steady transition to English performed better on
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the statewide exams than students in English-immersion programs (Ramirez et al., 1991).
Thomas and Collier’s (2002) federally funded study also supported bilingual education,
strengthening the conclusions drawn by Ramirez et al. (1991). Thomas and Collier
followed ELL students in Houston, Texas, and noted that their academic performance in
programs that emphasized the development of their native language (Spanish) improved.
English-language learners had the best performance in dual-language programs where
English-speaking children learned Spanish together with ELLs who were learning
English.
In the United States, numerous programs were offered for ELLs, including TBE,
ESL, and dual-language programs. Although these students are learning during their ESL
instruction, they also miss instructional time in their mainstream classes (Ovando,
Collier, & Combs, 2002). During ESL instruction, the teacher gives the subject matter
instruction in English using ESL methodologies while supporting the ELLs’ native
language (Crawford, 2004). According to this philosophy, ELL students have an Englishlanguage deficiency and, therefore, need remedial instruction. Such programs are meant
to ensure that ELL students receive a majority of their academic instruction in English,
and use of their native language is very inadequate or absent, so these programs are not
classified as bilingual. Instead, ESL strategies are used to enable ELLs to understand
instruction. The ESL pullout programs are considered the least effective and most
expensive programs offered for ELLs (Ovando et al., 2002). The main shortcoming is
that ELLs are placed in classes that they may find highly incoherent for most of the day.
However, these programs are widely used because they can accommodate learners from
various language backgrounds in the same classroom, and teachers do not need to be

27
proficient in their students’ native languages (Lara-Alecio, Galloway, Irby, Rodríguez, &
Gómez, 2004).
The TBE is among the most common types of bilingual programs in the United
States (Crawford, 2004). Similar to ESL programs, TBE programs are guided by the
philosophy that ELLs need remedial instruction. These programs employ the method of
teaching in the native language but progressively subtracting the amount of exposure to
the native language as students become more skillful in English. However, when TBE
students are compared with ELL students placed into English-language classrooms
without bilingual assistance, it is noted that the students taking part in early-exit bilingual
education show no difference in language, mathematics, or reading ability by the time
they are in third grade (Crawford, 2004). In addition, TBE programs endorse the
acquisition of a second language and skills transfer, but as students adjust to the Englishdominant society, they steadily lose their native-language skills. Most students are
required to leave the TBE program within two to five years. According to Crawford
(2004), TBE programs enhance proficiency in spoken English but not academic English.
Although TBE is considered an equal or superior model to ESL, it is substandard
compared to other bilingual models. It has been noted that TBE programs have yielded
unsatisfactory results, but they have remained the most extensive bilingual programs in
the United States (Crawford, 2004).
Although they seem thorough and efficient, TBE programs are ineffective
because they do not give students sufficient time to learn a second language to the level
of academic proficiency (Ovando et al., 2002). Instead, TBE programs reduce the
acquisition of native language skills to support academic and linguistic competency in
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English as quickly as possible through immersion. Such programs are intended to
mainstream ELLs into English-only classes, before they are fully proficient in English.
This may be a probable explanation for many bilingual programs’ unsatisfactory results.
Gándara and Contreras (2009) claimed that 66% of 10th-grade ELLs scored within the
English proficiency range on California’s English proficiency exam; however, only 4%
of those ELLs met grade-level expectations on the English language arts exam in 2006,
because the English language arts test
entails a more sophisticated comprehension of English as compared to the
proficiency test, additionally, familiarity and exposure to English literature, yet
teachers regularly fail to differentiate between these two kinds of skills in their
instructional preparation for English students. (Gándara & Contreras, 2009, p.
126)
Dual-Language Programs
Also called two-way bilingual education, dual-language programs are another
type of bilingual education where the amount of academic instruction given in English is
the same as the amount of instruction given in the native language (Zimmerman, 2014).
Dual-language programs include native English speakers and native speakers of another
language who study together for part of the day. In the classroom, these two groups learn
language via academic instruction in both languages (Freeman, Freeman, & Mercuri,
2005). Dual-language programs permit students from various backgrounds to interact
and, as a result, learn from one another. Such programs provide the best of both worlds,
giving learners the opportunity to become proficient in communicating and learning in
English and in another language. Dual-language programs have been termed improved
education programs because they add the learning of a new language. Other bilingual
models, by contrast, are subtractive because learners lose or forget their native language
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while learning English. These programs are intended to maintain and advance the native
language as leaners also acquire English. The ELLs are grouped with native English
speakers, and then a reciprocal interaction teaching approach is intended to inspire
students to learn from one another via interaction and dialog. In this approach of
reciprocal interaction, teachers take part in discussions with learners and facilitate the
process rather than controlling student learning. This model of teaching develops higherlevel thinking skills beyond simply memorization and enables greater student
achievement (Freeman et al., 2005).
Nonetheless, it is essential to note that several major cities lack this even division
between language groups, and the students in dual-language programs have similar
backgrounds because of the inadequate number of native English speakers within the
student population. Two models, 90:10 and 50:50, are commonly used. In the latter, all
subjects are taught in both languages for the same amount of time throughout the
program. Time for the two languages can be distributed in numerous ways: alternate
days, half days, or alternate weeks. On the other hand, the 90:10 model commences with
90% of literacy instruction in the native language in initial grades and 10% of the
instruction in English. English progressively increases as the learners get older, usually
until sixth grade, and then learners have a similar amount of instructional time in both
languages. The dual-language model stresses language separation instead of simultaneous
translation during classes. The aim is to make the second-language input understandable
for students (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014). Dual-language programs are not a new
model. They spread progressively during the Clinton administration as schools were
encouraged to develop programs to compete in the international economy of the 2000s.

30
This type of program is becoming more popular because of the undesirable results of
traditional bilingual education programs. In the last 15 years, this country’s attention to
dual-language programs in education has increased intensely (Hainmueller & Hopkins,
2014).
Researchers in bilingualism, second-language acquisition, and literacy have
noticed these programs because they stimulate academic success in both languages. Some
ELLs who have performed poorly in English programs, transitional programs, or ESL
programs have made incredible advances in dual-language programs (Lindholm-Leary,
2001; Thomas & Collier, 2002). Moreover, Lindholm-Leary (2001) noted that native
English speakers in these programs, even with instruction in two languages, excel in
English, scoring higher than native English-speaking peers enrolled in monolingual
programs. Dual-language programs are true bilingual programs (Genesee & Riches,
2006). Crawford (2004) noted that students in bilingual programs that preserve their
native language have improved academic success compared with students who are
required to drop their native language for English immersion. Studies have identified the
benefits of programs that preserve native language skills while developing English
language proficiency for academic performance. Crawford’s (2004) results indicate that
children in bilingual classes performed better than their peers in immersion programs in
terms of mathematics, reading, and English language.
In another large study, Thomas and Collier (2002) supported Ramirez’s (2001)
observations in a study of the records of 700,000 students from five suburban and urban
school districts. The ELLs were enrolled in various programs, including TBE, ESL, oneway dual-language programs, and two-way dual-language programs (Thomas & Collier,
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2002). Only the students who received strong academic support and grade-level
instruction in their native language performed as well as or better than their native
English-speaking peers, and on average, it took four to seven years for children who were
taught in both their native language and English to perform better than their
mainstreamed, native English-speaking peers (Thomas & Collier, 2002). However, the
academic gap widened for ELLs in isolated remedial programs such as ESL and
transitional bilingual programs.
Several researchers have conducted similar studies around the United States (e.g.,
in Texas, Massachusetts, Chicago, and California) and have reinforced the finding that
children in dual-language programs exhibit stronger academic performance than children
in other programs. Howard and Sugarman (2001) found that ELLs in such programs
scored higher in norm-referenced standardized exams than did ELLs who were educated
only in English. Lindholm-Leary (2001) argued that dual-language programs can
“eliminate the undesirable status of bilingualism in the United States” (p. 28) and later
Lindholm-Leary (2005) stated that dual-language programs can “help eliminate the
performance gap” between native English speakers and ELL students and “uphold skills
for the varying job market” (p. 56). Dual-language programs put native English-speaking
students together with ELLs to achieve the shared goal of bilingual literacy and
bilingualism. However, Ovando (2003) observed that convincing the public and
politicians that bilingual education is an academically effective way to teach both
language-minority students and language-majority students has been challenging.
Estrada, Gómez, and Ruiz-Escalante (2009) considered the widespread
misunderstandings about ELLs and language acquisition that discourage policy makers
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and teachers from instituting the dual-language approach to bilingual education. These
misunderstandings include the view that the most effective way for ELLs to learn English
is via complete immersion in English and the view that ELLs will learn adequate English
in one academic year. Other mistaken beliefs are that, once ELLs attain oral English
fluency, they can learn effectively in mainstream English-only classes, and that it is better
for ELLs use their native language less. Dual-language programs invalidate the above
assumptions because they are founded on the notion that academic skills, once attained,
are independent across languages and can be shifted to the second language (Leithwood,
Harris, & Hopkins, 2008). Children are taught in one language for half of their
instructional time, and then they are exposed to the other language for the other half of
the instructional time. The ELLs get support to learn English, and they are exposed to
grade-level information in their first language. This builds on present-day academic skills
in the first language and upholds the transfer of learned knowledge to English,
contradicting customary models that require ELLs to be skilled in English in order to
grasp academic content (Leithwood et al., 2008).
Co-Teaching Model
According to Friend (2008), the NCLB (NCLB, 2002) has allowed for focus to be
on the option of service delivery of co-teaching. This has been achieved through the
provisions of the Act that require nearly all students to reach a high standard of academic
achievement and be taught by qualified teachers. The Act also requires that students with
disabilities and other forms of special needs be integrated into general classrooms. The
co-teaching model thus guarantees that learners have equal access to learning and will be
able to receive services from highly qualified teachers.
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The major meaning of success under the co-teaching model is collaboration.
Collaboration is defined as an interaction between two or more parties that voluntarily
engage in a shared decision-making process working towards a common goal (Cook &
Friend, 1995). Various teaching partners are included in co-teaching models. According
to Friend (2008), co-teaching takes place when a general education teacher and a
specialist work as partners in teaching students with diverse needs. Based on the
definition of co-teaching, two teachers from among a diverse group are connected in a
single space. This definition does not prescribe the exact manner in which the connection
takes place. Co-teaching can take many forms depending on consideration of students’
needs, the content of the lesson at hand, learning activities, and the preferences of the coteachers (Cook & Friend, 1995; Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010). Honigsfeld and Dove (2010)
have outlined seven co-teaching modules. Honigsfeld and Dove and asserted that each of
the modules may be applied in any given co-teaching classroom irrespective of the
content or grade level. These modules are:
Model 1: one lead teacher and one teacher “teaching on purpose”
Model 2: two teachers teach same content
Model 3: one teaches, one assesses
Model 4: two teachers teach same content to two groups
Hoffman and Dahlman’s (2007) review of various studies and research conducted
on co-teaching revealed that three factors remain constant: (a) the need for common
planning time, (b) support from administrators, and (c) training and development.
Hoffman and Dahlman noted that it is important to establish the necessary conditions for
these three factors in order to promote the integration of co-teaching into the philosophy
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and culture of a school or organization. Administrators have an important role to play in
ensuring that these conditions are established (Bell & Baecher, 2012). A review of
existing literature indicates that although co-teaching has many advantages, there are also
drawbacks associated with this method. However, the positive and negative aspects of coteaching present an opportunity for potential change in future. Bell and Baecher’s (2012)
study involved a survey of ESL teachers in which it was discovered that many of these
teachers prefer co-teaching compared to the push in model devoid of cooperative
planning. However, some teachers explained that they were reluctant to use the coteaching model since they would not have control and would be left to feel like aids in
the classroom. Elmore (2000) found that when teachers transitioned from isolation to
collaboration, the isolation cycle was broken, thereby allowing teachers to respect,
acknowledge and capitalize on their differences in terms of expertise.
School principals must offer support in order to guarantee the success of coteaching partnerships (Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010). For instance, administrators should set
up a professional learning community that takes part in collaborative inquiry about the
needs of students, including the linguistic, cultural, and academic needs of ELLs
(Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010). According to Calderón et al. (2011), in order for instruction
for ELLs to be effective, it must have administrative support through the school
leadership. Strong leadership helps in the development of a high-reliability organization
that ensures information is shared widely, monitors the quality of teaching and learning,
and holds all members of staff to account in relation to progress made towards shared
goals. Administrative support helps principals to help teachers, staff members, parents,
and students prepare for co-teaching. It also helps principals to organize planning time
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and other logistical issues in order to make co-teaching successful (Friend, 2008). Friend
(2008) further noted that the administration helps in monitoring the effectiveness of the
co-teaching method to guarantee that it has the desired effect on student learning and in
engaging teachers in solving problems that arise (Friend, 2008). It was also found that
administrators help their staff through specific actions and not merely rhetoric.
Sheltered Instruction Observation
Protocol
According to Echevarría, Vogt, and Short (2008), the sheltered instruction
observation protocol (SIOP) is a strategic technique designed to make any content
understandable while promoting English language development in ELLs. The SIOP
model was conceptualized and developed by Echevarría et al., and the main objective of
the model was to help teachers in the classroom to educate ELLs in English while at the
same time teaching the students the given content. The main goal of the SIOP model is to
train teachers in how to teach ELLs content while at the same time helping ELLs with
their English-language development. The SIOP model consists of eight components:
lesson plans, building background, comprehensible input, strategies, interaction,
practice/applications, lesson delivery, and review and assessment. The given components
are employed specifically in content areas such as science where comprehension is
essential in ensuring the success of students in passing standardized tests at the proficient
level. One of the major strengths of the SIOP model is that it aligns with the NCLB in
working toward improving the academic achievement of a subgroup (Echevarría et al.,
2008). Promoters of this model have primarily argued that the incorporation of SIOP
components can lead to the development and delivery of lessons that are more beneficial
in terms of increasing understanding and comprehension of material by ELLs.
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The SIOP model has become a preferred technique for teaching ELLs, especially
at the secondary level. Despite sheltered instruction being advocated as an effective
learning strategy for ELLs, there are only a few research tools available for evaluating the
effectiveness of a sheltered lesson. According to Echevarría et al. (2008), the SIOP model
was developed primarily as a model of effective sheltered instruction that differentiates
such classes from mainstream instruction. Aspects of the SIOP were drawn from research
literature and from the knowledge and experience of professionals working in sheltered
instruction who narrowed down the required final features of the model through field
testing (Echevarría et al., 2008).
Various studies have consistently indicated that the SIOP model continues to
promote gains in academic performance for ELLs. For subject areas that require a lot of
reading, ELLs have been shown to lag behind their peers academically, according to
Echevarría et al. (2008). In addition, Echevarría et al. noted that when the SIOP lessons
are more engaging, the given components of the models are more understandable and
effective.
In order to increase the effectiveness of this model, teachers are advised to attend
professional development in order to sharpen their craft and help students increase their
academic performance. Teachers of ELLs are often underprepared because
administrations do not ensure their readiness to teach this expanding population
(Echevarría, 2005). Teachers need additional training in areas that address ELLs’ second
language development and in how to make lessons understandable. According to
Echevarría et al. (2008), in the area of science, the SIOP model integrates best practices
and creates an approach that can improve academic performance through 30 features
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grouped into eight components. One key advantage of SIOP is that it ensures that all the
developmental needs of ELLs are met through the different strategies it proposes or
through the strategies that are developed by teachers.
Leaders’ Roles in English Language Learning Programs
The role of the school principal has changed in recent years due to general
changes in the educational system (Berson & Oreg, 2016). A school principal’s role is not
limited to drawing up a budget; he or she must also supervise and evaluate faculty and
staff. School principals today have an important role to play since they can influence
many factors that can improve learning and academic achievement by creating a shared
commitment to support ELLs. They are also in a position to aid teacher development,
student development, and school reform (Thomas & Collier, 2002).
Schools with many ELLs need principals who understand the goals of programs
designed to serve these students. These goals include promoting a climate that supports
and sustains semantic and cultural development (Berson & Oreg, 2016). Principals who
understood the role played by parents and business associates fostered solid community
involvement by promoting bilingualism.
Principals’ Preparation for English
Language Learning Programs
Leadership is the second-most significant indicator of a school district’s
organizational capability toward high-stakes accountability (Day, Gu, & Sammons,
2016). Few principals are prepared to meet ELL needs or to support, develop, and
improve ELL programs (Samson & Collins, 2012). A chief reason is that there are few
preparatory programs or provisions of pre-service and in-service training. According to
Reeves (2006), principals need a re-acculturation in order to create morally upright
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educators and leaders who can build learning environments for culturally diverse
communities. This is only possible if principals are properly trained, because they are not
protected from society’s social and racial discrimination or from false narratives about
the benefits associated with the English immersion model (Freeman et al., 2005).
Fierro and Rodríguez (2006) studied two preparation programs at Hispanicserving institutions located in the southwestern United States; these programs solely
address bilingual education and ELL issues (e.g., courses on bilingual education, social
identity assignments, and situational audits). Fieldwork in the study included classroom
observations and interviews with bilingual teachers. A case study by Baecher, Knoll, and
Patti (2016) examined the scope of a program aimed at bilingual education preparation.
The program included a syllabus review in which administrators questioned students on
their readiness to serve as instructional leaders; however, the ELL program received little
attention in the syllabus review. For issues facing ELLs, several responses indicated that
the discussion covered few of the important learning issues. One faculty member said that
“all future administrators needed to take a course in historical foundation” and that
“teaching ELL required various approaches” (Baecher et al., 2016, p. 290). Another
member said that the topic was being ignored. Although the Baecher et al. study was
focused on revising a program, its results indicate that other programs could have similar
shortcomings; these results align with those of Hess and Kelly (2007), whose evaluation
of preparation programs suggested that less than 3% of the curricula of such programs are
dedicated to diversity and multicultural issues.
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Leadership Practices to Support
English Language Learning
Programs
The role of school administrators, such as principals, in improving ELL programs
and ELL education in general is to work with other stakeholders (e.g., teachers, parents,
school district officials, and community members) to identify the academic needs of
ELLs, to provide appropriate professional development and cultural awareness for staff
working with ELLs, to create a welcoming culture, and to engage parents in school
events (Day et al., 2016). To support ELL programs, principals should establish the
program goals and direction, use knowledge of ELLs to establish credible leaders and
role models, and provide professional ELL learning for teachers and leaders.
Establishing goals and direction. In an international research study, Day and
Leithwood (2007) established that having a set vision and direction has the most
significant factor in leadership being seen as effective. Sams’ (2010) dissertation
analyzed the leadership beliefs and practices of 25 ESL leaders in Texas and found that
understanding and communicating a vision was regarded as an important practice of
effective leadership.
Professional development for teachers and leaders. Another essential practice
of effective and successful leadership is offering professional learning opportunities for
ELL programs. Leithwood et al. (2008) portrayed ELLs as people who are developing,
and research by MacBeath and Dempster (2009) found that one essential factor in
successful leadership was a focus on the learning agenda for each person in the school to
reach proficiency. According to Day and Leithwood (2007), offering intellectual
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inspiration is one driver of individual growth through the promotion of reflection toward
professional development.
Furthermore, Theoharis and O’Toole (2011) conducted two case studies on
elementary schools with the aim of explaining the leadership qualities necessary for the
creation of social justice for ELLs. They found that one principal led the staff by
obtaining dual certification and by engaging in professional development for ELLs. The
second principal directed the staff by implementing a co-teaching approach so general
education teachers and ESL teachers could teach all students together. Elfers and
Stritikus (2014) sought to define leadership support for teachers that would enhance the
learning experiences of ELLs. They conducted a qualitative case study on how school
leaders supported classroom teachers who work with ELL students. One main finding
was that leadership played a critical role in sustaining systems and supporting ELL
instruction. The results also suggested that positive outcomes for ELL students are driven
by a focus placed on high-quality education, the use of data to help direct teachers,
blending district- and school-level initiatives to support ELL instruction, and
communication of a compelling rationale that all teachers are responsible for every
student (Elfers & Stritikus, 2014).
Principals’ Perceptions
The perceptions of principals on the issues of ELLs and language acquisition are
important in their decision-making and leadership actions (Black, 2006). De Cohen,
Deterding, and Clewell (2005) found that principals in schools with many ELLs had
fewer years of leadership experience and fewer qualifications compared with those who
worked in schools with few or no ELLs. In addition, principals felt that the lack of parent
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contribution from ELL families was a major obstacle for their schools. The lack of
preparedness and the lack of contribution from parents were expected because the
engagement of parents with principals is likely difficult when the parents’ first language
is not English.
Black (2006) found that another reason for principals’ unpreparedness to support
ELLs was their difficulty in recognizing the main features of language acquisition
models. It was reported that principals struggled to deal with the pressure of English not
being a student’s first language and with the perception that language and culture were
essential possessions that required preservation. This perception is important because
teachers may have insufficient background and lack appropriate approaches and
techniques for instructing and assessing ELL students (Herrera & Murry, 2006). Warhol
and Mayer (2012) also discovered that several principals with genuine intentions
maximized English instruction at the expense of the home language. One principal said
that he was aware of the obligation to help Hispanic ELL students, but that he felt guilty
because he felt that communicating to them in Spanish did them a disservice. Another
principal blamed test scores for the dual-language program’s failure. He stated that after
examining data, it was apparent that the dual-language program was hindering instruction
(Warhol & Mayer, 2012). The principal’s words revealed how unprepared he was to
support English-language learning at his school.
In Black’s (2006) study, several principals were committed to bilingual education.
They exploited their knowledge of staffing, budgeting, and curriculum to support
teachers. According to Robinson (2009), effective principals continually seek ways to
push teachers to embrace innovative instructional methods to meet the needs of ELLs,
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whereas less effective principals do not critically reflect on their undertakings, do not
have necessary instructional knowledge, and do not support their teachers in professional
development.
Teachers’ Roles in English Language
Learning Programs
Gersten et al. (2005) and Reeves (2006) identified the significant role played by
content teachers in the promotion of the academic growth of ELLs. However, Reeves
(2006) argued that some content teachers are not ready for the challenges involved in
teaching ELLs. Gersten et al. (2005) argued that most content teachers feel that
accommodating ELLs is a peripheral and frustrating task despite the fact that most of the
ELLs’ time is spent in their classrooms. According to Yoon (2008), content teachers are
often better prepared to teach mainstream learners while leaving ELLs to the ELL
specialist or teacher.
Eagly and Chaiken (2007) defined attitude as a psychological predisposition or
tendency that is favorably or unfavorably expressed to people, objects, institutions, and
events. The attitude of teachers is essential for decisions about instructional strategies and
student interactions, as argued by Van Hook (2002). According to Diamond, Randolph,
and Spillane (2004), students’ academic self-esteem and personal confidence largely
depend on teachers.
An analysis of the reviewed sources showed that secondary teachers have various
but generally friendly attitudes toward the teaching of ELLs, based on studies conducted
by Reeves (2006) and Yoon (2008). For instance, in a study surveying 279 teachers in
public high schools in a mid-sized southeastern United States city, Reeves (2006)
established that 75% of the participants indicated that ELL integration resulted in a
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positive classroom academic environment. Of the 279 teachers surveyed, 217 (78%)
reported that they had interacted with ELLs in their classrooms at some point during their
teaching careers.
Yoon (2008) did not clearly state the criteria for selecting the two participants in
his study. One of the teachers in the case study expressed a positive perception toward
ELLs. The participant embraced her learners’ cultural differences and encouraged them
to participate in class activities. The teacher was fully responsible for teaching ELLs in
class. She said that she is a teacher of children, and she does not care whether they are
regular education, special education, ESL, or gifted and talented (Yoon, 2008). She
elaborated on the essential resources ELLs contribute to the classroom, and she said that
English-speaking students could learn from ELLs’ diverse linguistic and cultural
backgrounds.
The second participant in Yoon’s (2008) study, on the other hand, had quite
different thoughts. The teacher felt that ESL teachers were responsible for making ELLs’
time beneficial, and he was not responsible for the students in his classroom learning
English. He said that he never imagined himself as an ESL teacher. Unsurprisingly, Yoon
did not observe the case study’s second respondent differentiating instructions to account
for ELLs’ English-language proficiencies or approaching ELLs in his class.
Walker, Shafer, and Liams (2004) conducted a survey involving elementary- and
secondary-level teachers from 28 schools in various school districts within the Great
Plains region, finding that teachers’ attitudes toward ELLs were largely dependent on the
community and the school type. For instance, the study found that most teachers felt that
integrating ELLs into their regular academic classes was burdensome, despite the fact
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that some of the learners were refugees. Walker et al. introduced the term “rapid-influx
school” to refer to a school with many ELL students who cannot acquire the necessary
English skills within one year (in their teachers’ estimation). Many teachers at rapidinflux schools reported that these ELL students worked harder than their American peers
to attain academic success. However, teachers at schools serving immigrants were
ambivalent toward ELLs when their schools provided limited ELL support, with most
expressing negative beliefs that linked ELLs with poor academic performance (Walker et
al., 2004). These teachers did not see always diversity as a positive influence; one even
suggested that diversity is not always good (Walker et al., 2004).
Preparation for Teaching English Language Learners
According to Walker et al. (2004), 87% of the teachers in their study never
received training or professional development to support their work with ELLs,
explaining why teachers often felt overwhelmed by the introduction of ELL students into
their classrooms. The teachers commonly felt burdened by everyone’s adaptation, and
they felt they had enough on their plates. They also claimed that they were not willing to
adapt their instruction toward ELLs due to inadequate time. Walker et al. (2004) found
not only a lack of preparation among the teachers in their study but also a lack of
awareness of ELLs’ academic needs. The researchers noted generally that the teachers
who took part in the survey had a common-sense ideology for teaching ELLs. For
example, one participant had not been formally trained to work with ELLs but expressed
confidence in teaching them, arguing that good intentions in combination with common
sense work very well. Furthermore, Walker et al. (2004) established that 51% of the
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teacher participants opposed professional development. As a matter of fact, 17% claimed
that an ELL teaching certificate was not necessary.
Reeves (2006) also established that 90% of surveyed high school content-area
teachers in a mid-sized southeastern city were not trained to work with ELL or languageminority students. Only 17% were trained through in-service workshops, college
coursework, or seminars. However, about 45% of participants were not interested in more
preparation for working with ELLs. Based on these studies, inadequate preparation of
secondary teachers to teach ELL students can make teachers less aware of their students’
academic needs and strengths.
Costa and Garmston (2010) pointed out that professional development is
necessary because it helps teachers cope with challenges they may face in class while
trying to balance what they need to know and what they already know to help
linguistically diverse learners meet their academic objectives. Professional development
is no longer optional; it is a necessity due to the growing knowledge in all the disciplines,
the increasing number of ELLs, and rapid technological development in the academic
world (Walker et al., 2004). Development is a combination of activities and processes
designed to enhance educators’ professional skills, knowledge, and attitudes to in turn
improve student learning (Reeves, 2006). Guskey and Yoon (2009) stated that good
professional development should be systematic, intentional, and continuous. In surveying
teacher attitudes toward ELL accommodation requirements, Reeves (2006) established
that a majority of secondary teachers (80%) were not prepared to educate ELLs who
spend most of their school days in mainstream classrooms.
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According to professional-development researchers, educators who teach ELLs
have reported that professional development is beneficial when it includes opportunities
for hands-on practice with the instructional methods that teachers readily use within
classrooms, such as class presentations (individual or with classmates) and personalized
coaching. Lara-Alecio et al. (2004) reported that ongoing twice-weekly professional
development improved kindergarten instructors’ work with ELLs. The educators’
effectiveness increased after they obtained training in eight strategies: reflective practice
(via portfolio development), parental involvement and support, reading comprehension,
literacy development, verbal language development, fluency and vocabulary building,
student engagement, and increased teaching (via planning). The professionaldevelopment model commences with two days of workshops in which teachers are
grouped by their grade level to allow the trainers to appropriately align teaching
approaches. Afterward, each participant receives three or more days of follow-up
coaching from the instructors.
Parents’ Roles in English Language Learning Programs
During the Industrial Revolution, the United States government enacted childlabor laws, and children attended different model schools (Hiatt-Michael, 2008). These
changes led to a decrease in parental involvement in children’s education which in turn
led to the development of public-school districts. This shifted the attention away from
public schools and toward parental involvement to better support students’ academic
growth.
The NCLB Act of 2001 (2002) gave schools the responsibility to ensure that their
ELL students demonstrated academic growth (Hiatt-Michael, 2008). Batt (2008)
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identified limited parental involvement among newly enrolled immigrant students as one
of the most significant challenges for United States public schools. The parents of ELLs
may not be familiar with the U.S. school system and may feel that their children are being
deprived of a proper education. For example, parents may misunderstand the purpose of
bilingual education and may thus question why their children are being taught in Spanish
and English as opposed to only in English.
Parental involvement is significant because it encourages schools to implement
activities, programs, and procedures to engage the parents of students who are served by
federal programs (Delgado-Gaitán, 2004). Farkas, Johnson, Duffett, Aulicino, and
McHugh (1999) highlighted the findings from a survey of 1,220 parents of ELL; these
parents felt that they were unable to assume leadership roles on site-based management
teams. At home, these parents made efforts raise their children well by using discipline,
respect, and motivation to instill a passion for learning. Indeed, home-based parental
involvement has a greater impact on student achievement than do school-based practices
(Batt, 2008).
Although parental involvement benefits parents, communities, and schools, its
main objective is to support students’ academic achievement (Delgado-Gaitán, 2004).
Indeed, students benefit from parental involvement more than any other stakeholder
(Epstein, Sanders, Sheldon, Simon, & Salinas, 2009). D’Agostino, Hedges, Wong, and
Borman (2001) discovered that the programs that involved parents in school-sponsored
activities had an insignificant influence on student performance. On the other hand, their
study also revealed that programs that are developed to provide parents with home-based
resources and support did improve students’ academic progress.
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Although there are many approaches for involving parents in education, the most
promising practices are those that create partnerships between parents and teachers based
on mutual respect and trust (Delgado-Gaitán, 2004; Epstein et al., 2009). In research
based on Epstein’s (1995) parental-involvement framework, Stelmack (2005) recognized
various means through which parents can come to believe in and trust schools: differed
methods of communication, favorable surroundings, involvement in decision-making
concerning their children, and resources to aid in the learning process. Researchers have
also sought effective methods to enhance communication between parents and teachers.
However, there is a lack of information on what, exactly, the parent–teacher partnership
entails, and some of the terms are ambiguous. For instance, Henderson and Mapp (2002)
identified three main practices that schools use to engage parents, including trustbuilding; fostering relationships among teachers, parents, and the community; and
embracing a philosophy of shared power and responsibility. Further research is needed to
identify ways in which schools, teachers, and parents can combine their efforts to cross
ethnic, racial, and socioeconomic divides and help students.
Evidence-Based Practice for English Language
Learning Programs
The children of immigrants constitute the fastest-growing student population
within the United States. Half of these students are not fluent in English and qualify for
ELL services. Even though the federal government mandated that school districts offer
services to ELL students, it has not provided states with policies for instructing, placing,
assessing, or identifying those students (Calderón et al., 2011). They identified the
features of effective teaching ELLs and reviewed several successful program models. In
2007 to 2008, there were over 5.3 million ELLs, and they accounted for 10.6% of the
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country’s primary and secondary public-school enrollment (Calderón et al., 2011).
Persistent and broad attainment disparities between ELLs and other students indicate that
schools need to more effectively address ELLs’ academic, literacy, and language needs.
Calderón et al. (2011) posited that quality teaching is the most essential aspect of
ELLs’ education. They outlined comprehensive models for reform and described the
individual components of those models, which included outcomes, monitoring, tutoring,
family-support teams, professional development, cooperative learning, content teaching,
literacy and language integration, literacy and language instruction, leadership, and
school structures.
Schools that serve ELLs—particularly within regions where many families also
experience economic challenges—offer children the best (and perhaps only) opportunity
to attain economic security. The most effective programs feature four structural aspects
(Calderón et al., 2011). The first aspect includes the constant gathering and application of
formative data on behavior, attendance, teaching, learning, and other essential
intermediate outcomes. School staff members should use such data often to understand
which pupils are failing, which are succeeding, and why. The second aspect involves a
significant emphasis on professional growth among all staff members, including
administrators. Staff development should be ongoing and intensive, and it should include
several opportunities for expert and/or peer coaching in addition to fostering the
exchange of information among those implementing specific components. The third
aspect pertains to the strategies and behavioral standards that are most effective in the
management of schools and classrooms. The final aspect relates to leadership that focuses
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on nurturing a highly reliable organization, shares information with all stakeholders, and
tracks its instructional quality.
Integrating Language, Literacy,
and Content for Adolescent
Readers
Recently, researchers have developed effective strategies for teaching reading to
adolescents who face challenges in language development (Calderón et al., 2011).
National committees and panels have agreed that such teaching methods improve
students’ writing, reading, and language skills. According to Calderón et al. (2011), the
Carnegie Council on Advancing Adolescent Literacy (2010), literacy instruction must
focus upon technical and multisyllabic terms; offer repeated reading practice (if
necessary); and emphasize morphological analysis, etymology, multiple-meaning
(polysemous) words, and technical and academic vocabulary. Content-area reading must
involve explicit instruction in grammar, word use, and discourse structure for use in
language arts, social studies, science, and mathematics.
Parental Support
Parental support is usually important to children’ success in school, but it is
especially important for the children of immigrants. In particular, ELLs require a balance
in terms of the social, linguistic, and cultural differences between school and home; this
can allow for positive relationships and open communication, thus bridging the school–
home divide. Schools that serve many ELLs should emphasize development aspects
beyond those that Calderón et al. (2011) identified. For instance, some schools have
created advisory teams to review school-wide discipline guidelines, to propose
opportunities for community and parent participation, to identify means of improving the
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school climate, and to review homework policies. Such teams must ensure openness and
allow non-English-speaking parents to participate. Parents should be led to understand
that they play an important role in school-related choices and that those choices impact
them as well as their children. Additionally, schools must create opportunities for parents
and other members of the community to volunteer within the school. These volunteer
opportunities can involve homework help, tutoring, or other academic assistance, as well
as fundraising, food service, cultural programs, or sports.
Tutoring and Other Interventions
for Struggling Readers
One-on-one teaching by certified, well-trained teachers constitutes the most
effective intervention for children who struggle to read (Calderón et al., 2011), especially
when teachers use structured phonetic programs. Assessments of the phonetic program
used extensively today indicate that it has succeeded in helping ELLs; however, other
phonetic programs have yielded even more positive outcomes in terms of improving
struggling students’ reading skills.
Monitoring Implementation
and Outcomes
Teachers who seek to improve their English-language instruction should focus not
only on students’ outcomes but also on the effective implementation of all program
elements (Calderón et al., 2011). For instance, full-time trainers assist other staff
members in operationalizing all aspects of the program by monitoring teachers and
providing them with feedback. This program also allows teachers to answer each other’s
questions and share ideas.
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Research Gaps
Various jurisdictions have passed legislation in response to the significant
increase that has occurred in the ELL population across the United States in general and
in Colorado in particular (NCES, 2018). The number of ELL students is expected to
double in the next 30 years (NCES, 2018). The academic achievement of ELLs lags
behind that of their peers, particularly in reading and mathematics, as measured on state
tests (CDE, 2018). It is essential to bridge this gap by creating programs that increase
these students’ test scores and skills.
Previous studies related to ELL programs have investigated various topics,
including instructional leadership, parental involvement, teaching practices, and
professional development. There is a need to continue investigating ELL programs from
the perspectives of various stakeholders. However, more research is needed on holistic
impact in promoting successful ELL programs.
The purpose of this survey research was to identify the possible factors
contributing to the success of ELL programs in elementary schools in the same school
district and to explore the role administrators and teachers play in the success of the
school’s ELL program at the elementary level. This study is meant to reframe ELL
programs through the consideration of multiple factors. The focus is on the school
principal’s role as a mediator in the integration of the various factors that contribute to
ELL students’ achievement. This study also includes suggestions for developing ELL
programs and for improving administrative practices to ensure such programs’ success.
The following research questions applied to this study’s exploration of the factors
that affect ELL programs:
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Q1

What role do school leaders and teachers at schools with student growth
above the state’s average on the World-class Instructional Design and
Assistance (WIDA) assessment for English Language Learners (ELLs)
identify school leadership playing in the success of the school’s ELL
program?

Q2

What factors do leaders and teachers at schools with student growth above
the state’s average on the World-class Instructional Design and Assistance
(WIDA) assessment for English Language Learners (ELLs) identify as
contributing to the success of the school’s ELL program?
Conclusion

Ensuring all ELLs achieve academic success is an important task requiring the
cooperation of stakeholders including school principals, teachers, and parents (U.S.
Department of Education, 2016). Many studies have documented the important role of
ELL programs. More studies are needed to identify the roles of specific stakeholders in
creating and maintaining ELL programs. Particularly lacking in the literature are studies
specifically addressing the factors that contribute to the success of an ELL program at the
elementary level. Qualitative and quantitative research methods each provide unique
designs for studies that can improve the body of knowledge about ELL programs.
Because the research problem in this study centers on a need for a deeper understanding
of the creation and sustaining of an ELL program, non-experimental survey research is
the best fit. The following chapter presents the theoretical framework, study design,
methodology, method for data collection, data analysis, and trustworthiness and validity
of the study for addressing the research problem and the questions study
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
School districts implement English-language learning (ELL) programs to improve
language literacy which leads to enhanced language acquisition and equal opportunity for
academic success. However, there are potentially alarming student performance
differences for ELL programs located in different schools in the same school district. The
purpose of this survey research was to identify the possible factors contributing to the
elementary school’s ELL program success. The other purpose was to explore the role that
specific stakeholders (school principal, assistant principal, general education teacher, and
ELL teacher) play in the success of the school’s ELL program at the elementary level. To
address the research problem, I used the following research questions:
Q1

What role do school leaders and teachers at schools with student growth
above the state’s average on the World-class Instructional Design and
Assistance (WIDA) assessment for English Language Learners (ELLs)
identify school leadership as playing in the success of the school’s ELL
program?

Q2

What factors do leaders and teachers at schools with student growth above
the state’s average on the World-class Instructional Design and Assistance
(WIDA) assessment for English Language Learners (ELLs) identify as
contributing to the school’s ELL program success?
Organization of the Chapter

This chapter includes the description of the theoretical framework, research
design, and research setting. I describe the participants, data sources, and data collection
procedures. After that, I provide details of the data analysis procedures and reliability
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measures for the quantitative data and strategies used to ensure trustworthiness for the
qualitative data.
Theoretical Framework
Crotty (1998) argued that theoretical perspectives have a lot to do with the way
people perceive the human world and social life in the world. These perspectives reflect
on the stance, assumptions, and philosophy the researcher presents to the research
process, and they have an impact in each aspect of the research (Merriam, 2009). To
understand the roles of specific stakeholders (administrators and teachers) in identifying
school leadership as playing in the success of the school’s ELL program and to explore
the factors that contribute to ELL programs’ successes in elementary schools, I used
interpretivism as a theoretical framework.
According to Merriam (2009), interpretive research is based on the assumption
that reality is a multifaceted social construct, and thus there is no existence of a single,
observable reality. This assumption, therefore, suggests that several probable
interpretations of a single event or multiple observable realities exist. Therefore,
knowledge is a social concept that researchers do not just stumble upon but must
construct. I used the perceptions of the schools’ principals and teachers to identify
stakeholders’ roles in the success and other factors that contribute to the successful ELL
programs in the elementary schools.
The interpretation of a social world (objects and things) can be subjectively
explained by various individuals based on their experiences to make sense of the world
(Crotty, 1998). In this study, I employed a survey research design in exploring the
multifaceted interpretations of the factors that contribute to ELL programs’ successes. I
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broadly designed the research questions to give the participants an opportunity to
construct meaning of a social reality through such processes as discussions and
interactions with others (Creswell, 2014). The focus of my research was on how
individuals interact and make meaning regarding their social world.
Research Design
Research design is a way of carrying out a specific inquiry through a description
or plan. In other words, research design makes the blueprint available for the selection
and utilization of the proper methods in tackling the research questions. In this section, I
provide an overview and justification for the research design used in this proposed
research: non-experimental survey research.
There is an alignment of nonexperimental survey research with the research
questions in this study. Nonexperimental research means the variables or group of
participants cannot be manipulated by the researcher (Cook & Cook, 2008). Survey
research as a type of nonexperimental research was used as a route to investigate the
research questions. Survey research is defined as “the collection of information from a
sample of individuals through their responses to questions” (Check & Schutt, 2012, p.
160). As it is often used to describe human behavior, surveys are, therefore, frequently
used in social and psychological research (Singleton & Straits, 2009).
According to Creswell (2014), methodology is a technique that is adopted in
research process to identify tools to collect and analyze the data. Singleton and Straits
(2009) stated that survey research is used to gather information, usually through selfreport using questionnaires or interviews. Survey research can use quantitative research
strategies (e.g., using questionnaires with numerically rated items), qualitative research
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strategies (e.g., using open-ended questions), or both strategies (i.e., mixed methods)
(Fowler, 2009). In this study, a questionnaire was used as the primary instrument using
numerically rated items and open-ended questions. Fowler (2009) described a
questionnaire as a sematic method for collecting data from a sample of people with the
intention to use statistics that describe population opinions. A questionnaire that was
developed by the researcher was used to identify possible factors contributing to the
successful ELL programs in elementary schools within the same school district.
Additionally, one document was used as a secondary tool to have a better understanding
of participants’ responses on the survey. Based on the participant responses in question,
11 in the open-ended questions on the survey, the common document was WIDA
standards.
Methodology
The targeted population of this study included principals, assistant principals,
general teachers, and ELL teachers who worked in elementary schools in the same school
district. The participants were selected by using purposeful sampling. To address the
research questions, the online survey was used. The following sections include detailed
information about the research setting and the participants.
Research Setting
The study took place in elementary schools in the same school district in
Colorado. The sampling techniques I used in this study was purposeful strategies to select
a sample from which the most can be learned (Merriam, 2009). Purposeful sampling
involves selecting cases that are information-rich because a great deal can be learned
from them about issues of central importance to the inquiry’s purpose (Patton, 2002).
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Studying information-rich cases can yield insights and in-depth understanding to
illuminate the research questions under the study (Patton, 2002). I used a maximal
variation sampling strategy in which sample individuals differ on some characteristics or
traits (Creswell, 2014).
I chose public schools because social justice is focused on public education and
accountable ELL achievement through the school performance framework (Colorado
Department of Education [CDE], 2018). In addition, I chose elementary schools because
the number of public elementary school students in Colorado is higher than the
percentage of middle school students and secondary school students in Colorado
(National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2018). In 2018, the number of ELLs in
Colorado is 126,000, and the highest ELLs population is in the elementary schools (CDE,
2018). I looked at all school districts in Colorado. Based on purposeful sampling, only
three districts in Colorado met my criteria to answer my research questions. Table 1
shows the three school districts were selected based on the following inclusion criteria:


The school district had a high ELL population greater than 1000 students
and with a percent of ELLs greater than state average of 13.77%.



The school district had multiple elementary schools with ELL program (at
10 least schools).



The median growth percentile for ELLs as measured by their school
performance framework was greater than the state average (50).
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Table 1
Selected School Districts

District

No. of
ELLs

% of
ELLs

MGP

D1

6,224

39

50

44

23

D2

1,929

23.23

50

21

8

D3

3,788

18

53

37

21

State of Colorado

Total no. of
elementary
schools

No. of elementary
schools with
MGP>50

13.77

Note. ELLs = English language learners, MGP = median growth percentile.

After selecting the school districts that met the outlined criteria, I selected one school
district (D1) that gave permission and whose permission process allowed me to collect
data by the end of September. Next, elementary schools were invited to participate that
met the following inclusion criteria:
•

The school district and school principal gave permission.

•

The school served elementary grades (grades one through five).

•

The school has an ELL population greater than 20 students.

•

The school’s median growth percentile for ELLs as measured by their
school performance framework was greater than the state average (50) in
2018.

Eight schools met the outlined criteria. However, five schools only agreed to
participate in the study. The demographic information for each school is shown in Table
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2. After selecting the schools that met the outlined criteria, purposeful sampling was used
to recruit participants who were at least 18 years or older. The participants included the
school principal, assistant principal, three general classroom teachers, and all ELL
teachers in each school.

Table 2
Selected Schools

School

No. of
population

No. of
ELLs

% of ELLs

MGP

FRL

1

629

103

16.4

60

56.8% (357)

2

518

82

15.8

27.5

72.2% (347)

3

417

176

42.2

59.5

80.3% (335)

4

507

176

34.7

65

77.7% (394)

5

527

362

68.7

58.5

94.9% (500)

Note. ELLs = English language learners, MGP = median growth percentile, FRL = free or
reduced lunch.

Participants
I surveyed specific stakeholders in all the selected elementary schools within the
same school district. Those stakeholders included the principal, assistant principal, ELL
teachers, and general classroom teachers. The participants were 10 administrators and 17
teachers in this study. There were five principals and five assistant principals. There were
seven English language teachers and 10 general classroom teachers. I chose the principal
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and assistant principal from each school because the leadership is the second highest
indicator of the organizational capability that a school district needs to respond to highstakes accountability (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). In addition, the school principal has the
main role to lead the improvement of learning and academic achievement (Thomas &
Collier, 2002). I chose ELL teachers and general classroom teachers from each school
because teachers play an essential role in helping ELLs to be successful.
Ethical Considerations and Recruitment
of Participants
First, I asked and received permission to conduct this study from the Institutional
Review Board (see Appendix A). Then, I contacted the director of ELL programs in the
school district via e-mail for permission to conduct my research (see Appendix B). Upon
receiving permissions from the school district and University of Northern Colorado
Institutional Review Board, I obtained a list of the school principals’ e-mails of the
targeted schools. I sent an e-mail to each prospective participant. The e-mail included the
purpose of the study and invitation of participation (see Appendix C). After sending the
e-mails, I scheduled a face-to-face meeting with each school principal. The purpose of
the meeting was to follow up on the invitation email and receive their permission to
distribute the survey link. The school principals who agreed to be part of the study were
asked to respond to the survey and distribute the survey link to an assistant principal, two
general education teachers, and all ELL teachers.
The consent form was provided to all participants in the same survey link that was
included in the e-mail (see Appendix D). Participants were informed about the purpose
and design of the study. To protect confidentiality, the school district, schools, and
participants were assigned pseudonyms. Additionally, participants’ identities are stored
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separately from collected data and kept secure on a password protected computer. Data
and consent forms will be destroyed three years after the completion of the study. Only
the researcher and research advisors have access to the data. Participants did not receive
compensation or receive any extra benefit from participating in this study.
Evidence can come from different sources such as direct observation, survey,
interview, document analysis, and physical artifacts (Yin, 2014). Yin (2014) highlighted,
“no single source has a complete advantage over all the others’’ (p. 65). To answer the
research questions, I used an online survey as the data source. Questions in the survey
were used to identify the roles of specific stakeholders in the success of ELL programs.
Additionally, questions in the survey were used to explore the factors that contribute to a
successful ELL program at the elementary school.
Survey
Survey data for this study were provided through a survey of the school principal,
assistant principal, ELL teachers, and general classroom teachers at each school. There
was no instrument in existence that addressed the research questions. Therefore, I
developed survey questions that I have derived from the relevant research findings in the
ELL field. Participants in this study were asked to respond to the survey instrument (see
Appendix E). Participants also received a copy of the definitions of terms to help them in
the completion of the survey instrument (see Appendix E).
I used an online survey with two parts and a total of 25 questions. The first part of
the survey contained open-ended questions aimed at providing an understanding of the
roles of principal, assistant principal, ELL teacher, and general classroom teacher in
creating and sustaining an ELL program. The second part of the survey included 21 items
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designed to identify factors related to successful ELL programs at the elementary-school
level. Based on the existing literature, these factors included professional development,
parental involvement, teaching practices, evaluation, attitude, school organization, and
background. In this section, the participants were asked to respond using a five-point
Likert scale. Additionally, a demographic section included questions about participants’
demographic characteristics, including stakeholder role (principal, assistant principal,
ELL teacher, or general classroom teacher) and number of years each participant has
spent teaching ELLs. The entire survey including the demographic section took
approximately 20 to 30 minutes to complete (see Appendix E).
The survey was reviewed by two faculty members at the University of Northern
Colorado, one an expert in ELL and the other from the research department. Based on
feedback from these reviewers, the survey was modified to better suit its intended
application.
Pilot Survey
To establish content validity before collecting data, I piloted the survey by
sending the link to three teachers and two school principals. The goal of the pilot was to
validate the items of the survey and to check how long participants spent completing it.
Pilot study participants were asked to complete the entire survey and to give feedback
about the clarity of the items and the design and length of the survey. The following
comments are examples of the participants’ feedback:


“I really like how you have the progress bar at the top to show how much
is done!”
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“The clarity of the items-very clear, just change the one word to choosing
below.”



“The design of the survey-clear, but you might want to say something like
“there will be one multiple choice section and three pages of open-ended
questions.”



“The length of the survey: I would change the length to 15 to 20 minutes,”

Based on this feedback, the survey was revised and prepared for the next step of the study
process.
Document Review
The purpose of reviewing the documents was to have a better understanding of
the participants’ responses. The documents relevant to the research purpose were
collected from the elementary schools in selected school district. I had intended to collect
documents that administrators and teachers mentioned that they use to guide their ELL
programs. I expected to collect documents such as school improvement plans, handouts
from the ELL teacher to parents, handouts from ELL teacher to teachers, handouts from
the district office, etc. However, based on the participants’ responses, the only document
that the participants referred to was WIDA standards. I downloaded the WIDA standards
document from the CDE website. I used the WIDA document to illuminate and further
understand the participants’ responses.
Data Collection Procedures
After permission was secured from the director of the ELL program, the school
principals, and the institutional review board, data collection commenced. Each school
received a different link so that the data could be analyzed by school. Each school
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principal was contacted and asked to participate and distribute the survey link via e-mail
to possible participants. The survey link included the consent form that ensured the
participants understood the purpose of the study and that their responses would remain
confidential. One week later, the school principals received a follow-up e-mail to remind
the participants to complete the survey (Appendix C). The survey link was distributed to
35 participants in five schools. 27 participants responded to the survey, which amounted
to a 77.1 % responses rate. The participants in this study were five school principals, five
assistant principals, 10 general classroom teachers, and seven ELL teachers in one school
district.
Data Analysis Procedures
Two different analysis approaches were employed based on the type of data
collected in this study. Thematic analysis was used for qualitative data that were derived
from open-ended questions on the survey. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the
quantitative data collected based on the Likert scale responses.
Qualtrics was used in the dissemination of this survey to automatically collect and
compile the data. The data were coded and analyzed through the SPSS program (version
24). First, the factors were organized before basic descriptive statistics were conducted on
the factors. Basic descriptive statistics were used to analyze the data for each item and to
describe the basic features of the data obtained in the study. This approach offers
simplified summaries of the measures and the sample (Cox, 2017). In combination with
the production of simple graphics, these statistics essentially create the foundation of the
quantitative data analysis. Descriptive statistics must be organized and summarized to
make the data easy to understand. In contrast to inferential statistics, descriptive statistics
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focus on the description of data and do not create inferences from the sample obtained
from the entire population (Cox, 2017). In this research, descriptive statistics were
applied in the identification and description of the factors that contribute to the success of
the ELL program.
After data collection, the mean and the standard deviation of the responses were
calculated, and the scores’ reliability reported through Cronbach’s alpha. Cronbach’s
alpha determines the internal consistency of an entire document, assessing the nature of
the relationship of a set of items in a group (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). It is treated as a
test for scale reliability. A high alpha value does not necessarily mean that the measure is
unidimensional. Precisely speaking, Cronbach’s alpha does not qualify as a statistical
test; rather, it is a reliability (or consistency) coefficient, determining the internal
consistency among the factored items. Exploratory factor analysis was used to analyze
the data based on the survey factors. This is a statistical method used to condense data to
a smaller set of summary variables and to explore the fundamental theoretical structure of
the phenomena (Cox, 2017). The factors of professional development, parental
involvement, teaching practices, evaluation, attitude, school organization, and
background were grouped. Patton’s (2002) models were used to analyze the open-ended
questions in the survey, starting with a review of the participants’ responses and then an
analysis of the data to provide a general sense of the phenomena. Codes were developed
based on the responses. Next, words from the text that appeared to capture key thoughts
linked and related to the research topic were highlighted. The codes were then labeled
under specific categories based on how different codes were related and connected. These
emergent categories were used to organize and develop meaningful clusters (Patton,
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2002). These steps led to a better understanding of the factors that contribute to the
success of ELL programs.
Document analysis can be described as a procedure of qualitative research where
the interpretation of documents is undertaken by the researcher as a way of lending voice
and meaning to an assessment topic (Bowen, 2005). Document analysis confers various
advantages (Merriam, 2009). First, documents are steady and can be reviewed several
times if necessary. Second, documents are unobtrusive. Third, documents are precise;
they include names, references, and details of events.
In this study, the document was chosen based on the common responses from
study participants: the participants frequently mentioned WIDA standards on the openended questions. Therefore, the WIDA standards was the only document I reviewed in
order to provide a better understanding of the factors that contribute to a successful ELL
program. A content analysis model was applied to analyze the document. Content
analysis is described as “a generic name for a variety of means of textual analysis that
involve comparing, contrasting, and categorizing a corpus of data to test a hypothesis”
(Schwandt, 2007, p.119). The procedure used in content analysis was adhered to in
determining which documents were representative of the aspects under investigation. The
research objectives and questions were outlined, category-coding steps created, and
themes chosen based on agreed-upon codes in order to reduce the effect of researcher
bias, interpret the results, choose the sample document to be analyzed, and code the data.
Trustworthiness
Guba and Lincoln (1985) described four useful strategies for establishing
trustworthiness in qualitative research: credibility, transferability, dependability, and
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confirmability. Credibility in qualitative research deals with true value (Guba & Lincoln,
1985) or with how research findings match reality. This study aimed to separate specific
stakeholders’ (principals and teachers) perceptions of the phenomenon to gain a deeper
understanding of their experiences, possible impacts, and former experiences (Creswell,
2014).
Transferability is the ability for the research to be applied to other contexts. To
ensure transferability, this study employed thick and rich narrative description to
demonstrate that its findings could be applicable and relevant to other contexts and to
open the door for further research and applications. Confirmability is the degree to which
the researcher’s findings are based on the participants and not on the researcher’s biases.
Peer debriefing and the participants’ own words were used to limit bias in the research
and to establish confirmability.
Finally, dependability is the ability for the research to be repeated by others. In
the course of this research, notes were kept on the codes to enhance self-reflection and to
ensure dependability. To achieve these aspects of trustworthiness, discipline and
protocols are necessary (Stake, 1995).
Triangulation includes gathering data from multiple sources (including several
types of participants) using a variety of methods such as evaluating artifacts in the form
of documents. Triangulation is used to “see if what we are observing, and reporting
carries the same meaning when found under different circumstances” (Stake, 1995, p.
113). Triangulation addresses the credibility aspect of trustworthiness by ensuring that
multiple data sources match the reality that the principles created. It also ensures that this
research has transferability and dependability because participants were not told what
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they were doing; detailed notes were recorded about the full research process so that
others can use and replicate it.
Validity
The validity of a survey determines the usefulness of its results. Validity is
defined as the degree to which the survey questions answer what they are intended to
measure (Thatcher, 2010). It may also refer to the level of accuracy in the study answers
or the strength of the conclusion of the study. Validity implies measurement accuracy for
result measures like tests or surveys. In this case, validity is how well the tools of
evaluation test the underlying intended outcome. In this research, the content validity of
the survey was established. Content validity, sometimes called logical or rational validity,
is the estimate of how much a measure represents every single element of a construct
(Thatcher, 2010). In this study, the items of the survey (professional development,
parental involvement, teaching practices, teachers’ evaluation, attitudes, and school
organization) were based on the literature review.
Validity was best established by two faculty members from the University of
Northern Colorado, whereby the researcher constructed the content domain while the
experts judged how well the criteria of operations attained the content domain. The
validity of a survey can be increased, according to Marshall and Rossman (1999), as the
attention to details of sample and population and data collection procedures may
significantly impact validity. In the case of this research, the pilot survey was designed to
assess and increase the validity of the study.
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Reliability
Reliability is the extent to which an assessment instrument produces consistent
results every time it is applied in the same context to similar subjects (Thatcher, 2010).
Essentially, reliability refers to dependable or consistent outcomes. Reliability forms a
central part in the validity of an assessment. The researcher can increase the reliability of
a study by providing details of the research methods so others may conduct studies
reproducing the data collection processes. There are several methods of estimating
reliability; the specific technique depends on the type of assessment instrument. In some
cases, reliability is defined as an internal structure or internal validity of the tool of
assessment (Seaton, 2011). For this study, Cronbach’s alpha provided a measure of scale
reliability.
Research Stance
For several years, I have been involved in the field of English language
development and have performed different roles as an English teacher, an international
student in the United States, and an ELL parent. I see myself as living in and
experiencing stories. These stories reflect common themes related to the need to establish
a system of support that puts the principles of equality, social justice, and diversity into
practices to create an environment for ELLs to be successful.
My experience as an English teacher for five years in my home country, Saudi
Arabia, was focused on delivering academic content by using evidence-based practices.
Sometimes I felt frustrated because some of my students did not meet the academic
expectations. I was an advocate for them to maximize their opportunities for success by
asking for support from the school principal and from the students’ families. In 2013,
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when I moved to the United States to study in an intensive English program to complete
my graduate degree, I took a different position as a student. My experience as a student
made me more aware of the struggles that ELLs face in using the language they have
learned to acquire other academic skills. When I became a father, I was worried that my
daughter would lag behind her peers because she was a non-native speaker of English. I
was also worried that she would not receive the necessary support that I had requested for
my students when I was a teacher. Fortunately, my daughter has made positive progress
gradually, and her monthly school reports show that she is a higher than average achiever
and reads above her grade level.
My cumulative experiences and my daughter’s situation have made me wonder
what factors may contribute to her success. I wonder if my daughter’s success is because
of the teacher’s effort, my background as a teacher, my involvement as a parent in her
school, or the school’s administrative support. My goal in this study was to separate my
experiences and roles as teacher, student, and parent to seek a rich understanding of
factors contributing to ELL programs’ successes and failures.
Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to identify possible factors contributing to
successful ELL programs in elementary schools in one school district. Additionally, the
other purpose was to explore the role of stakeholders in successful ELL program at the
elementary level. This study addressed the research questions through non-experimental
survey design. A questionnaire gathered data from school principals, general classroom
teachers, and ELL teachers to create a trustworthy study. Participant schools were
selected based on purposeful sampling, and participant responses were gathered to
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explore factors contributing to ELL programs’ success. Numeric data were analyzed
through SPSS and the open-ended responses were analyzed through thematic analysis
provided by Patton (2002).
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
There are over 126,000 English language learners (ELLs) in Colorado (Colorado
Department of Education [CDE], 2018). Title III, Sec. 3115(a) of the Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015 requires local early-childhood, elementary, and secondary
educational programs to be based on approaches and methods that have been
scientifically investigated and found to be ideal for teaching ELLs. However, ELLs
across schools in different states, including Colorado, underperform academically when
compared to their peers (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2018). The
purpose of this survey research was to identify the possible factors contributing to
elementary schools’ ELL program success. The other purpose was to explore the role that
specific stakeholders (school principal, assistant principal, general education teacher, and
ELL teacher) play in the success of the school’s ELL program at the elementary level.
This study was completed through survey and document review. The participants in this
study were five school principals, five assistant principals, 10 general classroom teachers,
and seven ELL teachers in one school district. The findings from the statistical analyses
of the data collected are presented in this chapter as well as analysis of qualitative data
from the open-ended survey questions.
In this chapter, I present the findings from the survey with the 27 participants
from a Colorado school district which was chosen for participation due to student growth
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above the state’s average on the World-class Instructional Design and Assistance
(WIDA) assessment for EKKs and the WIDA standards document I reviewed. I present
and discuss the research findings in this chapter to answer the following research
questions:
Q1

What role do school leaders and teachers at schools with student growth
above the state’s average on the World-class Instructional Design and
Assistance (WIDA) assessment for English Language Learners (ELLs)
identify school leadership as playing in the success of the school’s ELL
program?

Q2

What factors do leaders and teachers at schools with student growth above
the state’s average on the World-class Instructional Design and Assistance
(WIDA) assessment for English Language Learners (ELLs) identify as
contributing to the school’s ELL program success?
Organization of the Chapter

This chapter includes the description of the data analysis and includes the findings of
the study based on the responses to the survey and the WIDA standards document
reviewed. Due to the nature of the data collected, I present the findings in two main
sections; each section has sub-sections for teachers, administrators, and across the two
groups. The first section contains qualitative findings, which are themes that emerged
based on the responses to the open-ended questions of the survey and analysis of the
documents. These themes respond to and elaborate on Research Question Q1. The second
section describes the quantitative findings, which are the descriptive statistics based on
the Likert scale responses. The findings driven from these statistics are used to answer
the Research Question Q2. At the end of the chapter, I provide an overall synopsis of the
research results. In the following section, I describe the context of the school district
regarding ELL learning, then I describe the data analysis procedures, and then I present
the findings.
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Overview of Current English Language Learner
Instruction in the School District
At the time of the study, this school district served over 6,000 ELLs, which was
about 39% of the school district’s student enrollment. According to the school district’s
Weld County School District 6 (2017), the vision of the school district was to empower
ELLs to meet and exceed post-secondary goals (i.e., college, career, independent life) in
order to be successful members in their community. To articulate this vision, three
domains for ELL instruction were established by researchers, practitioners, and other
stakeholders. These domains included opportunities to learn, asset orientation, and
developing autonomy. In opportunities to learn, ELLs engage in discipline-specific
practices to build conceptual understanding, analytical practices, and language
competence simultaneously. In asset orientation, ELLs move forward by taking into
account their English proficiency level, their home language, cultural assets, and previous
schooling experiences. In developing autonomy, formative assessment practices are used
to gather evidence and make instructional decisions to meet the needs of teachers and
students.
Based on the highlighted domains, the district had defined three instructional
models to be used by schools. The first model was named the academic standards-based
integrated content and language model. The aim of this model was to support ELLs in all
classrooms with their growth toward language proficiency and academic achievement.
The second model was the strategic academic literacies and language program. The goal
of this model was to support long-term ELLs as they progress toward their language
proficiency. This model was designed to targeted students who had been categorized as
ELLs for more than five years. The last model was the newcomer academy. This model

76
was designed for students who were classified as a ELLs with less than a year and they
had recently arrived in the United States.
Qualitative Analysis and Findings
In this section, I provide the process of analysis and report the findings for
Research Question Q1. To best answer the research question, 10 administrators (school
principals and assistant principals) and 17 teachers from five schools were asked how
they saw their roles in successful ELL programs. Ten general classroom teachers and
seven ELL teachers participated in the study. Information about the participants and their
years in education is provided in Table 3.
For qualitative data, I used Patton’s (2002) model to analyze the open-ended
questions in the survey and to analyze the documents. I started by reviewing the
participants’ responses and then analyzing the data to attain a general sense about the
phenomena. I read all responses to develop the codes. I used thematic analysis for the
data that were derived from open-ended questions on the survey and the documents that
were reviewed. After this, I printed the survey responses, and I highlighted the words
from the text that appeared to capture key thoughts which were linked and related to the
research topic. Then, I labeled the codes under specific categories, based on how different
codes are related and connected. I used these emergent categories to organize and
develop meaningful clusters (Patton, 2002).
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Table 3
Demographic Information of Participants
School

Participants and No. of Yrs. in Education

Principal

Assistant principal

ELL teacher

General teacher

1

Mia

24

Kevin

16

Bree

14

Tansi
Palmer
Yara
Dior

7
5
9
13

2

Stacie

40

Isabella

19

Amie
Amanda

9
14

Olivia
Camilla
Adalyn

17
9
10

3

Emma

31

Sophia

26

Cathy

35

Ava

8

4

Anna

25

Yara

20

Diane

22

Amy
Lila

13
10

5

Mary

29

Sara

15

Keily

23

Meghan

14

Note. ELL = English language learner.

As stated in Chapter III, the documents that should be considered for the analysis
are the common documents cited by the participants in the open-ended questions.
However, there was only one common document that the participants frequently
mentioned, which was the WIDA standards document. Therefore, I analyzed WIDA
standards by using a content analysis model to triangulate the results in the survey and
the emergent themes. I printed the documents and then read them to develop the codes.
Then, I grouped the codes under specific descriptive categories.
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Qualitative Findings
School leadership influences the success of ELL programs with high-performing
programs achieving student growth above the state’s average on the WIDA. To explore
how school leadership contributes to successful ELL programs, teachers and
administrators at the targeted schools of this study were asked to explain the role the
principal and assistant principal play in supporting the ELL program and contributing to
its success. Although responses varied between teachers and administration, there were
patterns across their responses. I identified two themes to explain the role of school
leadership in successful ELL programs. These themes included (a) supporting
instructional strategies and (b) developing interpersonal relationships. The following
section will address these themes in detail. I will describe the similarities and differences
between administrators’ and teachers’ responses. I will use some participants’ quotes to
support the themes and to strengthen the results of this study.
Theme One: Instructional
Strategies
An instructional goal is a statement that describes what learners should be able to
do after experiencing a distinct unit of instruction; having such a goal can improve
learning. Teachers and administrators in this study stated that school leadership helps to
improve academic performance by supporting the program’s instructional strategies.
There are many roles for school leadership to play in collaborating with teachers to
achieve common instructional goals, such as using data to guide instruction, providing
teachers with professional development to gain knowledge in new instructional strategies,
and providing teachers with instructional feedback. Twelve teachers said the main role of
school leadership in the success of the ELL program in their schools was to support and

79
provide best practices and professional development to train teachers on current ELL
methods. On the other hand, eight administrators stated that the main role of school
leadership in successful ELL programs was to complete observations, review data,
provide feedback, and hold teachers accountable for the implementation of successful
instructional strategies. The 11 teachers were asked to respond to the survey gave an
extensive list of specific methods used. Co-teaching and differentiated instruction were
cited the most useful strategies principals and assistant principals used in their schools.
The strategy teachers used most was scaffolding, followed by visual representations,
repetition, dialogue practice/academic discourse, small group instruction, and building up
vocabulary. In the following section, I describe the strategies in detail and present some
similarities and differences between the two groups of participants.
Create common instructional goals. Administrators and teachers agreed that
common instructional strategies are based on the school’s vision. Mary, a school
principal in School 5, stated,
Our school views the ELL students as everyone’s students. Because our ELL
population is so high, it is the truth of our building. We say, every teacher is an
ELL teacher. They all take responsibility for all students and adapt their teaching
to try and reach everyone.
Administrators also stated that the principal and assistant principal play an
important role in reaching common instructional goals. Anna stated, “The principal really
sets the vision for the school, establishes common goals and holds teachers accountable
to use new instructional strategies.” Like teachers, administrators remarked that school
leadership use new teaching strategies, but they also emphasized that school leadership
sets a vision for the entire school. Mary said, “I believe my role as administrator is setting
a vision for the school and helping with instructional practices that are best for students.”
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Teachers frequently stated that school leadership maintains the success of the program by
implementing new teaching strategies, including co-teaching in the classroom. Bree, an
ELL teacher in School 1, emphasized the importance of these strategies, stating, “The
administration has implemented co-teaching in our school, which allows us to
differentiate and teach grade-level curriculum.”
Most teachers said their main role in ensuring the success of the ELL program
was the implementation of effective teaching strategies that adhere to school and district
standards. Some examples of practices teachers cited included scaffolding, differentiated
instruction, opportunities to build vocabulary, academic discourse, and can-do
descriptors. Scaffolding was the teaching method that was cited the most. Amanda, an
ELL teacher in School 5, said,
Teachers will also help to move students along the WIDA standards to be able to
have access to grade level standards within the general education classroom. I
also believe it is important to scaffold, differentiate and provide opportunities for
vocabulary and experiences and other areas to help students get more exposure
within the language.
Based on the participants’ responses, creating common instructional goals reflect the
importance of selecting teaching strategies that align with the school vision and ELLs’
needs to meet the state standards.
Professional development to gain knowledge in new instructional strategies.
Providing professional development opportunities is one of the most significant roles for
school leadership (Day & Leithwood, 2007). Teachers in the study emphasized that
school leadership supports the ELL program by providing opportunities for professional
development. Amy, a general classroom teacher in School 4 stated, “Our principal is very
supportive of our students learning English as a second language and supports training to
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learn new strategies/best practices for students learning English.” Also, Bree, an ELL
teacher in School 1, said “Our administration ensures we have meaningful professional
development to support our learning.” Teachers felt that the skills they gained through
professional development could be used to provide a better education for their students.
Administrators also occasionally stated that the principal and assistant principal support
the program by providing ongoing professional development to teachers, but it was much
less prevalent in their responses. Kevin, an assistant principal in School 1, commented,
“The administration helps maintain the success of the ELL program by providing
ongoing professional development along with implementing goals and accountability.” A
majority of teachers said the role of the school administration is to provide and support
professional development and best practices on current instructional practices, whereas,
only one school administrator mentioned that as their role.
Use of data to guide instruction. Teachers and administrators also responded
that school leadership monitors and reviews data, including district and state test results,
and uses this data to guide instruction. Cathy, an ELL teacher in School 3, stated, “The
principal is sure to look at data with the staff, including district and state test results,”
while Amanda stated that school leadership takes a “fully vested interest in the data of
WIDA.” When I analyzed the WIDA standards as a document to validate the teachers’
responses, I discovered that the first standard focuses on social and instructional language
and reflect in which students interact socially to build relationships with peers and
teachers in ways that support learning. The remaining four standards reflect ELLs can
communicate information, ideas and concepts necessary for academic success in
language arts, math, science and social studies (CDE, 2018). The WIDA can be used to
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determine unit plan goals and success criteria to develop language objectives aligned with
unit goals and for meaningful lessons that focused on content area knowledge and
language development.
Administrators also emphasized the importance of school leadership using
performance data to guide instruction. For instance, Stacie, a principal in School 2, stated,
“the administrative team meets on a regular basis to ensure growth for all ELL students
by reviewing data.” Both teachers and administrators indicated that test results provide
useful insights into student performance and that school leadership contributes to the
program’s success by monitoring this data. Administrators said teachers monitor the data
to adjust these practices; whereas, teachers did not report that they used data to inform
their decisions.
Administrative instructional feedback. Additionally, both teachers and
administrators stated that school leadership contributes to the program’s success by
providing teachers with valuable instructional feedback. Amie said, “[The principal and
assistant principal] walk through the classrooms daily and offer coaching with our
building instructional coach when needed.” Administrators remarked that school
leadership contributes to the success of the program by observing teachers in the
classroom and providing feedback on their teaching strategies. Stacie emphasized the
importance of this role, stating, “Walkthroughs in classrooms with feedback is critical.”
Bree, an ELL teacher in School 1, said “I believe that when teachers use the strategies
required by our administration, and they see the success of our students, they are driven
to keep using the strategies.” Teachers and administrators both claimed that the principal
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and assistant principal support the program by observing classroom instruction and
providing teachers with feedback to improve their teaching strategies.
In summary, the participants referred to the role of school leadership in
contributing to the success of ELL programs by using instructional strategies. They
emphasized the importance of creating common instructional goals based on the school
vision and the state standards. The participants also added that school leaders play
significant role to address teachers’ needs by providing meaningful and ongoing
professional development opportunities. Both administrators and teachers indicated the
importance of using the data and feedback to guide instruction.
Theme Two: Relationships
In addition to discussing school leadership’s support of the program’s
instructional strategies, teachers and administrators also commented that the principal and
assistant principal contribute to the program’s success by supporting and valuing
interpersonal relationships within the school population. Teachers and administrators
stated that the principal and assistant principal play an important role in creating an
inclusive school culture, empowering teachers, building relationships with students, and
encouraging communication with families. In the following section, I describe and
present the similarities and differences between administrators and teachers in terms of
interpersonal relationships.
Creating an inclusive school culture. Teachers and administrators stated that
school leadership creates an inclusive school culture in which all students have full
access to ELL grade level content. Although both teachers and administrators emphasized
the importance of the program being inclusive to all students, teachers more frequently
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cited the contributions of school leadership toward creating a positive, welcoming
environment. Olivia stated, “[The principal] is sure to have a positive climate in the
building so that all students feel they belong and that they matter.” Administrators also
emphasized the importance of inclusion in the school, but rarely mentioned achieving this
goal as a responsibility of school leadership. One administrator believed that “inclusive,
culturally relevant teaching practices” help to promote students’ success in their program.
Empowering teachers. Teachers and administrators both emphasized that school
leadership supports the ELL program by empowering teachers. Teachers stated that
school leadership supports and trusts the teachers and provides them with the necessary
space to perform their job effectively. Diane, an ELL teacher in School 4, remarked, “Our
principal has trust in our decisions and backs the initiatives we take on a daily basis. She
is supportive when needed and lets us do our work unencumbered by micromanaging.”
Administrators also emphasized that school leadership supporting teachers is crucial to
the program’s success. Emma, a school principal, stated,
I have a lot of respect and trust in our culturally and linguistically diverse [CLD]
teachers. . . . Our staff have consistently helped our students grow in their
language acquisition, often times well ahead of their predicted growth percentiles.
As a result, I allow our CLD teachers to do their jobs as they see best.
Both teachers and administrators agreed that school leadership contributes to the
program’s success when they support teachers and trust that they will educate their
students effectively.
Building relationships with students. The ELL teachers believed it was their job
to build relationships with students, advocate for students, and understand their academic
needs while general classroom teachers said they collaborate with ELL teachers to
understand their students’ needs and strategize with ELD teachers and the school
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administration to implement current ELL practices. Bree stated that “Teachers make our
ELL program successful simply by building the relationships with the students. Teachers
must know the students and their backgrounds, likes, and dislikes in order to teach them
to the best of their ability.” On the other hand, Tansi, a general classroom teacher in
School 1, said, “Teachers work with our ELL teacher to understand students’” needs and
scaffolding their instruction.
Teachers also stated that school leadership contributes to the success of the
program by building relationships with students and ensuring that teachers communicate
with families. Cathy said that, “[The principal and assistant principal] both recognize the
critical piece that building relationships plays in the affective filter of learning.” Palmer
stated that school leadership makes sure teachers communicate with all parents: “This
means weekly notes or weekly newsletters. These letters are translated into several
languages for a variety of families.” Administrators rarely commented on their role in
building relationships with students and families but did acknowledge the importance of
these interpersonal relationships in education. Sophia believed that
Teachers make the ELL program more successful by understanding the specific
needs of the English learners in their classroom through formal and informal data,
acknowledging and supporting the academic and social emotional needs of the
students, scaffolding instruction so that students access grade-level content and
acknowledging that the needs of an English learner are unique and being willing
to adjust instruction to meet those needs.
Mary stated that “teachers know their students and families well and ensure that student
needs are met to be able to focus on academics. They are passionate about their work, and
they have high expectations for themselves and their students.” School administrators and
teachers thought that it was vital to build relationships with students to understand their
academic needs, so they can learn to the best of their abilities.
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When the administrators and teachers were asked to explain the role of school
leadership in contributing to the ELL program’s success, teachers and administrators at
schools with high-performing ELL programs emphasized that the principal and assistant
principal contributed to the program’s instructional strategies and support interpersonal
relationships within the school population. Teachers and administrators confirmed that
the principal and assistant principal contribute to student success in two primary areas,
shaping instruction and supporting interpersonal relationships. The first, shaping
instruction, includes setting common instructional goals, using data to guide instruction,
providing professional development opportunities, and providing instructional feedback.
The second, supporting interpersonal relationships, includes creating an inclusive culture,
empowering teachers, and building relationships with students and families. By
improving their contributions to instructional strategies and interpersonal relationships,
principals and assistant principals at other schools can improve performance in their own
ELL programs.
Quantitative Analysis and Findings
For the quantitative data, I used descriptive statistics to analyze the data that were
collected based on the responses on the Likert scale on the survey. To analyze the
quantitative data, I used SPSS to organize the data first. Then, I conducted the basic
descriptive statistics on the factors, using basic descriptive statistics to analyze the data
for each item and to describe the basic features of the data obtained in the study. I
analyzed the data based on the survey factors by using exploratory factor analysis.
Exploratory factor analysis is a statistical method that is used to condense data to a
smaller set of summary variables and to explore the fundamental theoretical structure of
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the phenomena (Cox, 2017). I grouped the factors into the following categories:
professional development, parental involvement, teaching practices, evaluation, attitude,
school organization, and background. I ran reliability and reported the mean and the
standard deviation of the responses, and reported the score’s reliability through
Cronbach’s α.
Teachers (n = 17) and administrators (n = 10) from five schools within a school
district were asked to report what factors they believed contributed to the success of the
school’s ELL program. Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of the following
seven factors identified through a review of prior research: professional development,
parent involvement, teaching practices, evaluation of performance, attitudes,
administrative support, and teaching background. There were 21 questions with three
questions related to each factor. In this section, I will present the factor reliabilities, and
then I will compare administrators’ and teachers’ responses. Finally, I will give an overall
summary of the quantitative findings.
Acceptable levels of reliability for items on a measurement scale is defined as
Cronbach’s α () of .70 or higher. In the current evaluation, only two of the seven factor
scales were reliable (see Table 4). Specifically, scores on the parent involvement ( =
.710) and evaluation of performance ( = .729) scales had acceptable reliability. This
means that scores on the items on each of the two scales were correlated which suggests
that the individual items used to assess each construct are measuring the same underlying
construct. In addition, because these scales are reliable, they can be used to evaluate
whether the results can be generalized to other groups (e.g., other schools or school
districts).
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In contrasts, the professional development ( = .566) and teaching background (
= .526) scales had lower than desired reliability. This means that scores on the items on
each of these two scales were not as highly correlated which suggests that the items may
not be measuring the same underlying construct. In addition, because there is lower
reliability, these scales are also less likely to be valid, and consequently scores on these
measures may not be accurately measuring the same constructs.

Table 4
Cronbach’s Alpha of the Factors to Contribute to a Successful English Language
Learner Program

Factors

Cronbach’s 

Professional development

.566

Parent involvement

.710

Teaching practices

.296

Evaluation of student/program performance

.729

Attitudes

.188

Administrative support

.237

Teaching background

.526

Finally, the teaching practices ( = .296), attitudes ( = .188), and administrative
support ( = .237) scales had unacceptable levels of reliability. This means that scores on
the items on each of these scales are not correlated (or have very low correlations). Thus
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individual items on these scales probably do not measure the same underlying construct.
Furthermore, these scales are much less likely to be valid. Therefore, these scales do not
accurately or reliably assess the intended constructs and scores on these measures most
likely do not represent respondents’ true attitudes. I am going to report the findings, but
they are suspect and should be examined more carefully in a subsequent study.
Comparing Administrators’ and Teachers’ Responses
A series of independent samples t-tests were conducted comparing administrators’
and teachers’ responses to evaluate whether there are differences in their reports of
factors contributing to the success of the school’s ELL program. In this section, I report a
comparison between administrators and teachers’ responses. The comparison between
administrators and teachers related to the seven factors that contribute to the successful
ELL programs including: professional development, parent involvement, teaching
practices, evaluation of performance, attitudes, administrative support, and teaching
background (see Table 5). Figure 1 shows the factors in order of mean responses in the
quantitative findings.
Professional Development
Administrators (M = 4.87, SD = .17) and teachers (M = 4.86, SD = .29) did not
significantly differ in their reports of professional development being a factor
contributing to the program’s success, t (25) = 0.10, p = .92. Both groups similarly
identified professional development as a factor promoting success of the school’s ELL
program. However, this scale is a slightly better tool for assessing teachers’ ( = .786)
responses, compared to administrators’ ( = .667) responses, because teachers’ scores
were somewhat more reliable.
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics of the Factors that Contribute to the Success of English
Language Learner Programs

Factor

Administrators
(n = 10)

Teachers
(n = 17)

All
participants
(n = 27)

Professional development

M = 4.87
SD = .17
α = .667

M = 4.86
SD = .29
α = .786

M = 4.86
SD = .25
α = .566

Parent involvement

M = 4.17
SD = .74
α =.728

M = 4.02
SD = .87
α =.715

M = 4.08
SD = .81
α =.710

Teaching practices

M = 4.7
SD = .4
α =.395

M = 4.52
SD = .41
α =.249

M = 4.6
SD = .41
α =.296

Evaluation of performance

M =4.5
SD = .51
α =.877

M =4.36
SD = .46
α =.641

M =4.41
SD = .47
α =.729

Attitudes

M = 4.65
SD = .41
α =.131

M = 4.74
SD = .4
α =.368

M = 4.7
SD = .4
α =.188

Administrative support

M = 4.5
SD = .5
α =.688

M = 4.29
SD = .44
α =.025

M = 4.37
SD = .47
α =.237

Teaching background

M = 4.23/
SD = .6
α =.777

M = 4.06/
SD = .6
α =.387

M = 4.12/
SD = .6
α =.526
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Figure 1. Factors in order of mean responses in the quantitative analysis.

Parent Involvement
Administrators (M = 4.17, SD = .74) reported that parent involvement was a more
important factor in contributing to the program’s success, compared to teachers (M =
4.02, SD = .87); however, this was not a significant difference, t (25) = 0.46, p = .65. In
addition, administrators’ ( = .728) and teachers’ ( = .715) scores on this scale were
similarly reliable. Therefore, parent involvement is a factor which both groups identify as
promoting success of the ELL program to a similar degree and this scale is equally useful
for assessing attitudes in both groups.
Teaching Practices
Administrators (M = 4.70, SD = .40) reported that teaching practices was a more
important factor contributing to the program’s success, compared to teachers (M = 4.52,

92
SD = .41); however, this was not a significant difference, t (25) = 1.11, p = .28. Despite
this, both administrators’ ( = .395) and teachers’ ( = .249) responses had unacceptable
reliability. Because scores on this measure were not reliable, they are less likely to be
valid. Thus, these results may not generalize to other groups and also likely do not
meaningfully represent the intended variables. Therefore, this is not a useful measure of
the degree to which teachers and administrators consider teaching practices to contribute
to the program’s success.
Evaluation of Performance
Administrators (M = 4.50, SD = .51) reported that evaluation of performance was
a more important factor contributing to the program’s success, compared to teachers (M =
4.36, SD = .46); however, this was not a significant difference, t (25) = 0.73, p = .47. In
addition, while administrators’ ( = .877) responses to these items were reliable,
teachers’ ( = .641) responses fell short of the cutoff for acceptable reliability. Therefore,
while both groups similarly identified evaluation of performance as a factor promoting
success of the ELL program, the evaluation of performance scale is more useful for
assessing administrators’ (versus teachers’) attitudes.
Attitudes
Administrators (M = 4.65, SD = .41) reported that attitudes were less important as
a factor contributing to the program’s success, compared to teachers (M = 4.74, SD =
.40); however, this was not a significant difference, t (25) = 0.56, p = .58. However, both
administrators’ ( = .131) and teachers’ ( = .368) scores had unacceptable reliability.
Again, because scores on this measure were less reliable, they are also less likely to be
valid. Thus, these results may not generalize to other groups and may not be meaningful.
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Therefore, this is not a useful measure of the degree to which attitudes contribute to the
program’s success for either group.
Administrative Support
Administrators (M = 4.50, SD = .50) reported that administrative support was a
more important factor in contributing to the program’s success compared to teachers (M
= 4.29, SD = .44); however, this was not a significant difference, t (25) = 1.14, p = .27. In
addition, there is a large difference between groups in the reliability of scores on this
measure. Specifically, administrators’ ( = .688) responses were close to acceptable
levels of reliability, but teachers’ ( = .025) responses had extremely low, unacceptable
levels of reliability. Thus, even though both groups (on average) similarly identified
administrative support as being a factor promoting success of the ELL program, this scale
only appears to be useful when assessing administrators’ attitudes. Therefore, this is
probably not a valid measure of teachers’ true attitudes about whether administrative
support contributes to the program’s success.
Teaching Background
Finally, administrators (M = 4.23, SD = .60) reported that teaching background
was more important as a factor contributing to the program’s success, when compared to
teachers (M = 4.06, SD = .60), but this was not a significant difference, t (25) = 0.71, p =
.48. Therefore, both administrators and teachers similarly identified teaching background
as a factor promoting the program’s success. However, scores on this scale were reliable
for administrators ( = .777), but not for teachers ( = .387). Therefore, this is a useful
tool for assessing administrators’ attitudes on teaching background as a factor promoting
success of the ELL program, but not for assessing teachers’ attitudes.
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Summary of the Quantitative
Findings
Overall, teachers and administrators identified all seven factors as important for
contributing to the success of the program with all mean scores falling above the
midpoint of the scale. In addition, while there were slight differences between
administrators and teachers on each of the seven factor scales, none of those differences
were significant. Therefore, administrators and teachers reported similar levels of
importance for program success for each factor. However, it is important to understand
how concerns about reliability influence how these results are interpreted. Specifically,
when looking at overall reliability, only scores on the parent involvement and evaluation
of performance scales were reliable. The remaining five scales varied in reliability, with
scores on some scales (e.g., attitudes) well below what is considered acceptable levels of
reliability. Furthermore, comparing scores between groups shows that there are
differences in reliability for a given scale, depending on whether respondents are
administrators or teachers. Specifically, scores on the evaluation of performance scale
were much more reliable for administrators, compared to teachers. Therefore, despite
failing to find significant differences between what factors administrators (versus
teachers) identify as important for promoting the ELL program’s success, this may be
more a function of differences in reliability both between groups and between scales
rather than suggesting that there is no actual difference between the two groups.
Conclusion
The purpose of this survey research was to explore the role that specific
stakeholders (school principal, assistant principal, general education teacher, and ELL
teacher) play in the success of the school’s ELL program at the elementary level. The
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other purpose was to identify the possible factors contributing to the elementary school’s
ELL program success. To best answer the research questions, I surveyed 10
administrators and 17 teachers from five elementary schools that had a high ELL
population in which ELL students were performing above the state average in the same
school district in Colorado. In this chapter, I presented the findings of the qualitative part
which include supporting instructional strategies and developing interpersonal
relationships. The second section was the quantitative findings, which included parent
involvement and evaluation of students as high factors based on administrators and
teachers’ responses. In Chapter V, I discuss the combination of qualitative and
quantitative findings. After that, I present the implication of these findings, limitations of
the research, and recommendations for educational leaders based on this work.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this survey research was to identify the possible factors
contributing to the elementary school’s English Language Learner (ELL) program
success. The other purpose was to explore the role that specific stakeholders (school
principal, assistant principal, general education teacher, and ELL teacher) play in the
success of the school’s ELL program at the elementary level. This chapter includes a
discussion of the research findings in relation to the following research questions:
Q1

What role do school leaders and teachers at schools with student growth
above the state’s average on the World-class Instructional Design and
Assistance (WIDA) assessment for English Language Learners (ELLs)
identify school leadership as playing in the success of the school’s ELL
program?

Q2

What factors do leaders and teachers at schools with student growth above
the state’s average on the World-class Instructional Design and Assistance
(WIDA) assessment for English Language Learners (ELLs) identify as
contributing to the school’s ELL program success?

To address the research purpose in depth, I summarize the combination of
findings from the qualitative and quantitative data and connected them to the relevant
literature following the organizational structure used in Chapter IV. Three themes emerge
when looking at the combination of the quantitative and qualitative findings: parent
involvement, professional development, and evaluation of performance. Then, I describe
the implications of the research, mainly how the findings can be used to inform
practitioners and decision makers at the school and district levels to support ELL
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programs. Finally, I report the limitations of this study and offered recommendations of
future research. In the following section, I discuss the combination of findings in detail.
Professional Development for Teachers of
English Language Learners
Based on the qualitative data, administrators and teachers believed that providing
professional development is one of most important roles of school leaders in successful
ELL programs. A teacher at School 3 noted, “The principal and assistant principal
schedule our professional development opportunities to enhance our teaching.” An ELL
teacher at School 4, similarly, said “Our administration ensures we have professional
development opportunities to support our learning.” These responses were representative
of participants’ views of school leadership providing professional development. In the
quantitative data, both administrators and teachers similarly identified professional
development as a factor promoting success of the school’s ELL program. Administrators
(M = 4.87, SD = .17) and teachers (M = 4.86, SD = .29) did not significantly differ in
their reports of professional development being a factor contributing to the program’s
success, t (25) = 0.10, p = .92.)
Over the years, the population of ELLs has risen. Due to the increase in this
population, the professional development of teachers of ELL students is necessary.
Professional development refers to the utilization of effective teacher practices and the
integration of efficient resources that enables the ELL students to thrive in the English
language. According to Guskey and Yoon (2009), the elements of professional
development include practice, student success, teacher incorporation, and time. The time
allocated to professional development should be organized, structured with caution,
purposeful, and have rational content (Guskey & Yoon, 2009). Holland (2005) found that
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the time allocated to professional development has an impact only when the activities
focus on extensive and excellent content. The author added that teachers require more
opportunities to comprehend ELL learning, curriculum, and resources in the long run
facilitates performance for both students and educator (Holland, 2005). The participants
in this study confirm these elements in terms of the support given from the school
administrations.
The results of this study and previous related studies did not focus on the school
leadership in terms of logistical factors such as time only, but also on the quality of
professional development and its effectiveness. Effective professional development is
beneficial to educators. For instance, it equips educators with necessary knowledge and
skills to help them approach the student’s learning challenges with ease (Holland, 2005).
Professional development is considered effective if meaningful content, careful
implementation, and feedback is incorporated. Also, effective professional development
encompasses the improvement of teacher instruction and better school leadership.
Knowledge and skills are two significant aspects that educators should consider when
trying to ensure that professional development is effective (Holland, 2005)
The first element is that professional development focuses on content (Holland,
2005). When professional development focuses on content within the curriculum,
teachers enhance their learning. The element of being content-focused has its basis in the
specific disciplines being taught such as mathematics, science, and literacy. The second
element is that professional development revolves around active learning. Active learning
is defined as any instructional way that engages students in the learning process. The
third element of professional development is that it supports collaboration. In effective
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professional development, both teachers and ELL students work together to ensure a
collaborative learning environment where both teachers and students thrive. The fourth
element is that professional development encompasses models that involve effective
practice. The ELL curriculum guides teachers on best practice. According to Holland
(2005), the best practices in professional development incorporate the use of models such
as lesson and unit plans, examples of student work, observations of teachers, and visual
teaching.
Meaningful Professional
Development
Findings in this study showed that teachers need to have professional
development on the curriculum and focus on the language and academic needs of an ELL
student to deliver effective results. Diane said “As teachers, we need to fully participate
in professional development and collaborative practices to implement current ELL
strategies. We need also PD [professional development] that focuses on academic needs
of ELLs.” Teachers have a higher chance of successfully integrating professional
development into their teaching if they consider it to be relevant to instruction.
Considering adult learner points of view, teachers appreciate the ability to choose their
professional development and justify it to what is already known about ELL students and
instruction. Undoubtedly, teachers enjoy learning in collaborative and interactive
environments. More so, participants of the study agreed that professional development is
effective if teachers allow student information to guide them through collaborative and
direct presentation, along with follow-ups. The beliefs of participants aligned to
information in research literature, which indicated that professional development should
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be sustainable, collaborative, student-focused, job-embedded, and involve coaching
(Guskey, 2003).
Implementation
The question of the effect of professional development on student achievement
and what teachers know about professional development and improvement has been
raised. For example, a study by the American Institute for Research assessed findings
from up to 1,300 participants about their views of professional development and student
learning (Guskey & Yoon, 2009). From the study, researchers established that the
relationship between professional development and student learning is complex.
However, the study excluded the evaluation of trainer model, peer instruction, and
combined problem-solving. Considering the distinctiveness of classrooms, teachers need
follow-up activities and immediate assistance to adapt to new instruction and curriculum
for students to thrive (Guskey & Yoon, 2009). Furthermore, collaborative efforts between
teachers are needed to discuss the best practices on instruction (Guskey & Yoon, 2009).
Professional Development and
English Language Learner
Student Achievement
The emerged theme of professional development shows that participants believe
that professional development became more effective for teachers when combined with
curriculum, because professional development improves instructional practices, and this
is reflected in student learning. Song (2016) stated that there are limited findings showing
that there is a direct relationship between professional development and ELL student
achievement. However, it has been shown that effective professional development could
represent the proxy factor between teachers and their ability to use instructional practices
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to meet the needs of ELLs (Kane, Rockoff, & Staiger, 2008). Policymakers from the
National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality indicated that teachers are
responsible for ensuring the success of students. Thus schools’ leadership need to
scrutinize the effectiveness of the professional development given to teachers to enable
them to improve their instruction effectively (Kane et al., 2008).
According to Timperley (2009), teachers need to integrate their knowledge about
the curriculum to evaluate their student learning outcomes. As Timperley added,
educators have to develop a link between the content of instruction and its impact on
students. After establishing that link, follow up and follow through is necessary to
improve instruction. Improvements in ELLs’ learning outcomes depend on the
effectiveness of the professional development that educators engage in.
Professional learning impacts the students positively when teachers focus on
content. Professional development is usually available internally, where teachers can
make use of it with ease. When professional development is focused on content, teachers
manage to scrutinize their students’ work in the specific learning content area. Usually,
professional development is allied to the priorities of the school and the district. The
alignment provides coherence for teachers, which enhances student learning outcomes.
Regarding the concept of feedback in professional development, teachers have to provide
constructive feedback on aspects such as lesson and unit plans and visuals of instruction.
Self-efficacy and Professional
Development
In view of the responses of the participants in this study, it becomes clear that the
role of school leadership in effective professional development not only targets the
knowledge and the degree to which teachers can put their knowledge into practice, but
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also affects their self-efficacy and increases their motivation in using new strategies to
support ELL. The ability of teachers to be self-efficient and the degree to which those
actions can improve instruction is at the center of teacher professional development.
Bandura (1977) defined self-efficacy as a person’s ability to utilize their mechanism of
agency to improve their psychological functioning. Personal efficacy is vital and
omnipresent in the concept of the mechanism of agency (Bandura, 1977). The acquisition
of knowledge and the implementation of content enhance the ELL teachers’ ability to
learn and improve their practice. The author pointed out that in personal efficacy, people
tend to have a motivation to act in one way or another if they are sure that their actions
will produce anticipated results (Bandura, 1977). A study by Ginns and Watters (1999)
was conducted to establish the link between self-efficacy and explore its belief to come
up with new strategies including making good use of scientific content and literacy.
Teachers can utilize their belief in self-efficacy to improve their instruction.
Overall, the findings under this theme indicated that providing professional
development for teachers of ELLs represents one of the roles of school leaders as well as
significant factor that contribute to the success of ELL programs. The findings also
confirmed the importance of the leadership role by providing meaningful and ongoing
professional development. These findings align with the findings of the previous studies
that emphasized the importance of professional development for teachers in the success
of ELL programs.
Parent Involvement
The quantitative data of this study show that teachers and administrators consider
parental involvement as one of the most significant factors to the success of an ELL
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program. Administrators (M = 4.17, SD = 0.74) believed that parental involvement was a
significant factor contributing to the success of a program relative to teachers (M = 4.02,
SD = 0.87). Moreover, the teachers’ and administrators’ scores on the items of parent
involvement show high reliability (=.715 and .728, respectively). However, parent
involvement did not emerge as a theme under the qualitative findings. None of the
teachers or administrators mentioned the contribution of parents in response to the openended questions in the survey. Despite the variation between the quantitative and
qualitative findings, these findings extend the body of literature and align with the
previous research findings focusing on the relationships between parental involvement
and ELL achievements. The following sub-themes are used to discuss the findings from
this study within the scope of the literature: parental involvement in decision making and
second language acquisition.
Although there has been an increase in ELLs in United States public schools,
there is a lack of parental voices in the decision-making process (Baird, 2015; DelgadoGaitán, 2004,). Parental involvement is expected to strongly influence the quality of the
child’s education and this has been discussed in numerous ways. Althoff (2010)
perceived parental involvement as the participation of parents in their child’s
development and educational life. Conversely, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of
2001 (2002) made it a priority for every school to ensure academic growth of English
Language Learners (Hiatt-Michael, 2008). The NCLB Act of 2001 (2002) opined that
parental involvement is a two-way process where parents actively engage and initiate
meaningful communication with their children concerning academic learning and various
school activities. For instance, parents may start being considerate of their child’s
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education at school, helping their children in learning, enacting their decision making and
advisory roles towards their children appropriately, and fully carrying out the activities
described in section 1118 of the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA).
Gardner (1985) showed that parents positively influence the acquisition of their
children’s second language. According to Fan and Chen (2001), researchers consider
parental involvement as having multiple dimensions. Numerous studies conducted for
several years have shown a correlation between parenting practices and competence in
the academic and social life of their children.
Due to the exploratory nature of the current study, the quantitative findings
indicated the role of parent involvement as a factor in successful ELL programs.
However, the findings did not provide an interpretation of how the participants interacted
with parents in regard to their children’s learning. In relation to Epstein’s (2001) model
of parent involvement, the parents can engage in the schools in six ways: volunteering,
parenting, home tutoring, collaborating with community members, communication, and
involvement in decision making. The Epstein model indicated that the congruence of
family, school, and community influences play, a significant role in the development of
children.
Based on the previous research findings, there are two perspectives discussing the
relationships between parental and communal involvement and ELL academic
performance. For instance, a meta-analysis study conducted by Fan and Chen (2001) on
the relationship between parental involvement and ELLs’ academic performance showed
that there was a significant relationship between parent involvement and academic
achievement. On the other hand, Desforges and Abouchaar (2003) decided to break down
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the aspect of parent involvement further and assessed various ways in which the notion
was evaluated and how it was related to positive impacts on students’ achievements.
However, Hill and Tyson (2009) further conducted a meta-analysis to assess specific
strategies of parent involvement employed to influence student achievement positively.
Not all the results from Hill and Tyson concluded in support of the parent involvement
strategies; however, most studies concluded that parent involvement influences student
achievement.
There are three obstacles regarding to ELL parent’s involvement in schools.
These obstacles include lack of participation in school events, lack of communication,
and limited resources (Hill & Taylor, 2004). Among newly enrolled immigrants, parental
involvement was limited, posing a crucial challenge for United State public schools (Hill
& Taylor, 2004). Although this study focused on the school leadership in successful ELL
programs, other studies did not neglect the role of parents in the success of ELL
programs. Parents are asked to assist schools in implementing activities developed by
teachers and parents to maximize parent participation (Delgado-Gaitán, 2004). For
instance, parents may help with bilingual workshops as a participatory strategy of
strengthening their role in their children’s education (Delgado-Gaitán, 2004). Similarly,
districts offer bilingual workshops to parents to make them more involved. However,
schools may initiate events that require parents to volunteer so as to support and
encourage home language literacy and avoid subtractive bilingualism. Although ELL
parents might not be acquainted with the United States education system, they may feel
their children being denied proper education. For instance, parents may disregard the
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relevance of bilingual education and unknowingly request their children to be taught
primarily in English.
The socioeconomic status (SES) influences a child’s educational pathway (Rouse
& Barrow, 2006). External factors are responsible for the hurdles connecting families and
communities to schools and student success. Some of the variables involved are human
capital, language barriers, cultural capital, social capital and socioeconomic backgrounds.
These variables pressure parents and educators into becoming collaborative, creating a
harmonized culture based on trust and partnership between school, community, and
family. Studies have shown that most ELL families are poor, negatively affecting
parental involvement and academic progress (Lopez & Velasco, 2011). As a result,
schools should focus on establishing a plan for productive, active, and supportive family,
parent and community partnerships.
Children with low SES face more educational challenges than other children
(Buckingham, Wheldall, & Beaman-Wheldall, 2013). To mediate the negative effect of a
family’s low SES on their children’s academic performance, two strategies have been
considered: teachers’ professional knowledge and the involvement of parents in familyrelated educational cultures (Hill & Tyson, 2009).
Although the current study did not examine parent involvement in detail, it should
be noted that other studies have explained how the different ethnic backgrounds of the
ELL parents play an important role. Lee and Bowen (2006) opined that parents from
different ethnic backgrounds have diverse ways of educating their children and diverse
perceptions of educational values. This shows that the educational culture imposed on
families may alter parents’ perception of their role in educating children. Hispanic
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parents considered teachers as authorities; more often, they preferred any misconduct by
their children to be reported directly to them rather than teachers managing the behaviors
(Hill & Tyson, 2009).
Nevertheless, Hispanic immigrant parents often take a passive role when
communicating with their teachers concerning their children’s academic progress. This is
because Hispanic parents see themselves as foreigners to the school system (Klugman,
Lee, & Nelson, 2012). In this regard, one-way communication deters any agreement
between parents and teachers, thus affecting the academic development of children.
In summary, quantitative findings in this study show that administrators and
teachers believe that parental involvement is a factor contributes to the success of an ELL
program. However, parent involvement did not emerge as a theme under the qualitative
findings. None of the teachers or administrators mentioned parent involvement in their
responses to the open-ended questions of the survey. These findings extend the body of
existing literature in terms of focusing on the relationships between parental involvement
and ELL achievements when considering the role of leaders.
Evaluation
In this study, the administrators and teachers agreed in the qualitative and
quantitative data gathered in this study that evaluation is one of the important factors that
contribute to a successful ELL program. Also, both groups believed that school
leadership roles contributed to the ELL program’s success by providing teachers with
valuable instructional feedback. On the Likert scale, administrators (M = 4.50, SD = .51)
reported that evaluation of performance was a more important factor contributing to the
program’s success compared to teachers (M = 4.36, SD = .46); however, this was not a
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significant difference, t (25) = 0.73, p = .47. In addition, while administrators’ ( = .877)
responses to these items were reliable, teachers’ ( = .641) responses fell short of the cut
off for acceptable reliability. Formative evaluation is mentioned more frequently based
on the participants’ responses in open-ended questioning. Administrators and teachers
stated that the main roles in supporting their ELL program are done by completing
observations, reviewing data, providing feedback, and holding teachers accountable for
the implementation of successful instructional strategies. The findings related to
evaluation as a factor of school leadership in this study will be discussed within the scope
of relevant policy and previous research findings.
Through the lens of educational policy, it is not surprising that evaluation is one
of the most significant factors as well as the most important role for school leadership in
successful ELL programs. According to the U.S Department of Education (2016), the
main objective of the systems of educator evaluation and support is to facilitate the
improvement of instruction. The systems also aim to offer educators opportunities for
growth and development. The systems for evaluation and support must, therefore,
produce timely as well as frequent and actionable feedback that educators can use to
improve their modes of instruction. It is essential to train educators, such as the principal
evaluators, in the assessment as well as the provision of relevant feedback. It is also vital
to supplement the feedback with extra support in terms of the ongoing professional
development opportunities that are embedded in the job. It ensures educators can access
the appropriate resources and opportunities for improving their professional practice.
The systems of educator support, as well as evaluation, must directly link with
educator opportunities that are essential for improving their instruction (U.S. Department
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of Education, 2016). As a result, educators must take part in the development as well as
the implementation of the systems of support and evaluation. The successful
implementation of these systems requires the expertise of the educators in the innovation
and the continuous improvement of the systems. School leadership should, therefore, be
encouraged to design appropriate measures for entire systems of support and evaluation
to ensure successful implementation.
Based on the participants’ responses in this study, successful programs in their
schools seem to rely more on formative evaluation than summative evaluation. In relation
to participants, the administrators and teachers in the study mentioned that the school
leadership evaluation is through observation, providing feedback, and holding teachers
accountable. Formative evaluations are used to determine the efficiency of the present
instructional strategies so that teaching can be enhanced for specific programs (Reiser &
Dempsey, 2007). Summative and formative evaluation can be differentiated through the
role of the feedback, which instructors can use to enhance their instructional strategies for
effectiveness and positive values and impacts. The purpose of formative evaluations in
the teaching process makes it impossible for them to be utilized as outcome indicators
because they are conducted for specific instructional concerns or issues. In contrary to
summative evaluations, the formative ones can entail different attempts to attain feedback
that is meant for improving instruction during the teaching and learning process.
The primary objective of formative evaluation is to enhance the program activities
and processes through the identification of the required policies and practices. For the
effectiveness or efficiency of the assessments, the formative evaluations must be
conducted while the programs are in progress. Identifying and consolidating the strengths
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of programs and turning their weaknesses into strengths is also a significant aim of
formative evaluation (Reiser & Dempsey, 2007). When conducting a formative
evaluation, it is easier to identify and understand the perspectives of a specific
stakeholder on the program, identify its strengths, and work on the irregularities that
might be experienced. Lynch (2003) stated that this approach enhances the participation
of evaluators and other stakeholders in the process of evaluation, alongside encouraging
negotiations, the exchanging and sharing of various views, and the development of
professional habits. All the evaluators are therefore inclined to ensure that the program is
implemented in the most effective way possible. Reiser and Dempsey (2007) stated that
the formative evaluators can supervise the program while being alerted to sharing good
ideas and identifying problems. Formative evaluations are significant in the analysis of
teacher effectiveness, student learning activities, and the learning materials (Reiser &
Dempsey, 2007). It is, therefore, the process through which a series of new skills,
strengths, and materials can be developed, and problems turned into significant ideas.
Proximal outcomes are achieved when a formative evaluation is utilized in
providing feedback and listing short term outcomes about the program’s efficiency to the
staff and program directors. Formative evaluations are therefore significant in
ascertaining whether the significant consequences are within the primary goals or
whether the programs are being implemented correctly and resulting in the right outputs.
The program is kept on the right track because the feedback that is provided can assist the
staff in refining and improving the on-going activities. Popham (2008) stated that
“Formative assessments result in evidence-based decision making since it can assist
people in making their instructions effective and therefore help them achieve more
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objectives” (p. 15). When using formative evaluation plans, evaluators are expected to
consider several essential issues to ensure that the evaluation is effective and feasible
through the listed process (Weston, McAlpine, & Bordonaro, 1995):


Determination of needs: To determine who will benefit from the program
and what can be done to address their needs.



Evaluability assessment: To ascertain that the evaluation is feasible and
recommend how the involvement of stakeholders can make it more
effective.



Process evaluation: To review the program delivery process alongside
significant policies and procedures.

Dassier and Powell (2001) identified the significant elements of formative evaluation to
be student involvement, learning progressions, feedback, and identification of existing
gaps. Identification of gaps involves defining the variations or gaps that exist between
what students are aware or unaware of, and it ensures that learners and instructors
collaborate to identify learning goals and outcomes and the significant criteria of
attaining them.
When conducting a formative evaluation, the questions that are related to the
components of a program such as teaching methodologies, assessment practices,
textbooks, and objectives must be considered so that those taking part in the program can
be empowered, negotiate its direction, and gain the feeling that they are part of a
successful program. Lynch (2003) emphasized that if a program is evaluated from the
opinions of different insiders, this gives them adequate evidence to justify the
modifications that future external evaluators could suggest. For all language programs,
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the middle stage is the most crucial one in which to gather information about the
effectiveness or efficiency of the programs. Formative evaluations occur while the
activities of the program are in progress. Stakeholders conduct it more than once;
therefore, the middle stage could benefit from an evaluation since the staff would be able
to take the required steps early enough to have a meaningful effect on outcomes. The
process would consequently provide constructive feedback while the program activities
are being carried out. The efficiency of the programs can be documented through the
identification of their strengths, encountered challenges, and the effectiveness of all
stages involved. The decision-makers can re-plan and revise their programs using the
documentation which will also be necessary for future recommendations.
According to the U.S. Department of Education (2016), the educator evaluation,
as well as support systems, must have multiple measures. A single source of data cannot
offer a comprehensive assessment of the contribution of an educator. Observations are
one of the most frequently used evaluation tools in educator evaluation and support
systems. Peers, supervisors, and independent observers can conduct observations to give
appropriate feedback for improving educator systems. According to ESEA sections
2101(c)(4)(B)(ii) and 2103(b)(3)(A), observers can be trained and supported using Title
II, Part A funds.
Under the evaluation theme, which emerged from the qualitative data, I expected
to see a sub-theme addressing the role of school leadership in data-driven decision
making related to ELL scores to inform successful programs. None of the participants
perceived the role of school leadership in terms of using of students’ scores to inform
them about the program success or the teaching performance. It is worth mentioning that
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current Colorado law stated that school leadership should use students’ scores such as
WIDA to inform them about the program’s success (CDE, 2018). Based on the results of
the current study and previous relevant studies, effective evaluation should be ongoing,
comprehensive, and constructive for teachers. Based on the quantitative data in this
study, the lack of differences across factors means between administrators and teachers
should be considered. One of the possible interpretations of this lack is that consistent
responses between the administrators and teachers might refer to agreement about the
factors that contribute to success of the ELL programs. This might be a consequence of
the district ELL initiatives as described in Chapter IV. In the following section, I identify
the implications for the three themes that were identified in this study including parent
involvement, professional development, and evaluation.
Implications
The study’s findings can be useful in many ways. In terms of the practical value,
the findings can be applied to help improve other school programs that serve ELLs.
Additionally, the findings might be useful to school districts with a high ELL population.
Overall, the results might be useful to policymakers and universities by summarizing
perceptions of and insight into ELLs’ educational needs. Programs for preparing
educators might use these findings to improve their curricula and prepare future educators
better. The findings of the study may benefit elementary-grade learning institutions. For
instance, in designing future ELL programs, it is imperative to understand how school
administrators, teachers, and parents contribute to the creation of successful ELL
programs. Furthermore, the findings could provide school districts with increased
possibilities for the implementation of more effective English language development
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programs in elementary schools, and districts could organize in-service training for
general education and ELL teachers. Additionally, schools might organize parent
workshops that focus on how parents can support the education of their children. The
implications of this research are further explored for practitioners in the following section
for the three emerged themes discussed: parent involvement, professional development,
and evaluation.
Parent Involvement
Based on the study’s findings, a positive partnership of parents, families and
communities influence the school culture and children’s academic performance. School
leadership has to share the data with the parents about their children performance and
assist them to understand these data so that the practice and partnership of parents,
families and communities continues to grow.
School principals should have a well-documented plan that effectively serves all
ELLs and the subgroups. All schools are mandated to have a School Improvement Plan
that is frequently monitored by district and state educational officers. The School
Improvement Plan should state the ideas used by the school to serve teachers, students,
and the entire community. More importantly, the ideas are designed to raise awareness in
schools and show how they are attempting to solve the educational attainment gap
between ELL and non-ELL students.
School leadership should consider the parents’ background when reflecting on the
evaluation of schools and subgroups, including ELLs. Also, school leaders should
provide various options and suitable opportunities for parental participation and
communication with them, taking into consideration the families’ SES. School leaders
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should involve ELL parents in the progress of their children by informing and updating
them with the data and including their voice in preparing relevant goals.
Professional Development
In policy and practice for effective professional development, there are various
implications that can help ELL students achieve academically and that provide insights to
policymakers and school leaders about the dynamics of professional development among
teachers. The implications include the following:


Policymakers and administrators could assess and remodel the school time
to create room for collaboration and participation, through peer coaching,
as well as observation across classrooms.



Leaders at the district and school levels could use the evaluation and
assessment such as survey to find out areas where professional
development should be incorporated in the classroom. Information from
educators would ensure that they link professional development with
practice to ensure that ELL students achieve success in their academics.



School leaders should empower their teachers to implement new teaching
strategies based on what has been learned in professional development
programs and been proven effective.



The desired benefit of the professional development programs about
teaching strategies for ELLs will not be achieved without applying these
strategies by teachers and providing constructive feedback by school
leadership.
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School leaders should provide ongoing and meaningful professional
development programs which are offered throughout the school year to
meet the needs of teachers and ELL students.

Evaluation
Evaluation should not be overlooked when discussing the topic of successful ELL
programs. There are several implications that can help school leaders and policymakers
about the dynamics of evaluating teachers. The implications include the following:


Based on ELL policy, school leadership should show commitment to ELL
success by holding teachers accountable and using data-driven decision
making to improve ELL programs in their schools.



School leadership should use effective and comprehensive evaluation tools
that provide constructive and ongoing feedback to the teachers to improve
their practices in educating ELLs.



Reflecting on ELL state scores should not be overlooked as one of the
instructional leadership roles necessary to meet the needs of teachers and
ELLs.
Limitations

Creswell (2012) identified the limitations of a study as “potential weaknesses or
problems with the study identified by the researcher” (p. 199). This study has potential
limitations. These limitations include aspects of survey questions, sampling and selection,
sample size, and design.
The first limitation is related to the survey instrument. The quantitative data
showed that only parental involvement and evaluation scales were reliable. However, the
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remaining factors scales varied in reliability. Regarding to the open-ended questions, the
participants’ voice and views about ELL programs were limited to their answers on the
survey. This limitation was observed when some participants responded by using one or
two words or one or two sentences to the open-ended questions.
Regarding to the sampling and selection, the study is limited by the geographical
areas that were explored. This study took place in elementary schools, located in one of
the school districts in Colorado, and purposefully selected. I had targeted eight schools,
but in the end only conducted research on five. Additionally, participants had to meet the
selection criteria and participation was voluntary. I thought that this selection technique
would provide the participants with greater comfort, in hopes of eliciting more open
discussion of the phenomenon. However, I acknowledge that the participants do not
represent the perceptions of all administrators and teachers in the same schools or other
schools were not involved in this study.
It should be noted that the findings cannot not be generalizable across all
elementary school settings, because the research was undertaken within the survey
research design with only five elementary schools. The study only represents selected
administrators and teachers within the school district included in the study. Due to the
nature of the study, the findings of the study may not apply to all ELL programs.
Additional limitation to the design of this study is collecting information through
a self-report. The participants might show bias when reporting on their own experiences.
According to Mujis (2012), those who completed the survey may have strong or negative
opinions about ELL programs. Therefore, the participants may not reflect the true views
of ELL programs in their schools. The last limitation that could not be controlled by me
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as a researcher is the nature of professional development programs in the school district.
The provided professional developments do not include administrators in professional
development for ELLs along with teachers. In the following section, I discuss some
possible ways to overcome the highlighted limitations in future studies.
Recommendations for Future Study
This survey research explored the roles of school leadership in the success of the
ELL programs at the elementary level. Also, the study identified factors contributing to
the elementary school’s ELL program success. Based on the findings and limitations of
this study, the topic of the success of ELL programs merits additional investigation.
Replication of this study is recommended. As stated in Chapter IV, the score on
the items on professional development and teaching background were not correlated.
Therefore, revising the survey instrument is recommended in future studies by rewording
of the questions to increase the reliability.
The sample of this survey study included only 27 participants (17 teachers and 10
administrators) from five elementary schools located in the same school district.
Although the schools were purposefully selected to focus on successful ELL programs at
the elementary level, future researchers should conduct similar studies on other
successful ELL programs in different schools and districts by including a larger sample
size to determine if the findings are consistent and can be generalized. Additionally, this
study was limited to administrators and teachers, and the findings revealed that ELL
parent involvement represents a factor contributing to their children’s success. Therefore,
it would be beneficial for school leaders to include parents’ voices in future studies. Since
the current study was conducted only at the elementary level, conducting research at the
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middle and high school levels focusing on exemplary ELL programs could extend the
literature on ELL programs in relation to school leadership practices.
In terms of the research design and method of data collection, this study was
exploratory and the responses to the open-ended questions of the survey were selfreported and not rich enough. Thus, conducting a mixed-method study using survey and
semi-structured face to face interviews would help to better understand the phenomena.
Additionally, in relation to the findings in the study, professional development was one of
the significant factors that emerged as a theme of the school leadership. It could be
beneficial to examine the relationship between professional development and the use of
teaching strategies.
Conclusion
The increasing number of ELLs reflects an urgent need to continue investigating
how to close the achievement gap between ELLs and their peers. To close the
achievement gap, it is important to understand how to create and sustain successful ELL
programs at the elementary level. This study attempted to fill a gap in the literature
regarding stakeholder perceptions of the factors that contribute to the success of an ELL
program. The purpose of this survey research was to identify the possible factors
contributing to the successful ELL programs in elementary schools in the same school
district and to explore the role of administrators and teachers regarding the success of
ELL programs at the elementary level. Through this study, the role of school leadership
in successful ELL programs emerged in terms of supporting instructional strategies and
developing interpersonal relationships. This study can provide insight for school leaders
on some factors that contribute to successful ELL programs, including the following:
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professional development, parent involvement, teaching practices, evaluation of
performance, attitudes, administrative support, and teaching background.
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Survey of Factors Contributing to a Successful English Language Learner Program
The purpose of this survey is to identify possible factors contributing to a
successful English Language Learner (ELL) programs in elementary schools in the same
school district. Additionally, the other purpose is to explore the role of stakeholders
regarding the maintenance of a successful ELL program at the elementary level.

Part I: Demographic Questions
1- Role of the stakeholder:
(Principal, assistant principal, general classroom teacher, ELL teacher, other)
2- Total number of years in public education.
Part III: Factors of Successful ELL Program
Instructions: For items 1 through 21, please indicate your level of agreement with each
statement by circling the number from 1 to 5 that identify factors that contribute to a
successful ELL program
Response options include: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree 3 = neither agree and
disagree/ neutral, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree.

Item

Statement

Strongly Disagree
disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly
agree

1

A successful ELL program
requires effective
professional development.

1

2

3

4

5

2

Providing professional
development for teachers is
one of the keys to improve an
ELL program.

1

2

3

4

5
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3

Administrative support is
important to implement/ use
the information presented in
professional development on
an ELL program.

1

2

3

4

5

4

Regular communication with
parents can contribute in
maintaining positive
outcomes of an ELL
program.

1

2

3

4

5

5

Parents’ input should be
considered as a tool to
improve ELL programs.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Parents’ attitudes may affect
the quality of an ELL
program.

1

2

3

4

5

7

Using evidence-based
practice to teach ELL
increases the learning
outcomes of students.

1

2

3

4

5

8

Co-teaching practices in
which ELL and general
teachers share teaching
responsibilities play a part in
improving outcomes of an
ELL program.

1

2

3

4

5

9

Differentiation techniques
support a successful ELL
program.

1

2

3

4

5

10

Progress monitoring of
learning can be used as an
indicator to how successful
an ELL program is.

1

2

3

4

5

11

ELLs’scores on state
assessments can be used as
tools to reflect the
effectiveness of ELL
programs.

1

2

3

4

5
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12

A school improvement plan
can be used as a criterion to
create a framework to
develop and sustain ELL
programs.

1

2

3

4

5

13

Classroom observation data
can be used to develop ELL
programs.

1

2

3

4

5

14

The attitudes of the teachers
toward ELLs affect teaching
practices related to ELL
program success.

1

2

3

4

5

15

The success of an ELL
program depends on the
positive attitude of the school
principal.

1

2

3

4

5

16

The school vision must
emphasize ELL programs.

1

2

3

4

5

17

Funding plays a significant
role in sustaining an ELL
program.

1

2

3

4

5

18

Leadership team input helps
the principal to ensure the
success of an ELL program.

1

2

3

4

5

19

Leadership preparation
programs that focus on ELLs
affect the instructional
practices.

1

2

3

4

5

20

Years of teaching experience
support effective practices
needed to meet the needs of
ELLs.

1

2

3

4

5

21

Induction programs can help
teachers to clarify the
expectation of an ELL
program.

1

2

3

4

5
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Part II: Open-ended Questions
1-Please describe elements of your school’s ELL program that you feel contribute
to your ELL students’ success.
2-Please explain the role your principal and assistant principal play in supporting
your ELL program.
3-Please explain how teachers help to make your ELL program successful.
4- Please explain how parents help to make your ELL program successful.
5- Who else has helped make your ELL program successful? (For example, district
personnel, external agencies, etc.)
6-What instructional practices are used in your ELL program that you feel promote
students’ success?
7-What other practices are used in your ELL program that you feel promote
students’ success?
8-Please explain how your principal and assistant principal help maintain the
success of your school’s ELL program.
9-Please explain how your teachers help maintain the success of your school’s ELL
program.
10- Please explain who else helps maintain the success of your school’s ELL
program (i.e. district personnel, external agencies, etc.)
11- What documents (i.e. books, protocols, etc.) or other resources do you use that
you feel support your school’s ELL program success?
12- What else do you want to tell me about the ELL program at the school where
you work?
Thank you for your participation

