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Abstract 

 

IMPLEMENTING EFFECTIVE SCHOOL PRACTICES 

FOR SECONDARY ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS:   

IMPLICATIONS FOR LEADERS 

 

Debra Cantu Hester, Ph.D. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2013 

 

Supervisor: Norma Cantu 

In 1999, Texas Legislature mandated the Student Success Initiative to ensure all 

eighth grade students are on grade level in reading and mathematics.  Although progress 

is evident, the achievement gap for English language learners remains.  The purpose of 

this case study was to explore effective school practices that lead to closing the 

achievement gap.  This qualitative study applies the two core functions of leadership for 

exercising influence and providing direction to answer the research question:  How do the 

core functions of school leadership practices for implementing the Student Success 

Initiative requirements vary between English language learners and non-English language 

learners in high and low-performing middle schools?  The comparison between the high-

performing school and low-performing school brought forth key findings and identifies 

school practices for supporting secondary English language learners.  
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The key findings for exercising influence on teachers were:  1) Effective school 

practices that influence teacher knowledge on how to identify students and their needs 

include: a) conducts a needs assessment.; b) analyze data; c) create differentiated ESL 

programs, d) place diverse groups of ELLs in differentiated ESL programs.  2) Effective 

school practices to influence teachers how to intervene include: a) accept teacher input 

and follow through on requests when planning interventions, b) target intervention needs; 

c) create differentiated interventions.  3) Effective school practices to influence teachers 

how to monitor include: a) analyze multiple types of data, b) measure student reading 

growth; c) measure student language proficiency, d) conduct walkthroughs to observe 

students.  The key findings for providing direction to teachers established the following 

practices:  4) Effective school practices to provide direction to identify students and their 

needs include, a) develop and implement a school wide intervention plan, b) create a 

master schedule to implement differentiated ESL programs; c) model how to 

disaggregate data, d) develop and implement an individual plan for ELLs.  5) Effective 

school practices to provide direction to intervene include: a) assign ESL teacher to 

intervention groups, b) use data to drive intervention planning, c) measure growth in 

language and literacy, d) provide daily interventions, e) integrate language and literacy 

interventions in lessons. 6) Effective school practices to provide direction to teachers for 

monitoring include: a) measure growth of literacy and language development, b) 

triangulate multiple types of data, c) review intervention lessons during walkthroughs, e) 

provide daily interventions specific to student needs. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction and Statement of Problem 

 

Texas promotion and retention policies have been in debate over the past twenty 

years, which, in 1999, led to the Student Success Initiative (SSI) enacted by the 76
th

 

Texas Legislature (TEA, 2012b).  Policymakers attempt to address the social concerns 

faced by secondary English language learners in the public school system.  The Texas 

Education Agency (TEA) uses the terms “limited-English proficient” and “English 

language learner,” and their respective acronyms, “LEP” and “ELL” interchangeably 

according to Chapter 29 of the Texas Education Code (TEA, 2011b).  Since 2001, the 

77
th

 Texas Legislature has required the Texas Education Agency to report the 

performance of retained students (TEA, Grade Placement, 2010a).  Although the term 

“initiative” is used in its title, the Student Success Initiative is a mandated policy.  

Promotion and retention has been studied in depth and reported annually to the Texas 

legislature; however, the effectiveness of the policy implemented during 2001-2012 did 

not appear to close the achievement gap in Texas public schools.  In 2008-2009, 177,701 

students in grades K-12 were retained, an overall grade-level retention rate of 4.0% 

(TEA, 2009).  Hispanic students had higher retention rates than White students in all 

grades except kindergarten.  The TEA report on reading and language difficulties have 

been highly correlated with retention, as the 7-12 grade secondary English language 

learner retention rates were 11,613 compared to 96,133 non-English language learners 

(TEA, 2010a).  The Texas public middle school system retained 4,503 eighth grade 

students (TEA, 2010a).  Among these students, 1,674 eighth graders were English 
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language learner students who received English as a Second Language service while 

1,020 English language learner students received no services (TEA, 2010a).   

The achievement gap between different racial ethnic groups has characterized 

American education for decades.  Understanding the longitudinal effect of the 

achievement gap, and how it impacts English language learners’ success is a critical 

process for policymakers as they shape students’ future attainments.  Advocacy groups 

through their litigation and academic groups through their research have criticized the 

achievement gap for English language learners in Texas.  The next section summarizes 

Texas educational court cases, which include evidence that achievement gaps continue 

for English language learners, and also explores how the achievement gap is viewed by 

scholars. 

 

Federal Legislation 

President Lyndon B. Johnson was one of the first advocates for Bilingual 

Education.  Federal legislation in the 1960s provided the legal underpinnings for lawsuits 

on behalf of English language learners in Texas.  With the first legislation, President 

Johnson declared unconditional war on poverty and became committed to a campaign 

against economic deficit (Danziger, Sandefur, & Weinberg, 1994).  The Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was enacted in 1965 and signed into law by President 

Johnson.  Congress passed the first federal Bilingual Education Act in 1968 to support 

students with limited knowledge of English, and students who came from low-income 
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families.  The act has been reauthorized more than ten times.  Most recently in 2010, 

President Barack Obama released a Blueprint for Reform.  He stated,  

A generation ago, we led all nations in college completion, but today, 10 countries 

have passed us.  It is not that their students are smarter than ours.  It is that these 

countries are being smarter about how to educate their students.  And the 

countries that out-educate us today will out-compete us tomorrow.  (ED, 2010, 

p. 1) 

 

Texas lawsuits attest to the English language learner achievement gap.  To 

understand Texas’ reform efforts on eliminating the achievement gap, the causes of the 

English language learner achievement gap must be explained.  The Texas Bilingual 

Education Act of 1969 acknowledges English as the primary language for curriculum and 

instruction.  The Texas Education Agency allowed, but did not mandate, that each school 

district provide transitional bilingual education.  In 1971, Judge William Wayne, Justice 

of the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Texas ordered, in U.S. v. State of 

Texas, that Texas address the discrimination issues in public education that negatively 

impacted the achievement of minority students in the public school system.  (U.S. v. 

Texas (LULAC I), 506 F. Supp. 405, 410 (E.D. Tex. 1981), rev’d, 680 F.2d 356 (5th Cir. 

1982)).  In 1974, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that English language learner students 

were protected under the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the 

U.S. Constitution (Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563 (1974)).  Schools providing an English-

only education to English language learners and non-English language learners violated 

federal requirements of equal educational opportunity for all states across the country 

(Cortez & Johnson, 2008).  In 1975, the Texas public school system reported a total 

Limited English Proficient enrollment of approximately 25,000 students (Cortez & 
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Johnson, 2008).  The League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) and the 

American GI Forum joined the Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund 

(MALDEF) to hold Texas responsible for providing equal educational opportunities to 

Latino students (U.S. v. Texas (LULAC I), 506 F. Supp.  405, 410 (E.D. Tex. 1981), 

rev’d, 680 F.2d 356 (5th Cir. 1982)).  The plaintiffs requested a bilingual instruction 

program be available to all English language learners in Texas.   

Following the Lau decision, policy-makers turned their attention to creating a 

state policy that focused on eliminating the achievement gap between English language 

learner and non-English language learners (Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563 (1974)).  The 

63rd Texas Legislature passed Senate Bill 121, the Texas Bilingual Education Act (TEA, 

1998), which required public schools with 20 or more English language learner students 

in one grade level, who shared the same primary language, to provide bilingual education 

in first grade and add one grade each year until all students in grades one through six had 

access to these services (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).   

Over a decade later, the U.S. District Court case, U.S. v. Texas (LULAC II) found 

Texas to be out of compliance with the Equal Educational Opportunities Act, as public 

schools failed to ensure that English language learner students overcame language 

barriers in the educational setting, particularly secondary schools (U.S. v. Texas (LULAC 

II), 680 F.2d 356, 372 n. 25 (5th Cir. 1982)).  As a result, in 1981 Texas passed a law that 

expanded bilingual education so that it would meet the needs of students in grades K-6, 

and established an English as a Second Language program for secondary schools (TEA, 

1998).  Prior to these programs, Texas public school language minorities struggled in the 



 

5 

classroom with no evidence of narrowing the achievement gap.  At this time, English 

language learner students scored lower on the state assessments than the general and 

ethnic populations identified within the state and federal accountability systems in 

reading, retention, and high school dropout rates.  The Fifth Circuit reversed the 1981 

ruling and remanded the case for further evidence (U.S. v. Texas (LULAC II), 680 F.2d 

356, 372 n. 25 (5th Cir. 1982)).  In 2003-2004, the Texas public school system reported 

660,308 English language learners in the public school system; approximately 15% of the 

student population (Cortez & Johnson, 2008).  “In 2003, the Texas Legislature modified 

its procedures for monitoring school district compliance with state mandates, opting to 

transition into an electronic-based, data-driven monitoring system” (Cortez, 2011a).  This 

new system attempted to eliminate districts and campuses from relying on their own 

databases. 

In 2008, the Texas public school system served 775,432 English language 

learners, approximately 16.6% of the student population (Cortez & Johnson, 2008).  The 

Texas Education Agency, once again, returned to court in August of 2008, for the U.S. v. 

Texas (LULAC IV) court case.  District Judge William Wayne Justice responded by 

writing:  

The court holds that sufficient evidence of student failure can establish that 

educational agencies have not met their obligation to overcome language barriers.  

The failure of secondary LEP students under every metric clearly and 

convincingly demonstrates student failure, and accordingly, the failure of the ESL 

program in Texas.  (Cortez, 2011) 

 

The ongoing arguments and current court allegations support the complex and serious 

policy concerns facing English language learners in secondary schools.  As a result of the 
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2008 U.S. v. Texas (LULAC IV) case, Judge William Wayne Justice found that the TEA 

does not have a system for comparing the results of student performance on state 

assessments of English language learners with non-English language learners.  He 

concluded the state performance monitoring system set arbitrary achievement standards 

for intervention and does not reveal campus-level and student-level outcomes (Posner, 

2010).  This court case finding supports the first problem of this study; the Texas 

Education Agency’s inability to address student level outcomes through its present 

monitoring system.  In 2008, Judge Justice issued a revised court order granting the 

plaintiff’s motion to require the TEA to monitor, enforce and supervise programs for 

English language learners to ensure that those students receive appropriate educational 

programs and equal educational opportunities (Cortez & Johnson, 2008).  The appeals 

court reversed the ruling, however, and provided G.I. Forum and LULAC the opportunity 

to provide evidence as to whether the Texas Education Agency’s performance-based 

monitoring analysis system can be used to effectively monitor the success of English 

Language Programs. 

The state of Texas elected to appeal the ruling.  The Fifth Circuit Court of 

Appeals reversed an expansive district court opinion, U.S. v. Texas (LULAC IV, 572 

F.2d at 735) that found the state of Texas had systematically violated a modified 

desegregation order in its treatment of Limited-English Proficiency (LEP) students (U.S. 

v. Texas, No. 08-40858 (C.A. 5, 2010)).  Circuit Judges Garwood Reagan, King Carter 

and Davis Reagan, were not convinced that the defendants’ method of analyzing LEP 
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performance was inadequate, and thereby rejected the lower court’s preferred test of 

comparing the performance of LEP students.  Judge Garwood Reagan wrote: 

There is no finding nor sufficient evidence that individual districts are ignoring 

LEP under-performance on individual campuses or sufficient evidence of 

resulting actual harm to such campuses and their students.  We accordingly find 

that the district court abused its discretion in supplanting defendants’ policy 

choice with its own preferred method of comparison” (U.S. v. Texas, No. 08-

40858 (C.A. 5, 2010, p. 24). 

 

As a response to the ruling, the Texas Education Agency was not required to make 

changes to their progress monitoring system.  On March 31, 2011, Dr. Cortez, 

Intercultural Development Research Association Director, presented before the Texas 

Senate Education Committee, stating that the problem created by state assessment 

disaggregation masked the lower performance for English language learners and provided 

a proposal to strengthen the state’s system.  The state’s data monitoring system did not 

determine discrepancies between the numbers of potential English language learners 

based on their demographic data which included enrollment numbers and home language 

surveys (Cortez, 2011b).  Despite his testimony the Texas Education Agency continues to 

defend its role in providing academic services for English language learners.  To 

summarize; the ongoing court cases show disagreement among advocates and the TEA 

regarding services for English language learners.  This disagreement sets the context of 

this research study.  In February 2013, at the end of this study, the researcher became 

aware that Travis County District Judge, John Dietz, ruled the school finance system 

unconstitutional for not providing the necessary resources to educate all children 

(Michels, 2013).  Among the court’s conclusions, Judge Dietz found the Texas public 
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school funding system “fails to provide sufficient funding for schools to effectively 

address the needs of the state’s growing number of English language learners and low-

income students” (Montecel, 2013, p. 1).  This ruling supports the statement of problem; 

however, the focus of this study was not to address school finance. 

 

Evidence of the Achievement Gap 

In 2010, the Texas public school system retained 4,503 eighth grade students.  

Among these students, 1,736 were English language learners (TEA, 2010a) despite the 

espoused importance of the Student Success Initiative policy.  This study adopts 

Ferguson’s definition for achievement gap as those students of different racial groups 

whose parents have roughly the same amount of education (Ferguson, 2007).  

Researchers and scholars suggest that if policymakers do not address the achievement 

gap observed among ethnic groups in the public school system, the cycle of poverty will 

be passed from one generation to the next (Danziger & Haveman, 2001).  “It is urgent 

that federal and state governments know what school practices were most effective for 

language minority students, because this demographic group is fast becoming the largest 

minority group in U.S. schools” (Thomas, 2002, p. 1).  As a result of the nation’s 

demographic rapid change, Hispanics were among the largest group in achievement gaps 

according to Harvard Achievement Gap Initiative research.  The findings indicate 

Hispanic students underperforming in every measure of the achievement gap: reading and 

math national assessments, high school completion rates, college enrollment and college 

completion rates.  Several researchers have described the phenomenon of the 
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achievement gaps for racial and ethnic groups.  A handful of researchers, such as 

Martinez, Valenzuela and Walqui, have described educational challenges for English 

language learners, which may contribute to the achievement gap (Martinez, 2009; 

Valenzuela, 2002; Walqui, et al., 2010).  Valenzuela (2002) examined the inequality of 

social promotion and suggests a multiple criteria compensatory assessment model within 

a culturally relevant and systemic framework.  Martinez’s (2009) research of middle 

school literacy for English language learners suggests the need for valuable practices for 

teachers who reject deficit perspectives and seek to build on the knowledge and resources 

these students bring to the classroom.  A study on middle school English language 

learners found gaps between the districts’ English language learner policy and the schools 

implementation, which suggests success of English language learners was not seen as a 

school wide imperative (Walqui et al., 2010).  The school leadership’s behavior in 

providing direction or exercising influence for addressing the achievement gap is the 

common theme throughout (Martinez, 2009; Valenzuela, 2002; Walqui et al., 2010).   

Relevant research supports the knowledge and practices of school leadership to 

positively impact achievement (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005).  There is a large 

body of research on leadership practices between 1984 and 2010.  Reeves challenges 

there is not a shortage of evidence, strategies, or a lack of goals, but the collective public 

school systems fail to implement strategies to reach the goal (Reeves, 2010).  Case 

studies conducted by Reeves found that culture, resources, time and role definition affect 

implementation.  His recommendation of tools for effective change focused on planning, 

implementing and monitoring, which were all elements of the Student Success Initiative. 
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Statement of the Problem 

While the Texas Legislature mandated the Student Success Initiative policy in 

1999, closing the achievement gap between English language learners and non-English 

language learners is not evident in eighth grade reading performance data in Texas public 

middle schools.  The difference between English language learners and non-English 

language learners is conspicuous as shown by the different indicators that demonstrate a 

sizeable achievement gap.  For example, the higher retention rate of English language 

learners is one such measure of the achievement gap.  In 2006-2007, there were 4,943 

eighth grade English language learner students retained compared to 1,206 White 

students (TEA, 2008).  As of the most recent Texas Education Agency data, 5,165 eighth 

grade English language learner students were retained compared to 1,043 White students 

(TEA, 2010a).  Policies to close the achievement gap continue to be the central debate.  

Another measurement of the achievement gap is student performance on the state 

assessment tests.  In 2010, 57% of Limited English Proficient eighth grade students met 

the passing standards, compared to 96% of White eighth grade students (TEA, 2010a).  

Great attention has been paid to literacy in secondary schools.  There has been a 

significant increase in attention to adolescent literacy since the start of the new 

millennium, partly due to the national standards movement for state and federal 

accountability (Sedita, 2004).  Literacy is the basis for all education and essential if we 

were to address the achievement gap.  While there is a significant body of research, 

adolescent literacy has been ignored compared to the primary grades (Lee & Spratley, 

2010). 

The Texas Legislature approved the Student Success Initiative in 1999, yet Texas 

public schools have struggled to close the achievement gap (TEC, 28.0211).  The 

statement of the problem is supported by the following subproblems.  The first 

subproblem is to recognize the schools’ inconsistency in defining their subgroup 

population for English language learners.  To increase quality instruction and student 
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monitoring, the No Child Left Behind Act 2001 requires school districts to report English 

language learners standardized test scores as a subgroup of students.  In addition, the 

federal mandate requires each state to report adequate yearly progress (AYP), or face 

sanctions.  In 2011, 49.1% of the districts in Texas missed reporting their Adequate 

Yearly Progress (TEA, 2011c), which equated to a large number of English language 

learners in Texas who did not meet AYP standards in reading.  According to the United 

States Department of Education, most states face the challenge to meet federal goals for 

English language learners in reading (Maxwell, 2012).  Although the intention is to target 

English language learners, the inconsistency across districts and schools is partly due to 

the fact each state has considerable flexibility for defining their English language learner 

subgroup.   

The second subproblem is the classification of English language learners to 

determine the types of services they need.  English language learners in the school system 

were viewed as one group by the Texas Education Agency, and subsequently by districts 

and schools, regardless of their personal background or language proficiency.  However, 

this one group is a diverse group of English language learners, which may be categorized 

by the number of years in the country.  The diversity within English language learners 

include: 1) Immigrants who were new to the country and may or may not receive formal 

schooling prior to their arrival to the United States, 2) refugees forced to move to a new 

country to secure safety, 3) English language learners who were in their first year in 

school in the United States, 4) English language learners who were in their second year in 

school in the United States, 5) English language learners who were in their third year in 
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school in the United States, 6) English language learners who have participated in a 

Bilingual or English as a Second Language program for multiple years, and 7) monitored 

English language learners who were within their first years of exiting the English as a 

Second Language program (TEA, 2011b).  As demonstrated in this diverse list, English 

language learners do not fit easily into simple categories.  National data indicates 57% of 

adolescent English language learners were born in the United States, whereas 43% of the 

students were born elsewhere.  As a result, districts and campuses face the challenge of 

determining the various language proficiency levels.  This problem is supported by Judge 

William Wayne Justice’s statement regarding the lack of a system for comparing the 

performance of English language learners to non-English language learners (Posner, 

2010).  Our school system utilizes random achievement standards for interventions and 

does not disclose student level outcomes for English language learners to support the 

intent of the Student Success Initiative policy.  The policy requires early identification, 

intervention and progress monitoring for all students, but not specifically for diverse 

English language learner subgroups.   

The third subproblem is the knowledge and skill set of secondary administrators 

and teachers for intervening on behalf of English language learners.  The Student Success 

Initiative requires leader and teacher inquiry to determine the cause of the student’s 

achievement gap, the practices for monitoring students, and evaluation interventions to 

gauge effectiveness.  If the leaders and teachers lack the knowledge and skills, repetitive 

ineffective intervention practices result.  Such ineffective practices contribute to the high 

percentages of dropout and retention as well as low academic performance for English 
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language learners.  The English language learners drop out at twice the rate as compared 

to all students (Posner, 2010).  In 2009-2010, 47% (2,283,490 students in Texas were 

identified as being at risk of dropping out. In Texas, 2.2% of English language learners 

drop out of school compared to 0.8% of White students grades 7-12 (TEA, 2010a).  In 

2005, 4% of eighth grade English language learner students achieved proficiency on the 

reading National Assessment of Educational Progress compared to 31% of all eighth 

graders who were proficient.  The non-native English speakers 14-18 years old were 21% 

less likely to have completed high school than native English speakers (Boyson & Short, 

2003).  There is a need to explore the leadership and organizational practices for 

implementation of the effective strategies required in the Student Success Initiative, 

which include student identification, developing interventions, and implementing 

interventions.  The three subproblems share a common link to school leadership 

practices.  This study explores those leadership practices as they relate to the achievement 

gap. 

 

Purpose of Study 

Various approaches have been used to examine causal factors of the achievement gap 

over three decades and the findings were consistent.  Previous research presented 

effective strategies for leadership practices which correlate to student achievement 

(Goodlad, 1984: Cotton, 2003; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005; Louis, Leithwood, 

Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010; Robinson, 2010; Chenoweth & Theokas, 2011; Reeves, 

2011b).  This research study is focused on the deficiencies in leadership practices as they 
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specifically pertain to the achievement gap between English language learners and non-

English language learners.   

Because effective leadership practices for secondary English language learners 

were not easily identified in the existing literature, the purpose of this study was to 

explore effective leadership practices that lead to closing the achievement gap between 

secondary English language learners and non-English language learners.  Figure 4 

provides a visualization of how the variables of the research question align to the purpose 

of the study.   

 

Figure 1.  Research Findings Aligned to the Purpose of Study 

 

Research Question 

Despite an interest in how leadership practices impact student achievement, it is 

surprising that so little empirical research actually has been conducted on the topic.  The 

research question guiding this study uses Wallace Foundation’s definition for leadership:  

“Leadership can be described by two core functions.  One function is providing direction; 
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the other is exercising influence.  Each of these two leadership functions can be carried 

out in different ways” (Louis et al., 2010).  The research question is: How do the core 

functions of school leadership practices for implementing the Student Success Initiative 

requirements vary between English language learners and non-English language learners 

in high and low-performing middle schools? 

 

Framework of the Study 

To determine how the Student Success Initiative policy and interventions were 

implemented at two middle schools, the framework for this study must be explained.  The 

Student Success Initiative policy sets the expectation that all eighth graders were to 

perform at grade level on the state assessment in reading and math, and students who 

were not performing on grade level receive intensive interventions.   

The prescriptive policy requires all students who fail to demonstrate proficiency 

in mathematics or reading on the state assessment were required to complete accelerated 

instruction (TEA, 2010c).  Therefore, at the beginning of the school year, school leaders 

were to identify students in need of intervention by determining which students met the 

reading and mathematics standards on the state assessment, and who did not.  This policy 

simply differentiates the passers from the non-passers and provides guidance to school 

leaders on how to effectively identify struggling learners based on their individual needs, 

language proficiency, expected standards not mastered, accommodations, or previous 

interventions. 
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The policy attempts to provide appropriate instructional intervention for students 

to make the academic progress necessary to be on grade level.  The school leaders were 

required to determine the type of accelerated instruction the students need to be on grade 

level.  Other than informing school leaders, teachers were to determine instructional 

priorities for students in need of accelerated instruction, there were no research-based 

practices to guide them on how to develop intervention plans to meet the needs of 

individual students.  The policy does inform school leaders of structural support, such as 

providing at least 30 minutes a day of additional systematic and explicit instruction, and 

each small-group approximately 60 sessions (TEA, 2010c).  The policy requires campus 

leaders to inform parents of their child’s mathematics and reading progress in October 

and January of the school year (TEA, 2010c).   

In early spring, students take the state assessment in reading and mathematics.  

Students who do not meet passing standards were retained; however, they have a second 

and third opportunity to re-take the state assessment test (TEA, 2010c).  Between the 

second and third re-take opportunities, the school is required to provide accelerated 

instruction and develop accelerated intervention plans for students who do not meet 

passing standards.  The Texas Education Agency requires accelerated instruction with a 

10:1 student to teacher ratio, in addition to the core instruction provided.  Once again, the 

policy requires school leaders to identify those students who met the standards and those 

who did not.  It also provides guidance for the structure of the intervention based on the 

student to teacher ratio, but the policy lacks the content of instruction, effective 

instructional strategies, and the expectation for leadership practices on how to implement 
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accelerated instruction effectively.  To this researcher, the overview of the Student 

Success Initiative appears to describe single-loop learning as originally defined by 

Argyris and Schön (1974).   

Single-loop learning recognizes immediate actions of cause and effect; however, 

double-loop learning honors reflective learning, as it acknowledges what may be 

replicated or strategically abandoned.  Double-loop learning, according to Argyris 

(1990), is the key to individual and organizational success.  Highly effective 

organizations act to correct errors in ways that were purposeful and sustainable.  In 

Figure 2, the school leaders represent the espoused theory and the eighth grade reading 

teachers represent the theories-in-use to determine how the leader’s knowledge and skill 

and the teacher’s actions affect outcomes.  The concept of the Theory in Action model 

suggests there is a split between theory (what we say we are going to do) and action 

(what we actually do). 

 

Figure 2.  Theory of Action Model as Related to the Student Success Initiative 
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Argyris explains that people may act on theories-in-use that are actually quite different 

from their espoused theory, which indicates a difference between the single and double-

loop learning of the organization.  In Table 1, the Student Success Initiative requirements 

were listed in phases based on the timeframe.  The phases indicate separate periods of 

time a campus provides accelerated instruction.  The responsibility of the campus is to 

implement accelerated instruction to intervene and provide academic support in reading 

in addition to the core curriculum for eighth grade students.  At the end of phases 1-3, 

student attainment of the designated curriculum standards is measured by the student’s 

performance on the state assessment.   

The state requires all fifth and eighth grade students to meet the passing standard 

to be promoted to the next grade.  The fifth and eighth grade students had three 

opportunities to pass the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills assessment in 

school years 2003-2011.  However, Texas has introduced a new state assessment referred 

to as State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness Standard (STAAR).   

In 2013, Texas fifth and eighth graders will be the first students to take the new 

state assessment, STAAR under the Student Success Initiative requirements. They will 

have three testing opportunities to pass the STAAR: April 3, 2013; May 15, 2013; and 

June 26, 2013 (TEA, 2013a).  “Certification of Student Success Initiative requirements 

for 2012–2013 under TEC §28.0211(m) would require students in grades 5 and 8 to meet 

the phase-in 1 Level II standard for the reading and mathematics assessments” (TEA, 

2013a, p. 10).  Table 1 provides an outline of the policy requirements for implementation 
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by teachers and leaders in reading and mathematics.  However, this study is focusing on 

reading for English language learners and non-English language learners. 

Table 1. 

Student Success Initiative Timeline  

Student Success Initiative Requirements 

PHASE 1 of Accelerated Instruction 

August 

through  

April 

(9 months) 

Assessment of student needs to develop early interventions  

Evaluate progress by a variety of means 

Provide research based instructional and accelerated instruction 

Inform parents of student’s progress in reading  

Administer first state assessment in reading  

Notify parents of student results and plan for accelerated instruction  

Provide accelerated instruction for students who did not meet standards 

with a 10:1 ratio in reading 

PHASE 2 of Accelerated Instruction 

April  

through 

May 

(1 month) 

Administer second state assessment in reading  

Notify parents of student results  

Conduct a Grade Placement Committee (GPC) meeting to develop an 

accelerated instruction plan 

Provide accelerated instruction for students who did not meet standards 

with a 10:1 student to teacher ratio in reading in the summer 

Notify parents of GPC decisions 
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Table 1. Continued 

PHASE 3 of Accelerated Instruction 

May 

through 

June 

(1 month) 

Administer third state assessment in reading  

Notify parents of student results and plan for accelerated instruction if 

the student did not meet passing standards 

Conduct a GPC meeting to determine if the student will be retained in 

middle school or placed in high school 

The accelerated instruction must be completed before being placed in 

or promoted to the next grade level. 

PHASE 4 of Accelerated Instruction 

August Provide accelerated instruction before school begins for students who 

did not meet standards with a 10:1 ratio in reading in the summer 

Source: (TEA, 2010c) 

 

In May 2012, the Texas Education Agency implemented a new state assessment, 

State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness, and announced that it will waive the 

promotion standards for one year.  The Student Success Initiative will be reinstated and 

require all fifth and eighth graders to meet the state-passing standards in order to be 

promoted to the next grade level in May 2013.  Failure to pass of the three assessment 

opportunities results in retention of the student in the grade level unless otherwise 

determined by the Grade Placement Committee working within the requirements of the 

statute.  This committee includes the principal, a parent (or designee) and a teacher.  The 

Student Success Initiative emphasizes parental notification as well as the parental 

involvement to develop the accelerated instruction plan for students who were not 

performing on grade level (Texas Education Code § 28.0211, a-k).  Although the 
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requirements were prescriptive for all school districts and campuses, each principal has 

the autonomy to determine the criteria for identifying struggling learners, type of 

intervention to be used, frequency of intervention, and the time period per day for 

accelerated instruction.  As seen above, the requirements for the implementation of the 

policy do not clearly define principal practices, or articulate how they should be 

implemented, which may lead to opportunities for ambiguity or lack of clarity.  The 

Texas Education Agency publishes a Grade Placement Committee Manual that provides 

direction for school leaders to identify struggling learners, intervene and monitor 

performance of those students struggling in reading and mathematics (TEA, 2010).  

However, the manual does not directly address the needs of English language learners, 

who were a subgroup of the struggling learners. 

 

Methodology 

Due to the need to reveal the practices of principals and practitioners that 

implemented effective strategies as they relate to the student achievement gap for English 

language learners, a qualitative method was chosen.  I examined leadership and teacher 

practices by using Reeves’s Leadership Performance Matrix for exploring leadership 

practices at a high-performing middle school (Reeves, 2011b) which is defined in 

Chapter 3.  A qualitative case study was used for purposeful selection of schools based on 

the following criteria determined by the data in Table 3: 

 serve 6th-8th grade students within the same rural school district; 

 implement the same state requirements of the Student Success Initiative; 
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 receive limited resources as a district; 

 receive similar district support and resources; 

 serve English language learners; 

 high-performing English language learner eighth grade reading state 

assessment data; 

 low-performing English language learner eighth grade reading state 

assessment data; 

 serve a population with similar socioeconomic status; and 

 serve students with a similar percentage in mobility. 

The principal, the eighth grade reading teacher, and the English as Second Language 

teacher were interviewed at the two selected middle schools.  To explore the types of 

procedures and tasks implemented by the principal, a qualitative study was conducted 

through individual semi-structured interviews, a survey, and documents.  The semi-

structured interview questions were designed around the principal and teachers’ 

knowledge and skill set on interventions for English language learners.  The participants 

received a survey to rank the practices of the leader using a rubric of four possible scores: 

highly effective, effective, needs improvement and unsatisfactory (Reeves, 2011b).  

Reeves describes the “highly effective” as a system-wide impact for the entire school, 

“effective” is a local impact, “needs improvement” indicates leadership potential, and 

“unsatisfactory” indicates the leader is defensive and resistant to acknowledging error 
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(Reeves, 2011b).  A comparison of these middle school findings is further discussed in 

Chapter 4. 

 

Definition of Terms 

Academic Excellence Indicator System: The Academic Excellence Indicator System 

(AEIS) pulls together a wide range of information on the performance of students 

in each school and district in Texas every year.  This information is put into the 

annual AEIS reports, which are released each fall (TEA, 2011d). 

Accelerated Instruction: According to TEC, §28.0211(c), a 10:1 (or lower) student-to-

teacher ratio is required when providing accelerated instruction in a pull-out 

group.  This applies to any period of time in which accelerated instruction is being 

provided, including summer school.  The ratio is not applicable for the student’s 

entire instructional day.  The 10:1 ratio applies to students receiving accelerated 

instruction as a result of failing an SSI assessment (TEA, 2010c). 

Achievement Gap: The United States Department of Education used and related to the No 

Child Left Behind Act, defines the achievement gap as “the difference between 

how well low-income and minority children perform on standardized tests as 

compared with their peers.  For many years, low-income and minority children 

have been falling behind their white peers in terms of academic achievement” 

(ED, 2010). 

College Readiness: House Bill 3 defines college readiness as the level of preparation a 

student must attain in English language arts and mathematics courses to enroll and 
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succeed, without remediation, in an entry-level general education course for credit 

in that same content area for a baccalaureate degree or associate degree program 

(TEA, 2010d). 

Context: a set of circumstances which surround a particular situation. 

Core Functions of Leadership: This qualitative study applies the two core  

functions of leadership for exercising influence and providing direction (Louis, 

Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010). 

Double-loop Learning: “learning that results in a change in values of the theory-in-use, as 

well as its strategies and assumptions” (Argyris, 1996, p. 21). 

English language learners: Any language minority students in the public education 

system who are identified with a primary language other than English on his/her 

home language survey.  The terms limited English proficient (LEP) students, and 

English language learners are used interchangeably in research. 

English Language Proficiency Standards: As required by 19 Texas Administrative Code, 

Chapter 74, Subchapter A, §74.4, outline English language proficiency level 

descriptors and student expectations for limited English proficient students.  

School districts are required to implement English Language Proficiency 

Standards as an integral part of each subject in the required curriculum (TEA, 

2011b). 

Equal Educational Opportunity Act of 1974:  This Act prohibits specific discriminatory 

conduct, including segregating students on the basis of race, color or national 

origin, and discrimination against faculty and staff.  The EEOA also requires 

http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/set
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school districts to take action to overcome students’ language barriers that impede 

equal participation in educational programs (TEA, 2011d).   

Grade Placement Committee: The committee is composed of the principal, the fifth or 

eighth grader student’s parent or guardian, and the student’s teacher(s) of the 

subject that the student has failed.  The committee reviews the student data to 

determine whether the student is to be retained or promoted.  If the parent is not 

able to attend, the district may allow participation through a phone conference, or 

may designate a person to act on behalf of the student in place of the parent (TEA, 

2010c). 

Immigrant: One who comes to a country for the purpose of permanent residence 

(Webster, 2009). 

Language Proficiency Assessment Committee:  A committee which the state requires to 

monitor the student’s progress for English language learners (TEA, 2010). 

Leadership: “Leadership can be described by two core functions.  One function is 

providing direction; the other is exercising influence.  Each of these two 

leadership functions can be carried out in different ways” (Louis et al., 2010). 

Lexile: An assessment for measuring a student’s reading ability by taking a standardized 

reading test (Doman, 2013). 

Limited English Proficiency: refers to an individual whose native language is other than 

English and who is unable to communicate effectively in English in terms of 

reading, speaking, listening and writing (ED, 2011).  This term is used 

interchangeably with English language learners. 
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National Assessment of Educational Progress: The assessment used to develop the 

Nation’s Report Card for states, districts and schools.  It is the largest national 

representative and continuing assessment of what America’s students know and 

can accomplish in various subject areas.  

No Child Left Behind Act for 2001: Passed by Congress in 2001, supports standards-

based education reform.  The Act requires states to develop assessments in basic 

skills to be given to all students in certain grades, if those states are to receive 

federal funding for schools.  The Act does not assert a national achievement 

standard; standards are set by each individual state (TEA, 2011d). 

Refugee: One who flees to a foreign country for safety reasons. 

Response to Intervention: RTI is the practice of meeting the academic and behavioral 

needs of all students through high quality instruction and scientific research-based 

tiered interventions, the frequent monitoring of student progress, and application 

of student response data. 

Single-loop Learning: “instrumental learning that changes strategies of action or 

assumptions underlying strategies in ways that leave the values of a theory of 

action unchanged” (Argyris, 1996, p. 20). 

State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness: Texas state assessment, which 

represents a more unified, comprehensive assessment program that incorporates 

more rigorous college and career readiness standards as a replacement for TAKS 

(TEA, 2010d). 
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Student Success Initiative: a state policy that requires fifth and eighth grade students to 

meet requirements on the state assessment to advance to the next grade level 

(TEA, 2010c). 

Success:  favorable or desired outcome (Merriam-Webster, 2012). 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills: Assessments are criterion-referenced 

achievement tests designed to measure the extent to which a student has learned 

and is able to apply the defined knowledge and skills at each tested grade level 

(TEA, 2011d). 

Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills: The state curriculum provided for elementary, 

middle and high school that determines the expectations required of a student in 

order to demonstrate proficiency. 

Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS): TELPAS assesses 

the progress that limited English proficient (LEP) students make in learning the 

English language. (TEA, 2010b). 

 

Significance of the Study 

Little research addresses the impact of leadership on closing the achievement gap 

for English language learners.  There is an achievement gap between English language 

learners and non-English language learners in the eighth grade in Texas.  The findings 

will inform school leaders of effective practices for intervening, monitoring and closing 

the achievement gap for English language learners.   
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Delimitations 

This study explores the leadership practices at two middle schools within the 

same school district with similar English as a Second Language population, and similar 

resources and level of support from the district.  The study limits data collection to the 

leadership practices tied to the Student Success Initiative policy requirements at these two 

campuses.  The schools were limited to one district; therefore the comparison informs 

research on the one district’s initiative.  The study does not account for other variables 

(interventionists, funding, resources, etc.).  The principals have the autonomy to select 

resources and use funds according to their needs, which may make the comparative 

analysis unbalanced. 

 

Limitations 

This study has the typical challenges found in other qualitative studies.  The 

limitations of a qualitative study include understanding the possible generalization of the 

subjective experience.  This study was limited to two schools in one school district.  

Because the questions focus on the state and federal requirements of the Student Success 

Initiative and ESL federal requirements, there was a potential for the respondent to be in 

fear of being found non-compliant with state and federal regulations.  This researcher has 

masked the data to bring forth the most honest response in light of this possible anxiety.  I 

was impressed with how forthcoming the participants were with their survey and 

interview. 
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Assumptions 

There were assumptions that leadership practices apply decision-making based on 

their perceptions of English language learners.  Another assumption was that all leaders 

and teachers serving English language learners have the skill set for planning effective 

interventions, implementing recommendations, and the necessary resource interventions 

to meet the need of the diverse group of students with a wide range of language 

proficiency.  It was also assumed that this district was complying with the Student 

Success Initiative requirements. 

 

Summary 

Texas reform efforts to close the achievement gap have been documented in 

policy for decades.  Although Texas passed the Student Success Initiative two years 

before the No Child Left Behind Act was legislated, and the SSI has been implemented 

for close to a decade it has not achieved its goal nor has it narrowed the gap.  Regardless 

of how many reforms, laws, and federal dollars have been provided to schools, Texas 

English language learners continue to show a significant achievement gap. Therefore, this 

study of the two middle schools serves to inform the education community of the 

effective implementation practices that can lead to the closing of the achievement gap.  A 

qualitative study was used in this research to determine the differences between the two 

schools’ implementation of reading interventions for eighth grade English language 

learners.  The qualitative research, through campus interviews with principals and 

English Language Arts and English as Second Language eighth grade teachers, provided 
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data on the practices of theory-in-use compared to the espoused theory, which was 

assessed using the Reeves Leading Performance Matrix (Reeves, 2011b). 

 

Organization of Study 

The organization of this dissertation is arranged in five chapters supported by 

appendices and references used during research.   

Chapter 1 provides an introduction to the study on the achievement gap with 

supporting historical background information on policy reform efforts.  This chapter 

states the problem, the purpose of the study, and the questions that guide this research.  A 

summary of the research methodology, significance of study, and assumptions were 

included.  To ensure there was a shared understanding of the research, the author also 

provided definitions of terms used in this study. 

Chapter 2 reviews the literature on causal factors and supporting evidence of the 

achievement gap of English language learners, the Response to Intervention Model, and 

the impact of ambiguous and subjective practices.  This chapter provides relevant 

research on retention and social promotion policies, and the student populations most 

affected by social promotion and retention.  A discussion on the Student Success 

Initiative requirements and its impact on assessments were reviewed to determine the 

Texas interpretation and implementation of the policy to close the achievement gap.   

Chapter 3 outlines the qualitative methodology through the lens of Argyris and 

Schön’s Theory in Action model (1974; 1996) and Reeves’ Leadership Performance 

matrix (Reeves, 2011b).  The espoused theory practices were compared to the theory-in-
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use for the selected middle schools to determine best practices and the data results 

implemented to close the achievement gap for English language learner and non-English 

language learner students as measured by state and federal governments.  The qualitative 

methodology case study and an explanation of the sampling support the significance of 

the schools that were selected to determine how schools evaluate effective interventions. 

Chapter 4 presents the findings of the research study.  The data analysis of the 

semi-structured interviews, surveys and documents collected from the district revealed 

leadership practices of a high- and a low-performing school for English language learners 

and non-English language learners.  The chapter reports six key findings on core 

functions of leadership and identifies effective leadership practices for each finding.  

Chapter 5 summarizes the six key findings of the core functions of leadership, and 

their supporting data extracted from interviews and surveys. 
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Chapter 2:  Review of the Literature and Theoretical Framework 

 

This chapter provides a critical assessment of the existing literature and previous 

research.  In order to discover the importance of the constructs of previous research, this 

study first reviews findings of leadership behavior studies ranging from years 1984 

through 2011 by scholars who have conducted investigations in public schools.  Second, 

the researcher provides a description of the theoretical perspective of organizational 

practices.  Third, the researcher extends a recent known study by combining it with a 

theoretical framework.  Fourth, the chapter provides the context for the Student Success 

Initiative policy.  The chapter concludes with the need to refine a known study to 

springboard into a new study on leadership practices to improve the Student Success 

Initiative policy with a focus on English language learners. 

 

School Leadership and Organizational Effectiveness 

“Leadership research has been informed by models developed specifically for use 

in school and district level settings” (Louis et al., 2010).  Early school reform researchers, 

such as Goodlad, have been advising policymakers on effective strategies for increasing 

student achievement.  In 1984, Goodlad conducted a research project on which he wrote 

A Place Called School: Prospects for the Future, which highlights basic patterns in 

classroom culture that impact student achievement such as social and emotional patterns, 

and relationships that impact student engagement (Goodlad, 1984).  His research 

demonstrates a clear standing that opposes policy reforms, such as America 2000 and A 
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Nation at Risk (Goodlad, 1984).  In an interview with Goodlad, he stated, “For nearly 

two decades I have been espousing the idea that the individual school is the key unit for 

change” (Quinby, 1985).  When asked about leadership, he responded, “we don’t know 

how much a principal is the causal factor in school change” (Quinby, 1985).  Other 

researchers, such as Marzano, Waters and McNulty conducted over 69 studies between 

1978 and 2001, and found that the distinguishing factor between effective and ineffective 

school leadership lies in student achievement (Marzano et al., 2005).  As a result, they 

found twenty-one leadership practices of the principal that “have a statistically significant 

relationship with student achievement” (Marzano et al., 2005, p. 64).  These include: 

 Affirmation 

 Change Agent 

 Contingent Rewards 

 Communication 

 Culture 

 Discipline 

 Flexibility 

 Focus 

 Ideals/Beliefs 

 Input 

 Intellectual Stimulation 

 Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment 
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 Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 

 Monitoring/Evaluating 

 Optimizer 

 Order 

 Outreach 

 Relationships 

 Resources 

 Situational Awareness 

 Visibility (Marzano et al., 2005).   

The research by Marzano, McNulty and Waters evaluated the findings of Cotton in 2003, 

which identified twenty-five principal practices that were related to student achievement: 

 Classroom observation and feedback to teachers  

 Collaboration  

 Communication and interaction  

 Discussion of instructional issues 

 Emotional and interpersonal support 

 High expectations for student learning  

 Instructional leadership 

 Monitoring student progress and sharing findings  

 Norm of continuous improvement  

 Ongoing pursuit of higher levels of student learning  
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 Parent and community outreach and involvement  

 Positive and supportive climate 

 Professional development opportunities and resources 

 Protecting instructional time 

 Recognition of student and staff achievement  

 Rituals, ceremonies, and other symbolic actions  

 Role modeling  

 Safe and orderly environment 

 Self-confidence, responsibility, and perseverance 

 Shared leadership, decision-making, and staff empowerment 

 Support for teachers’ autonomy 

 Support for risk-taking 

 Use of student progress for program improvement 

 Vision and goals focused on higher levels of student learning 

 Visibility and accessibility (Cotton, 2003). 

Among the twenty-five practices mentioned above, Elmore shares similar themes, and 

emphasizes that school leaders must understand and know curriculum, instruction, and 

assessment, and further states that “internal accountability is a precondition for any 

process of improvement” (Elmore, 2000, p. 20).  Over time, an emphasis on school 

leadership and student achievement drew attention to principal appraisals.  More recently, 

Reeves studied leadership practices and how they correlate with student achievement, and 
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found principal evaluations to be historically summative, subjective and ambiguous 

(2006c).  As a result, he contributed new dimensions for leadership assessment which 

focus on the following dimensions of leadership that directly correlate to student 

achievement: 

 Communication 

 Decision-making 

 Faculty Development Resiliency 

 Leadership Development  

 Personal Behaviors 

 Professional Development  

 Student Achievement 

 Technology  

 Time/Task/Project management (Reeves, 2006c) 

As an outcome of these dimensions, Reeves created a performance tool; a Leadership 

Performance Matrix, as seen in Appendix E, which is further explained in Chapter 3.  He 

correlates the dimensions of leadership practices with the student achievement gap when 

not implemented effectively, and defines it as an implementation gap (Reeves, 2011b).  

Reeves emphasizes there is 30 years of research on educational leadership and is 

surprised that leadership’s outcome on student achievement is still a controversial issue. 

What leaders do has a measureable and proud impact on student learning. He attributes 

leadership impact as being most successful when variables were combined, such as 
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leadership focus with 6 or fewer goals, monitoring adult practices, and linked to student 

needs (Reeves, 2011b).  

 

Figure 3.  The Leadership Performance Matrix Model 

 

Reeves refers to four types of schools:  losing, learning, lucky and leading as seen in 

Figure 3.  His research provides educators with three criteria for providing leaders with 

effective feedback: accurate, constructive and timely (Reeves, 2006a).  Leadership effects 

on student learning occur largely because leadership strengthens professional community 

which in turn fosters the use of professional practices that were associated with student 

achievement (Reeves, 2010).   

Similar research of leadership impact on student achievement is shared by John 

Hattie.  In 2009, Hattie contributed to the understanding of various effects on student 

achievement.  His study concluded most current educational reform efforts have been 

“fads.”  School leaders who focus on student achievement and instructional strategies 
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have been found to be the most effective (Hattie, 2009).  In a 2009 conference on 

Evidence-based Leadership, Hattie told principals they can only do what they have power 

and control to do.  He encourages that best practices be embraced, not as a thing or 

strategy, but based on how an individual interprets, thinks and uses the data and 

information (Hattie, 2009).   

Another study on leadership behavior presented by Professor Viviane Robinson at 

the First-time Principals Programme Residential Course in 2010, concluded an analysis 

of direct evidence of leadership on student outcome, and found five different types of 

leadership practices: 

 Goals and Expectations 

 Restructuring Strategically 

 Planning, Coordinating and Evaluating Teaching and the Curriculum 

 Promoting and Participating in Teacher Learning and Development 

 Ensuring an orderly and supportive environment (Robinson, 2010). 

The more leaders focus their relationships, their work, and their learning on the core 

business of teaching and learning, the greater their influence on student outcomes 

(Robinson, Lloyd & Row, 2008).  Robinson describes three capabilities for effective 

educational leadership as building relational trust, integrating educational knowledge, and 

solving complex problems (Robinson, 2010). 

The most recent study on leadership practices comes from a six-year study 

completed by the Wallace Foundation (2010) on successful educational leadership to 
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better understand how such leadership can improve educational practices and student 

learning (Louis et al., 2010).  The research includes nine states, forty-three school 

districts, one hundred and eighty schools, 8,391 teachers, and 471 students (Louis et al., 

2010).  The framework of the study features state and district policies, practices and other 

characteristics that interact with one another and exert an influence on what school 

leaders do.  The study on school leadership summarizes three perspectives: 

 Sources and distribution of school level leadership practices 

 Identifies effects on students and features of the school  

 Successful leadership practices (Louis et al., 2010). 

In their recent review of leadership research, their study acknowledges different types of 

leadership; however, there is a lack of sustainability, as stated in their report: 

Studies of school leadership are replete with other adjectives purporting to capture 

something uniquely important about the object of inquiry—for example, learning 

leadership, constructivist leadership, and change leadership.  Few of these efforts, 

however, have been products of a sustained line of inquiry yielding the sort of 

evidence needed to justify their claims.  (Louis et al., 2010, p. 11)   

 

In the findings on new evidence, the report states, 

Equity has been a key focus in our investigations of contexts and leadership.  We 

have sought not only to learn about leadership that might yield equitable 

outcomes for students (although it was beyond the boundaries of this study to 

look for leadership effects that were actually closing the gap).  (Louis et al., 2010, 

p. 96)   

 

Therefore, this research study pushes the most recent research into exploring the 

leadership and organizational practices needed for implementation of the Student Success 

Initiative, in order to determine how leaders can close the achievement gap for English 

language learners in secondary schools.  It is evident through relevant research by 



 

40 

scholars that we do not lack knowledge for effective leadership practices; however, this 

study does identify a gap of leadership practices in the Student Success Initiative policy. 

 

Leadership Theories 

The Student Success Initiative policy attempts to address the achievement gap; 

however, the school systems face the challenge of producing organizational results when 

it is difficult to clearly understand its antecedents.  Throughout the relevant research, 

there were several different types of leadership styles identified.  Regardless of the 

different definitions of leadership, it is stated “all definitions assume leadership entails at 

least some form of social influence which might be viewed as a property of an individual 

or a property of a social system” (Yuk, 1994, p. 3).  Therefore, a theoretical perspective 

as viewed through a behavior lens for this research study embraces the literature of 

Argyris and Schön.  They state, “there is no organizational learning without individual 

learning” (Argyris & Schön, 1978).  The theory in the action model originally introduced 

by Argyris, explains that it is not unusual for individuals to display incongruence between 

their beliefs and their actions (Argyris, 1976).  This theory applied to the Student Success 

Initiative informs policymakers and educators of the incongruities between espoused 

theories of the school leadership variables (from the Student Success Initiative policy) 

and theories-in-use (implementation of interventions) which may lead to conflicting and 

inconsistent strategies as related to secondary English language learners.  As stated by 

Argyris and Schön, “Organizational success however defined, is seen as depending on the 

organization’s ability to see things in new ways, gain new understandings, and produce 
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new patterns of behavior” (1996, p. xix).  As seen in Figure 1, Argyris and Schön contend 

incongruities exist between espoused theories of the leadership and theories-in-use.  The 

theoretical framework of this study was to determine the school leadership types of 

behaviors between the espoused and the theory-in-use by comparing and contrasting 

single-loop and double-loop learning introduced by Argyris, (1994). 

 

Single-loop and Double-loop Learning 

Argyris’ theory of single-loop versus double-loop learning highlighted the 

necessity for continuous self-reflection in order to stay clear of concerns and defensive 

behaviors.  It is the belief that individuals of an organization are responsible for 

constructing the types of behaviors that will best lead to learning (Argyris, 1994).  Self-

reflective learners provide the best foundation for effective organizational learning.  

Applying single-loop and double-loop learning to this study informs the researcher of the 

principals’ and teachers’ responsibilities and practices for implementing the Student 

Success Initiative.  However, the Student Success Initiative policy requirements inform 

school leaders what they should do, and sets no criteria for how they should go about 

implementing the policy.  This study explores leadership practices by observing single-

loop or double-loop learning behaviors as defined by Argyris and Schön.   

Single-loop learning only recognizes immediate incidents of cause and effect.  

However, double-loop learning honors systems thinking, which acknowledges that a 

change at any point in the system will affect all other aspects of the system.  Double-loop 

learning, according to Argyris, was the key to individual and organizational success 
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(Argyris, 1994).  Effective organizations sense and act to correct errors in ways that are 

meaningful in the long-term.  In so doing, defensive strategies were consciously avoided 

and, as a result, evidence of honest, reflective and continuous evaluation occurs.  The 

focus of Argyris’ intervention research was to explore how organizations increased their 

capacity for double-loop learning.  He argued that double-loop learning was necessary if 

practitioners and organizations were to make informed decisions in rapidly changing and 

often uncertain contexts (Argyris, 1976; 1990).  A key role of reflection was to reveal the 

theory-in-use.  Senge, a well-known organizational theorist, was a student of Argyris, and 

explored the science of learning organization to create the fifth discipline, which included 

systems thinking.  This discipline of systems thinking was the study of system structure 

and behavior (Senge et al., 2000).  The discipline focuses on connections, processes and 

structures.  Senge argues that a key problem of an organization was that simple 

frameworks are applied to complex systems (Senge, 1990).  “School has remained 

stagnant throughout the past decades, holding on to a heritage that is still stuck within 

long-held assumptions about learning” (Senge et al, 2000, p. 35).  This argument may 

apply to the Student Success Initiative policy as it attempts to address a complex system 

for closing the achievement gap for English language learners while few revisions to the 

policy have been made during its nine years of implementation.  Senge believes “the 

systems viewpoint is generally oriented toward the long-term view, which explains why 

delays and feedback loops are so important” (Senge, 1990, p. 92).  Developing systems at 

the campus level lies with the principal.  A review of school Student Success Initiative 

policy would outline the requirements. 
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Context of the Student Success Initiative Policy 

To understand the importance of the Student Success Initiative in Texas, we must 

first recognize the retention versus social promotion debate.  School reform policies that 

mandate promotion and retention standards for students aligned to high-stakes testing 

became a framework for legislation nationwide.  The federal No Child Left Behind Act 

of 2001, with its emphasis on standardized testing to identify and intervene in low-

performing schools, may put additional pressure on states and districts to retain low-

performing students (Darling-Hammond & Noguera, 2004; Haney, 2000).  It is evident 

there is higher retention rate for minority students as indicated in Chapter 1.  Research on 

retention indicates a significant increase and suggests the likelihood that students will 

drop out of school (Holmes, 1989).  As a result of dropout rates, the graduation rates 

were significantly lower for most minority groups, particularly for males (Orfield, Losen, 

Wald, & Swanson, 2004).  Without an education, acquiring a well-paid job and housing 

is difficult.  Each of these factors (graduation, dropout rate and persistence) keeps the 

circle of poverty ongoing (Orfield et al., 2004).   

Opposing views on retention argue social promotion is not only unfair to students, 

but the students will typically fall further behind and ultimately drop out without learning 

basic skills and knowledge (Denton, 2000).  If public schools continue to promote 

students who were not performing on grade level, the negative effect on student 

achievement guarantees failure (Rudolph & Jennings, 1999).  In Leaving Children 

Behind: How “Texas-Style” Accountability Fails Latino Youth, Valenzuela documents a 
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Midwinter Conference speech by Governor Bush, prior to his presidency, on eliminating 

social promotion in Texas.  Governor Bush stated:  

Social promotion creates false hopes, fuels the dropout rate, and destroys the 

dreams of too many Texas children.  Social promotion undermines the integrity of 

our entire education system, because it pushes students from grade to grade even 

though they are not prepared to do the work—it hides the reason for their failures: 

poor reading skills…The best way to boost our children’s self-esteem is teach 

them to read…Later, our children will be required to pass reading and math tests 

in third grade.  But by that time only third graders with good skills will be 

promoted, ensuring greater success in the fifth and eighth grades.  (Valenzuela, 

2005, p.126, 127) 

 

Shortly after this speech to educators, in 1999, Governor Bush signed Senate Bill 4, the 

Student Success Initiative.  The same year, the United States Department of Education 

published a manual titled: Taking Responsibility for Ending Social Promotion: A Guide 

for Educators and State and Local Leaders, Richard W. Riley, Secretary of Education, 

wrote:  

Neither promoting students when they are unprepared, nor simply retaining them 

in the same grade is the right response to low student achievement.  Both 

approaches presume that high rates of initial failure are inevitable and acceptable.  

The right approach is to ensure that more students are prepared to meet 

challenging academic standards in the first place.  (ED, 1999) 

 

Student Success Initiative Policy Requirements for Middle Schools 

In order to meet the academic challenges of our students, as stated by the former 

Secretary of Education, Texas implemented the Student Success Initiative policy, with 

the goal to ensure all students receive the instruction and support needed to be 

academically successful in reading and mathematics (TEA, 2010c).  In 2009, the 

legislature passed House Bill 3, which requires all students who fail to demonstrate 
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proficiency in mathematics and reading on the state assessment to complete required 

accelerated instruction, whether they were in a Student Success Initiative grade (eighth 

grade) or non-SSI grade (sixth or seventh) (TEA, 2010c).  The policy attempts to provide 

appropriate instructional intervention for students to make the academic progress 

necessary to be on grade level.  The policy states that accelerated instruction may require 

participation by the student before or after normal school hours, or at times of the year 

outside normal school operations (TEA, 2010c).  The policy provides administrators 

prescriptive procedures and instructions for implementation to identify, intervene and 

monitor. 

Within the first weeks of school, campus leaders were required to notify parents 

of the policy requirements (TEA, 2010c).  The policy provides “Tips for Best Practice” 

which include:  

 identifying target students and determining instructional priorities 

 providing at least 30 minutes a day of additional systematic and explicit 

instruction 

 providing small-group instruction (one adult per three to four students) 

 providing a minimum of 60 sessions of intervention help for students, and 

 using highly trained professionals to deliver instruction and provide 

intervention (TEA, 2010c). 

Accelerated instruction should be based on, but not limited to, assessment of specific 

student needs, research based instructional practices, and use of a variety of instructional 
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models (TEA, 2010c).  The policy requires campus leaders to inform parents of their 

child’s mathematics and reading progress in October and January of the school year.   

In early spring of each year (approximately April), the students take the state 

assessment in reading and mathematics.  Students who meet the passing standard were 

promoted to the next grade level if they also met the district’s local policy for promotion.  

For students who did not meet the required passing standard, or who were absent on the 

day of the assessment, the schools were required to notify the parents within five working 

days and provide the state a confidential report of their performance status.  Students who 

do not meet passing standards were retained; however, they have a second and third 

opportunity to re-take the state assessment (TEA, 2010c).  Between the second and third 

re-take opportunities, the school is required to provide accelerated instruction and 

accelerated intervention plans for students who do not meet passing standards.  TEA is 

required to provide accelerated instruction with a 10:1 student to teacher ratio, in addition 

to the core instruction.  This may be during or after school hours (TEA, 2010c).  The 

procedures were repeated with one additional step after the second and third 

administration of the state assessment.   

Once the scores were received by the district and school, the parents of students 

who do not meet passing standards were informed of their automatic retention and invited 

to attend a Grade Placement Committee meeting (TEA, 2010c).  The Grade Placement 

Committee is composed of the principal, the student’s parent or guardian, and the 

student’s teacher(s) in the subject(s) the student failed on the grade advancement test(s).  

If the student is an English language learner, a member of the Language Proficiency 
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Assessment Committee is included in the committee (TEA, 2010).  The Grade Placement 

Committee may promote (place) students only by unanimous decision and having 

received evidence they have completed all required accelerated instruction (TEA, 2010; 

TEC, 28.02011 (e)).  However, in the cases where both parents participate in the Grade 

Placement Committee decision-making process, if both school representatives agree to 

promote and if either parent or guardian agrees to promote, the child is promoted.  The 

review and decision of the Grade Placement Committee is final and may not be appealed 

(TEA, 2010c).   

In summary, the requirements of the Student Success Initiative policy outlined in 

this chapter are to identify early on struggling learners in reading and mathematics, 

accelerate instruction through intervention, and inform parents of their child’s reading 

and mathematics progress. 

 

Contributions to the Student Success Initiative 

The SSI policy has necessary elements contained in the Response to Intervention, 

a research based framework for identifying students in need of help, intervening on their 

behalf and monitoring their progress.  However, the achievement gap between English 

language learners and non-English language learners continues to exist since the 

inception of this policy.  There is a large volume of research on leadership practices; 

however, the most recent studies still seek to explore school tasks and procedures that can 

be implemented that will lead to closing the achievement gap.  This research study seeks 
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to contribute to effective leadership practices in order to support secondary English 

language learners. 
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Chapter 3:  Methodology 

 

Background for Study 

Three decades of research has been conducted on improving academic 

achievement (Cawelti, 2003; Marzano et al., 2005).  Such research increased focus on 

schools that demonstrated system-wide improvement for increasing academic 

achievement.  Researchers focused on students with diverse demographic backgrounds 

and families with low income (Marzano et al., 2005).  Recently, more attention has been 

focused on how leadership practices effect student achievement (Reeves, 2011b).   

This chapter describes the qualitative research methodology of a case study 

conducted on two purposefully selected middle schools.  The research question, the 

methodology used, and reasons for supporting the qualitative study are described as well 

as the strengths and limitations of the methodology..  The sampling procedures used to 

select campus administrators and teachers are given.  The protocol for semi-structured 

interviews and surveys are also detailed in this chapter. 

 

Purpose of the Study 

Texas created a retention and promotion policy known as the Student Success 

Initiative, which requires all eighth grade students to meet the state’s passing standards in 

reading and math in order to be promoted to the next grade level.  As mentioned in 

Chapter 1, over 177,701 students were retained in grades K-12.  Among these students, 

4,503 eighth grade students were retained and 1,674 of those eighth graders were English 
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language learners who received English as a Second Language instruction (TEA, 2010a).  

English language learners continue to demonstrate an achievement gap though the 

Student Success Initiative has been a state mandated policy for nine years.   

The purpose of the study is to explore effective leadership practices that lead to 

closing the achievement gap between secondary English language learners and non-

English language learners.  

 

Research Question 

Despite the Student Success Initiative policy for middle schools, it is surprising 

that little research has actually been conducted on leadership practices and its effect on 

the achievement gap between English language learners and non-English language 

learners for secondary students.  The research question for this study is: How do the core 

functions of school leadership practices for implementing the Student Success Initiative 

requirements vary between English language learners and non-English language learners 

in high- and low-performing middle schools? 

 

Research Design 

The purpose of the research is to discover the truth that is knowledge for the sake 

of knowledge so as to understand and explain (Patton, 2002).  Qualitative research is a 

method of inquiry that seeks to understand social phenomena within the context of the 

participant’s perspectives (Merriam, 2002).   
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Qualitative data was collected for this study, using a multiple case study design.  

The most defining characteristic of case study research lies in delineating the object of 

the study, the case (Merriam, 1998).  In research, multiple case studies can be used to 

predict similar or contrasting results.  Yin (1994) suggests multiple case studies can 

strengthen the external validity of the results.  The comparison between middle schools 

from the same school district in this research, applying Reeves’ Leadership and 

Performance Matrix, as seen in Appendix F, is intended to strengthen the external 

validity of the results and offer the researcher data to determine possible effective 

strategies to implement.  A comparison of the multiple case studies was analyzed to 

determine similarities and differences.   

The qualitative study is a “method for learning about a complex instance, based 

on a comprehensive understanding of that instance, obtained by extensive descriptions 

and analysis of that instance taken in its context” (Mertens, 2005, p. 237).  Qualitative 

data was gathered to determine how core functions of leadership practices and attributes 

vary and how each contributes to student achievement.   

 

District Selection 

Qualitative data research is about “purposefully selecting institutions and 

participants that will best help the researcher understand the research questions” 

(Creswell, 2003, p. 185).  A broad sampling of school districts is summarized in Table 3.  

Due to the achievement gap at the secondary level and the Student Success Initiative 

intention to ensure all students were on grade level by eighth grade, two middle schools 
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were selected for this multiple case study.  The criteria for selection of a public school 

district for this study included Texas public middle schools which provide English as a 

Second Language program, receives Title I and III funding, serves 2,500 or more 

secondary students, serves a high population of English language learners, and has 

evidence of an achievement gap between English language learners and non-English 

language learners.  These schools were among those that have State of Texas Assessment 

of Academic Readiness performance data using the Academic Excellence Indicator 

System provided by the Texas Education Agency.  Until the Institutional Review Board 

approved the research proposal, a broad sampling of the district and selected middle 

schools data was provided in the proposal.  The privacy and confidentiality of 

participants were protected throughout the research.  Confidentiality requires “the privacy 

of individuals will be protected in that the data they provide will be handled and reported 

in such a way that they cannot be associated with them personally” (Mertens, 2005, p. 

333).   

This research proposed to select a school district in Texas for this study based on 

its high percentage of English language learner student population.  In 2005-2006, this 

rural district served approximately 4,500 students and among this student population, 

approximately 1,000 students were English language learners.  Today this district is 

expanding and serves approximately 7,700 students; approximately 30% of which were 

English language learners (TEA, 2013d).   

Table 2 is an example of the district’s student demographic information data that 

was used to compare student groups by number of students served and percentage of 
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students served.  This proposal presents public data gathered from the Academic 

Excellence Indicator System and the numbers are approximate to protect confidentiality.   

 

Table 2. 

District Students Demographic Information Using Approximate Data 

 
All 

students 

African 

American 
Hispanic White 

Native 

American 
Asian LEP 

Students 7,700 1,800 4,700 900 30 220 2,500 

Percentage 100 25 60 10 10 2 30 

Note.  These data represent an estimated student number and student percentage to 

protect the confidentiality of the district.  Source: Texas Education, 2013d. 

 

Campus Selection 

The purposeful selection of two middle schools for this study was based on 

specific criteria that helped answer the research question.  The criteria include middle 

schools that serve sixth, seventh and eighth grade students; use Title I and III funds to 

serve English language learners, belong to the same school district, and receive similar 

resources and support.  All middle schools in the district were compared to find schools 

with similar English language learner enrollment.  The campuses selected for this study 

serve an 80% low-socioeconomic status student population and have a 20% English 

language learner student population [percentages are approximate].   

I compared English language learner achievement to identify a high and low 

achievement based on the State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness 
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performance data, using the Academic Excellence Indicator System provided by the 

Texas Education Agency.  I identified the high-performing school with a smaller 

achievement gap of fifteen percentage points or less between English language learners 

and non-English language learners.  The high-performing school met state accountability 

and was recognized as an Academically Acceptable school.  The school also met 

Adequate Yearly Progress federal standards.   

The school leader has experience as a middle school teacher, an assistant 

principal, and principal prior to leading the high-performing school.  This school is the 

third principalship for this school leader.  I then identified the low-performing school 

with a thirty percentage point gap for students in eighth grade reading between English 

language learners and non-English language learners.  The low-performing school did not 

meet state accountability, was identified as an Academically Unacceptable school, and 

did not meet Adequate Yearly Progress federal standards in reading.  The school leader 

of the low-performing school has experience as a middle school teacher, an assistant 

principal, and this is his first year as a principal at this school. 

The mobility at the campus for both schools is 15-20% as seen in Table 3.  To 

protect the confidentiality of the campus, the student numbers and percentages provide 

approximate values in Table 3. 
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Table 3. 

Comparison of Middle Schools Demographical Data 

School 
8

th
 

Grade 
LEP 

Mobility 

% 

Enroll-

ment 
EcDis % LEP % 

High-Performing 250 150 20 700 90 30 

Low-Performing 300 120 15 850 80 25 

Note.  These data represent an estimated student number and percentage to protect the 

confidentiality of the district.  LEP is defined as limited English proficient students.  SES 

is defined as socioeconomic students.  Source: Texas Education, 2013d. 

 

Participant Selection 

According to Mertens, “an important strategy for choosing a sample is to 

determine the dimensions of diversity that are important to the study” to ensure 

credibility (2005, p. 317).  The two important dimensions in this study were selecting 

sample campus principals and English Language Arts and English as a Second Language 

teachers of Student Success Initiative policy grade, and non-Student Success Initiative 

grades.  The second dimension of the process was selecting teachers who teach English 

language learners and non-English language learners.   

Purposeful selection of middle school principals and teachers for this study were 

based on the following criteria: principals, sixth, seventh and eighth grade English 

Language Arts teachers, and the English as a Second Language teacher; all of whom 

must be the teacher of record for students in reading.  The criteria for selection also 

include eighth grade teachers who implement the Student Success Initiative and sixth and 

seventh grade teachers who do not teach Student Success Initiative grades.  Sample 
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teachers include eighth grade reading teachers responsible for teaching the 10:1 student to 

teacher ratio classes of students who did not meet the passing standards of the state 

assessments in reading, and who actively participate in the Grade Placement Committee 

meetings, as defined by state policy.  Sample teachers include sixth and seventh grade 

teachers of non-Student Success Initiative grades.  The selection criteria for the middle 

school administrator sample by default included the role of the principal on the campus of 

the middle school selected for the study. 

 

Instrumentation 

This study relied on semi-structured interviews, Leadership Performance 

Matrices, documents, and a survey to collect data at two middle schools to determine 

tasks, procedures and practices of campus leaders and teachers.  This research study 

required the collection of such qualitative data.   

A survey was provided to the principals and middle school English Language Arts 

and English as a Second Language teachers.  The survey provided participants with three 

types of responses: 1) questions using a Likert Scale, 2) Multiple Choice, and 3) 

Comments.  The Likert Scale allowed participants to respond using Strongly Agree, 

Agree, Neutral, Disagree and Strongly Disagree.  Each level on the scale was clearly 

defined to aid the participant to make his or her selection.  The multiple choice questions 

were used from the Reeves’ Leadership Performance Matrix (Reeves, 2011b) to 

determine the effectiveness of leadership practices.  The teachers and principals were 

allowed to write a comment under each question.   
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The middle school principals and teachers were provided with the Leadership and 

Performance Matrix to reflect upon and provide input on leadership tasks to determine 

levels of measurement which were assigned to the attributes of a variable using a rubric 

of “highly effective,” “effective,” “needs improvement,” and “unsatisfactory” (Reeves, 

2011b).   

The semi-structured interviews were face-to-face and one-on-one (Creswell, 

2003).  The advantage of face-to-face interviews allows the researcher to control the line 

of questioning (Creswell, 2003).  Therefore, the researcher used open-ended questions to 

allow for dialogue and conversation. 

Public documents of the formal audit and district improvement plan were also 

collected to enable the researcher to obtain the language, practices and evidence of school 

practices.  “Review of documents is an unobtrusive method, and is rich in portraying the 

values and beliefs of participation in the setting” (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 116). 

The Atlas.ti software provided guidance to code the transcripts, develop family 

codes, and identify behavioral leadership themes, which influenced and provided 

direction to address the research question of this study.   

In order to address the research question, variables on leadership influence, 

leadership direction, and the Student Success Initiative were coded in the transcripts of 

the semi-structured interviews using the qualitative software program, Atlas.ti.  This 

software program guides the researcher to create a hermeneutic unit to store four main 

objects: 1) primary transcription documents from the semi-structure interviews, 2) 

quotations, 3) codes, and 4) memos of annotated notes.  To address the research question, 
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four separate analysis reports were exported to create a coding frequency table of the 

variables aligned with the research question.  In order to explore the differences between 

the two schools, I used Atlas.ti to code the qualitative data.  Atlas.ti coding captures 

participants’ responses and analyzes various types of data to develop themes and family 

codes for variables assigned by the researcher.  I created family codes on leadership 

practices (influencing and providing direction) to determine the differences between 

English language learners and non-English language learners.   

 

Data Collection Procedures 

Upon approval from the Institutional Review Board, I spoke with the district 

Superintendent over the phone to present the proposal for this research and to request 

approval to conduct research at two middle schools within the school district.  The 

Superintendent and I discussed the achievement gap between English language learners 

and their peers.  The high-performing school, a more successful school with a smaller 

achievement gap of fifteen percentage points or less was compared to the low-performing 

school, which had approximately a thirty percentage point gap for students in eighth 

grade reading.  The Superintendent was interested in the research study because the 

district had identified English language learners as a target group.  He requested a written 

proposal that would describe the research, who would be involved, and the benefits to the 

district (Appendix A).  Through our conversation, I learned that because English 

language learners were a target group, the district had developed a director position and 

hired an administrator to lead the English Language Learner program.  The 
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Superintendent approved the study and the sample middle schools, and requested a copy 

of the findings upon completion of this work to guide professional development and 

instructional learning systems for the school district.  The Superintendent directed me to 

meet with the newly appointed Director as a point of contact. 

In a separate meeting, I met with the Director to review the study proposal.  The 

Director had received the proposal from the Superintendent and was familiar with the 

study and the agreement to receive the findings of the study to be used to guide their 

support for English language learners.  The Director informed the middle school 

principals of the Superintendent’s approval of the study and provided options for dates 

and times I was available to conduct the surveys and semi-structured interviews.  Each 

principal responded to me by e-mail with dates and a schedule to conduct the survey and 

semi-structured interviews at their individual campus. 

I met with the principals and teachers on each campus.  The number of 

participants for both middle schools resulted in interviewing eighteen educators: thirteen 

English Language Arts teachers, three English as a Second Language Teachers and two 

middle school principals.  All educators signed the consent form (Appendix B) and 

agreed to participate in the research study. After the completion of the survey, they 

elected to continue with the individual semi-structured interviews.  The interviews were 

conducted using a semi-structured design to ensure coverage of important issues and to 

allow flexibility (Mertens, 2005).  The intent of the interviews was to gather information 

from a group of people with different perspectives (Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003).  The 

interview questions and survey were reviewed with a district leader, principal and 
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selected teachers in preparation for this study to resolve any unexpected issues and revise 

the survey and interview questions as necessary.  Prior to the interviews, individuals were 

informed of the aims of the study.  The individuals from each campus were invited to 

participate in the study and each signed an informed consent form admitting to voluntary 

participation in the study..  The principal was interviewed individually to determine the 

district and campus expectations for reading interventions for English Language and non-

English language learners at their campuses.  The teachers had individual interviews.  

The interviews were recorded and transcribed and were used for analysis and open-ended 

coding.  The recorded and transcribed data was stored in a secure place and destroyed 

upon completion of the study to ensure the confidentiality of the participants.  

Participants provide accelerated instruction for eighth grade reading to English language 

learners and demonstrated knowledge of interventions for either English language 

learners or non-English language learners.  The participants were comprised of sixth, 

seventh and eighth grade teachers and two middle school principals.  All of the 

participants met the predetermined criteria for teaching English Language Arts or English 

as a Second Language for middle school students, or served as the campus principal from 

the same school district with similar student demographics.  The participants ranged from 

first-year teachers to eight years of teaching experience. The individual semi-structured 

interviews were conducted with the English Language Arts teachers and the English as a 

Second Language teacher(s).  Each interview was approximately 45 minutes long.  

Examples of interview questions that include scenarios for the semi-structured interviews 

can be viewed in Appendix E. 
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Table 4. 

Number of Campus Personnel to Interview 

  
Campus 

Principals 

Reading 

Teachers 
ESL Teacher Total 

Number of 

Interviews 
 2 13 3 18 

 

To answer the research question the interviews provided information on the 

implementation of the policy requirements for identifying struggling learners, 

interventions, and student progress monitoring.   

 

Data Analysis and Collection 

A qualitative data analysis was conducted in this research study.  The semi-

structured interview delved into the procedures and tasks regarding the implementation of 

the Student Success Initiative, and the practices for identifying, intervening and 

monitoring English language learners and non-English language learners.  The survey 

provided information on program implementation for English language learners and non-

English language learners.  The survey provided participants with three types of 

responses: 1) questions using a Likert Scale, 2) Multiple Choice, and 3) Comments.  The 

Likert Scale allowed participants to respond using Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, 

Disagree and Strongly Disagree.  The multiple choice questions were used from the 

Leadership Performance Matrix (Reeves, 2011b) to determine the effectiveness of 
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leadership practices.  The teachers and principals were allowed to write a comment under 

each question.   

I met with the teachers and principals to explain the research and to review the 

consent form.  There were no questions regarding the consent form or the research 

process.  Each participant was provided a survey (Appendix C) upon completion of the 

consent form.  Eighteen surveys were distributed and 100% were returned for each 

middle school.  The high-performing school had ten participants and the low-performing 

school had eight.  Two factors influenced the return rate of the surveys; one was the 

support of the Superintendent and Principals to conduct the research at each campus, the 

second was the reassurance that all information would be kept confidential.  The third 

form of data collection was the semi-structured interview.  I met with the teachers and 

principals in person to describe the study and to answer questions presented in the 

consent form.  Each participant was asked permission to record the interview, and 

approval was received from all of the participants.  The interviews were held in the 

school’s conference room at the employee’s middle school site.  The data collected 

served as the foundation for this study (Yin, 2009).  There were eight questions geared 

toward information on leadership practices.  I engaged in approximately fourteen hours 

of interviews and transcribed all fifteen interviews and used open coding to identify 

themes and trends from the responses.  The researcher ordered the interview transcripts 

chronologically to organize the data (Bogdan & Biklin, 1998). 

Qualitative open coding using Atlas.ti, a qualitative data analysis software, was 

used for this study.  This instrument allowed the data to be analyzed to check for 
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consistency and validly of identified categories and codes.  The qualitative data collected 

from the interviews was compared to the policy requirements to determine differences of 

leadership practices and actions made between the two middle school principals.  The 

data determined the similarities and differences of knowledge of the principal, and the 

actions of the teacher interventions.  The study of comparing a middle school with 

differing achievement gaps for English language learner eighth grade students required a 

collection of responses to the open-ended questions in order to determine variables that 

determined general themes.   

The interviews from each campus were analyzed.  Field notes were documented 

and scribed of thoughts and experiences of the research.  Comparative method data 

analysis began as soon as the researcher collected the data (Morse & Richards, 2002).  

Transcriptions of the individual interview recordings were coded and analyzed using the 

Atlas.ti software.  The coding process categorized themes for analysis (Creswell, 2003).  

I used the Atlas.ti software to generate codes for descriptions for the case study between 

the two middle schools. 

 

Validity and Reliability 

To maximize the case study research this study was designed to enhance validity 

through reliability, member checks, and triangulation of the data.  Because this study was 

designed to provide knowledge to policymakers and practitioners of the Student Success 

Initiative impact on English language learners, the reliability and validity of the data had 

to be established in the respect that school leaders/practitioners contribute to the process 
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and the results.  The challenge of a case study is to initiate a conversation in the interview 

which accurately portrays what is actually occurring when implementing policy.  The 

role of the principal is to ensure schools are in compliance, and they are provided the 

autonomy to create campus systems for implementing state policy.  Principals may 

provide feedback, sharing their knowledge of compliance instead of the actual practices 

that would close the achievement gap for English language learners.  Clear understanding 

of the approach of the case study, the data collection of the survey and interviews, 

analysis of the data, and interpretation was intended to support the reliability of this study 

for policymakers and practitioners.   

The validity of the data collected “identifies correct operational measures for the 

concepts being studied” (Yin, 2009, p. 40-41).  Validity is the extent to which an 

instrument measures what it is intended to measure described in terms of face value.  The 

data collected from the interviews with the campus principals and teachers identified the 

codes and categories that determined the relationship between the variables of the 

research question.  The data was analyzed to check for consistency, and to create the 

categories and codes that test the data’s validity and reliability.  Reliability of an 

instrument refers to the consistency in measurement across several applications.  “Inter-

rater reliability compares two data collections by the same observer and the calculations 

are the same, either a reliability or a percentage of agreement between the two 

observational data sets” (Mertens, 2005, p. 350).  The data analysis software for using 

Atlas.ti identified the categories, and I aligned each variable within the research question 

to the categories to determine the practices between English language learners and non-
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English language learners and between a high- and a low-performing middle school.  The 

semi-structured interviews, an analysis of principal notes, and the survey were the 

qualitative components for this study on the Student Success Initiative for English 

language learners.   

To establish credibility, an important part of any interview process is the member 

check that verifies the information collected and accurately reflects the voice of the 

individual interviewed (Mertens, 2005).  At the conclusion of the individual interviews, 

each participant received an e-mail with a draft of the notes from his or her individual 

interview, which ensured the participant had an opportunity to review and make any 

corrections or revisions to support the credibility of this study.  An important part of the 

interview process was the member check to verify that the information was collected 

accurately and reflected the voice of the individual interviewed (Mertens, 2005).  The 

participants received their analysis and had the opportunity to review the information and 

provide the researcher with corrections where necessary. 

Triangulation of data was also a method of ensuring reliability and validity, as it 

confirmed information that was collected from the different sources of the study, such as 

the survey, the individual interviews, and researcher notes to support the consistency of 

evidence (Mertens, 2005).  This study provided the campus principals and teachers an 

opportunity to complete a survey anonymously and participate in an individual personal 

interview which provided the researcher different opportunities to document consistent 

evidence on Student Success Initiative practices. 
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To establish trustworthiness, I kept a journal, logging notes on reflections 

concerning school leadership.  I am a Hispanic female with experience with English 

language learners at the secondary level.  The journal reflections helped me be mindful of 

my positionality. 

 

Summary 

The research design addressed the research question, exploring the principal 

leadership practices pertaining to the implementation of the Student Success Initiative, in 

order to determine how leaders attempted to close the achievement gap for English 

language learners in secondary schools between high- and low-performing middle 

schools.   

This chapter presented a qualitative methodology case study to determine 

leadership practices using a qualitative approach.  Qualitative research is a method of 

inquiry that seeks to understand social phenomena within the context of the participant’s 

perspectives (Merriam, 2002).  “The demands of leadership often exceed the capacity of 

a single person to meet the needs at hand” (Reeves, 2006a, p.32).  The findings of this 

study were established from the data collection and analysis, and inform school leaders of 

successful practices for supporting secondary English language learners.  The findings 

are reported in Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 4: Research Results 

 

My goal is for every student to know their Lexile number just as they knew 

their student ID number.  We have charts all around the school where 

each student should be in 6
th

, 7
th

 and 8
th

 grade, high school and college, so 

on and so forth.  Everybody’s charged with being at the minimum on 

grade level and raising their Lexile 100 points.  Kids tell me they raised 

their Lexile by so many points. 

Principal from the high-performing school, 2013 

 

Introduction 

This chapter presents results of the exploration of effective school practices that 

contribute to making progress for closing the achievement gap between secondary 

English language learners and non-English language learners in a high performing school 

and a low performing school.  I investigated the study participants’ views on school 

practices to answer the research question:  How do the core functions of school 

leadership practices for implementing the Student Success Initiative requirements vary 

between English language learners and non-English language learners in high- and low-

performing middle schools?   

The Student Success Initiative policy requires school leaders to identify, intervene 

and monitor students’ progress.  Therefore, this study reveals how the functions vary 

between a high- and a low-performing school, and identifies effective school practices for 

English language learners and non-English language learners.  The results and evidence 

from the semi-structured interview, survey and documents were collected, analyzed and 

aligned with the research question to categorize the findings (Yin, 2009).  This chapter is 
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organized to explain the complex facts and analysis of the research question illustrated in 

Table 5.  This study compares practices for supporting English language learners and 

non-English language learners and also compares practices at a high-performing school 

and a low-performing school.  This chapter is organized to present practices that support 

the core functions of leadership. 

 

Table 5. 

Implementation of Two Core Functions 

 High-performing School Low-performing school 

ELLs Practices for Exercising Influence  

Practices for Providing Direction 

Practices for Exercising Influence  

Practices for Providing Direction 

Non-ELLs Practices for Exercising Influence 

Practices for Providing Direction  

Practices for Exercising Influence 

Practices for Providing Direction 

 

The first section of this chapter sets the context of the participant profile for the 

high and low-performing schools.  Each section reveals the findings with supporting data 

collected from the study.   

The second section of this chapter presents the findings of the first core function, 

exercising influence.  The findings are organized by major emerging themes which are 

summarized in the table, and explained and supported by participant’s perceptions from 

the semi-structured interviews and surveys for each Student Success Initiative 

requirement: identify, monitor and intervene for non-English language learners and 



 

69 

English language learners.  The results for the high-performing school are reported and 

compared with the low-performing school. 

The third section of this chapter presents the findings of the second core function, 

providing direction.  I summarize the emerging themes in a table and report the practices 

identified for each Student Success Initiative requirement: identify, monitor and intervene 

for non-English language learners and English language learners.  I reported the practices 

described at each school and compared the data between the two schools with supporting 

evidence from the semi-structured interviews and surveys. 

The key findings of this research study are reported in the fourth section of this 

chapter.  Each key finding identifies effective school practices that adhere to the state 

policy requirements, to identify, intervene and monitor secondary English language 

learners.  A summary of the research results is provided at the end of the chapter.  

 

School Profiles 

As noted in Chapter 3, the criteria for selecting the study participants, I identified 

a Texas district which served a high population of English language learners distributed 

evenly among its secondary middle schools.  I identified two middle schools with similar 

English language learner and low socioeconomic data for the students.  Additionally, 

these middle schools received comparable public resources from the district and state.  

Despite the similarities, the middle schools’ achievement gaps for English language 

learners and non-English language learners vary.  The middle schools serve sixth, seventh 

and eighth grade students; use Title I and III funds to serve English language learners, 
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belong to the same school district, and receive similar resources and support for English 

language learners.  The campuses selected for this study serve approximately an 80% low 

socioeconomic status student population and have approximately a 20% English language 

learner student population.  The student mobility at each campus is 20-30%. 

The high-performing school.  I based the definition of student success on 

achievement from Texas’ accountability system and the federal accountability for 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) to determine school achievement success.  Under these 

two measures, the high-performing school was an Academically Acceptable School and 

met AYP.  The school also had a smaller—15 percentage points or less—achievement 

gap between English language learners and non-English language learner.  The 

achievement gap when comparing the federal standards appeared because the high-

performing school met the Adequate Yearly Progress standards and the low-performing 

school did not within the last school year.  Table 6 demonstrates the state reading scores 

for all students compared to the Limited English Proficient reading data (TEA, 2013). 

 

Table 6. 

Three Year Reading Data for 8
th

 Grade at the High-performing School 

 2009 2010 2011 

Grade All LEP All LEP All LEP 

8
th
 87 75 85 75 85 71 
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All public schools in Texas have a campus improvement plan.  A review of the 

documents of the campus improvement plan at the high-performing school showed the 

state assessment data for student vertical scale scores indicated an average of more than a 

year’s growth in all subject areas with substantial growth in eighth grade reading.   

The English Language Arts Department in both schools are similar in their 

student and teacher ratios.  The teachers in the English Language Arts Department at the 

high-performing school had six teachers to support literacy for the entire middle school 

and two ESL teachers to support English language learners.  Both departments talked 

openly with me, and I noticed the high-performing schools were more detailed and 

offered more elaborate descriptions of their systems.  The teacher participants of the 

high-performing school in this study varied in range from one to five years of teaching 

experience.  Among the six teachers interviewed, five of them were new teachers.  There 

were two teachers who did not reveal the number of years of teaching experience during 

the interview process.  The high-performing school had fewer first-year teachers than the 

low-performing school. 

Both principals held the necessary state credentials and are knowledgeable about 

the state requirements.  The principal of the high-performing school has more experience 

as this school is his third principalship.  The principal has served as a middle school 

teacher, assistant principal and principal prior to leading the high-performing school.  In 

the interview with the principal of the high-performing school, I learned he is replicating 

practices he implemented in previous schools, but has also made changes to improve 
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some of the practices.  In the Semi-structured interview, the principal of the high-

performing school described a plan for addressing English language learners.  He stated, 

I am using the same PLC (Professional Learning Community) protocol I used at 

my previous middle school.  But I added a few things and developed a protocol so 

that teachers can have really solid decisions about really understanding the 

standards and how we’ve performed on each standard for our English language 

learners. 

 

The semi-structured interviews were held with sixth, seventh and eighth grade 

teachers who teach English Language Arts or English as a Second language.  Neither 

principal was bilingual. 

The low-performing school.  The low-performing school did not meet state 

accountability under Texas measures for student achievement and is identified as an 

Academically Unacceptable school.  Under Texas rules, a Professional Service Provider 

is assigned to closely monitor student achievement for an Academically Unacceptable 

school.  I identified the low-performing school with a 30 percentage point gap for 

students in eighth grade reading between English language learners and non-English 

language learners on the state assessment.  In addition, the low-performing school did not 

meet the Federal Adequate Yearly Progress federal standards.  Table 7 represents the data 

from the Texas Education Agency for three consecutive years. 

Table 7. 

Three Year Reading Data for 8
th

 Grade at the Low-performing school 

 2009 2010 2011 

Grade All LEP All LEP All LEP 

8
th
 74 38 85 63 83 54 
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The teachers who were interviewed at the low-performing school varied in 

teaching experiences that ranged from one to eight years.  Among the six teachers 

interviewed, four of them were first year teachers and only one ESL teacher was 

responsible for the ESL instruction.  The semi-structured interviews were held with sixth, 

seventh and eighth grade teachers who teach English Language Arts or English as a 

Second Language.   

The principal at the low-performing school had experience as a middle school 

teacher and assistant principal; however, this is the first principalship.  In the interview 

with the low-performing school principal, I learned there has been historically a high 

turnover rate for principals at this school.  When the principal was asked to describe his 

plan for addressing English language learners, he stated,  

I don’t want to say it in a bad way or make assumptions, but I am trying to turn 

things around.  No, I don’t have a plan for ELLs because I spent the first semester 

working on turning things around, but four principals in eight years means that 

we’ve got to put things in place first. 

 

Core Function 1:  Practices that Influence Teachers  

to Identify Students and Their Needs 

To answer the research question, I inquired how a leader might influence a 

teacher to identify, intervene and monitor students with language needs.  I collected data 

from the semi-structured interviews and surveys to compare practices between the high- 

and low-performing schools.  The practices listed in Table 8 were identified in this study 

as practices that have influenced teachers to identify needs, and whether the practices 
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have been differentiated in implementation between English language learners and non-

English language learners for each of the middle schools.   

 

Table 8. 

Practices That Influence Teachers to Identify Needs between  

High- and Low-performing schools 

School Practices High-performing school Low-performing school 

 ELLs Non-ELLs ELLs Non-ELLs 

Conducting needs 

assessment  

Yes Yes No No 

Analyzing data  Yes Yes No Yes 

Creating differentiated 

interventions and programs 

for all students and all 

diverse groups of ELLs 

Yes Yes No Yes 

Placing diverse groups of 

ELLs in a differentiated 

ESL program 

Yes No No No 

 

In the following sections, I have described the findings of the school practices of each of 

the schools between non-English language learners and English language learners.   

Influence practices on teachers to identify non-ELLs at the high-performing 

school.  The findings I uncovered through analysis of the semi-structured interviews have 

indicated that the high-performing principal effectively influenced practices on teachers 

to identify students and their needs.  The teachers conducted a needs assessment for each 

student as they analyzed state and district assessment data.  Specifically, the principal and 

teachers expressed in detail how they used the Lexile scores to determine each student’s 
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literacy level.  The principal at the high-performing school described a practice that 

ensured the students understood their literacy level, he explained:   

The really big push this year with Lexile levels, making sure every student knew 

their Lexile levels.  My goal was that every student knows their Lexile number as 

well as they knew their student ID number.  And we have charts all around the 

school about where you should be in 6
th

 grade, 7
th

 grade, 8
th

 grade, high school 

and college, so on and so forth.   

 

One teacher wrote a comment on the survey section that demonstrated the school’s use of 

Lexile levels and described the movement of students indicated growth by stating: 

Systematically we need to stop promoting students who are two grade levels 

below.  I know Mr. Principal gets frustrated when we don’t see kids move in their 

Lexile levels.   

 

Lexile levels are literacy scores used in the English Language Arts classroom and the 

reading intervention class called, Read 180.  The principal influenced teachers on the 

practice for the identification of the Lexile number for each student, posted charts of 

Lexile levels and held students accountable for knowing their score.  The survey results 

for the high-performing school participants indicated all eight teachers who completed 

the survey agreed that the campus identified students not reading on grade level received 

an intervention.  Therefore, the data indicated the principal demonstrated influential 

practices for non-English language learners.  The following section I have provided 

evidence regarding practices for English language learners at the high-performing school. 

Influence practices on teachers to identify ELLs at the high-performing 

school.  During a discussion with the principal in the semi-structured interview, the 

principal shared a specific practice to identify English language learners using two types 

of data.  The principal of the high-performing school explained the process for ranking 



 

76 

and categorizing the language and literacy levels for English language learners in the 

following statement: 

Teachers get together and independently, and rank the standards based on what 

they know about these standards, and they have to go in and determine which 

ones are readiness and supporting standards next. But we also categorize them by 

beginner, intermediate, advanced and advanced high.  When we’re looking at 

Lexile levels and common assessments, we also look at the TELPAS indicator. 

 

I noted the principal provided examples of how the use of the language data was 

correlated to the literacy data to identify the student needs.  One teacher at the high-

performing school described using a third type of data to identify the student needs by 

language, the number of years in the country. The teachers also identified the students 

needing help by types of English language learners.  The teacher explained how the 

Home Language surveys are used to identify and differentiate the types of English 

language learners by stating the following: 

We use the Home Language Surveys and their years in the country but that is 

done before we meet the students, we are given a list of the kids identified 

already. I know the beginners and there are ELLs that are monitored. (Teacher 

HP7) 

 

In the interviews, the teachers shared a school practice for using TELPAS student 

performance data to identify English language learners and to determine program 

placement for newcomers or in a differentiated English as a Second language program.  

For example, the following comment made by a teacher described the process for 

analyzing student performance data to determine the language, the literacy level, he said:   
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For ELLs specifically, we are expected to use TELPAS scores.  We have the right 

resources; we need to monitor students between newcomers, beginners and 

intermediates.  That helps us identify where they need to be and what kind of 

intervention they need.  Our counselor lets us know the type of ELL, someone 

that has just arrived or a long term ELL.  It’s hard to teach ELLs.  If we don’t 

have the right resource, all we have to do is to go to him [the principal] and ask 

for something like more licenses for System 44.  We need it, he gets it done. 

(Teacher HP3)  

 

The principal and teacher statements shared in this section showed the school practice of 

using multiple types of assessment to identify student needs, such as literacy level and 

language proficiency.  A survey comment written by a teacher explained, “Mr. 

(Principal) consistently leads teachers through data analysis meetings.  We have to 

monitor our ELLs closely to see if we are making gains or not.  He is always looking at 

data.”  The high-performing school practices for placement decisions were a priority for 

English language learners on this campus and the teachers, impacted by the principal’s 

influential leadership, implemented differentiated practices between non-English 

language learners and English language learners. 

Influence practices on teachers to identify non-ELLs at the low-performing 

school.  The analysis of the findings in this study indicated that the low-performing 

school analyzed data for identifying non-English language learners and used Lexile 

scores to determine the student’s literacy levels for placement in an intervention.  The 

principal of the low-performing school described how the literacy levels are used to 

identify students and their need for intervention.  The principal articulated,  “We look at 

the literacy levels overall for all of our students.  That’s how you structured your group 

and you looked at a correlation between reading.” The teachers interviewed from the low-
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performing school described practices for identifying students by their Lexile reading 

levels.  The teachers provided a description how this practice is used at their campus by 

stating the following:  

The Lexile levels tell you what grade level you’re at.  It uses a lot of vocabulary, 

so I work on giving them visuals with pictures and help them to learn words and 

understand the meaning of the words.  We spend the majority of our time on 

vocabulary. (Teacher LP1) 

 

A lot of test-taking, especially in reading, relies on the kid’s reading level. 

(Teacher LP6)  

 

The practice at the low-performing school for using Lexile levels to identify non-English 

language learners was discussed; however, there was no indication of the school 

conducting a needs assessment to identify needs.  The survey results for the low-

performing school indicated that six out of ten participants who completed the survey 

agree the campus identified students not reading on grade level and received 

interventions.  The following section specifies the practices of the low-performing school 

regarding English language learners. 

Influence practices on teachers to identify ELLs at the low-performing 

school.  The semi-structured interviews verified that the low-performing school did not 

conduct a needs assessment, analyze data, or create differentiated interventions or 

programs for the diverse groups of English language learners.  There is only one ESL 

teacher who primarily focuses on the newcomers.  Therefore, the school provides an ESL 

program for newcomers only and all other English language learners are taught in the 

English Language Arts classroom.  There was no indication the ESL program was 

differentiated for the different types of English language learners on the campus.  The 
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responsibility to identify English language learners is delegated to the counselor.  In the 

semi-structured interview, the principal was forthcoming in his response about not 

differentiating practices for English language learners: 

I have not done anything to target ELLs specifically.  Moving forward I am 

excited.  I met with Superintendent and we talked specifically about LEP, they are 

lower than I thought. I am excited because I’ve looked at the data for LEP and we 

are bringing in the leadership team and some of our teachers to create a plan. 

(Principal B) 

 

During an interview with one of the teachers at the low-performing school, she discussed 

the type of data the school uses to identify and place newcomers in an English as a 

Second Language program.  “I assume that our newcomers are probably not going to pass 

the state assessment.  We want them [ELLs] to raise their TELPAS score as far as their 

language skills” (Teacher LP7).  The teacher was aware of the language skills for English 

language learners, but did not go delve into further discussion on identifying the student 

need and correlating it to the literacy skill.  The school’s practice is to identify 

newcomers and place them in a class based on their language development.  Another 

teacher described the campus ESL program for newcomers only.  

The ESL program looks like, a brand new to the country and after some testing, 

put into three separate classes.  We’ve been able to separate [newcomers] into 

three classes where we have the beginning, intermediate and advanced.  And I 

think normally there was this push to put them all together to differentiate. 

(Teacher LP6) 

 

Although the low-performing school practice addresses the newcomers, there was no 

indication of differentiation between the various types of English language learners who 

have been in the country beyond two or more years.  All English language learners attend 

classes with the non-English language learners and receive the same instruction 
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regardless of their language proficiency.  The absence of the practice to influence 

teachers to identify English language learners and their needs may have an indirect 

impact on teachers, as shown in the comment by Teacher LP7, where she assumes her 

students will not pass the state assessments.   

 

Core Function 1:  Practices that Influence Teachers to  

Intervene for Students and Their Needs 

I inquired how a leader may influence a teacher to intervene through collecting 

data from the semi-structured interviews and surveys of principals and teachers to learn 

about practices at both the high and low-performing schools.  In Table 9, the practices 

listed have included; to accept teacher input and follow through on requests, prioritize 

data, target intervention needs, and create differentiated interventions for English 

language learners and non-English language learners.  The findings summarized in the 

table represented how the high-performing practices are differentiated between the two 

student groups.  The low-performing school had not implemented or differentiated 

practices between English language learners and non-English language learners for 

student interventions.  The data collected from the semi-structured interviews at the low-

performing school established that the interventions used for the general student 

population were the same interventions used for English language learners.   
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Table 9. 

Practices that Influence Teachers to Intervene for Students between High and Low-

performing schools 

 

School Practices 
High-performing school Low-performing school 

ELLs Non-ELLs ELLs Non-ELLs 

Accepting teacher input 

and followed through on 

requests 

Yes Yes No No 

Prioritizing data  Yes Yes No No 

Differentiating intervention 

curriculum 

Yes Yes No No 

Creating differentiated 

interventions  

Yes Yes No Yes 

 

Influence practices on teachers to intervene for non-ELLs at the high-

performing school.  The intervention practices at the high-performing school include 

accepting teacher input, following through on requests, prioritizing data, differentiate 

intervention curriculum for non-English language learners.  The principal explained in 

the interview how power standards have been prioritized, ranked and addressed in the 

core and intervention instruction.  The principal of the high-performing school stated:   

I wanted to make sure we have a guaranteed and viable curriculum.  The only way 

to do that is to make sure we are all able to understand our student expectations, 

but even more so to be able to differentiate our student expectations when 

teaching.  We make sure students get the most time and support in these particular 

power standards. (Principal A)  
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One teacher from the high-performing school provided an example of how the principal 

has a plan and executes it.  The statement indicated a level of ownership as she uses “we” 

in the following statement:   

Our principal has a plan and we execute it.  We have kids that read at the first 

grade reading level, and he wants all kids on reading level at their Lexile.  We 

plan and create lessons around our power standards.  We always monitor Lexiles 

to see if there is growth. (Teacher HP3) 

 

One interview comment described a practice for influencing a teacher at the high-

performing school.  The teacher described how the principal accepts teacher input and 

follows through on their actions:   

 

If there is a particular student that we know works well with a particular teacher, 

we say the word and our principal makes the change.  This kid would benefit from 

this type of intervention, or this kid would benefit from being in this guy’s 

mentoring group.  It’s what we see on the ground that is what the principal takes 

into consideration.  If we have an idea or solution that is feasible it will be done.  

There’s no question about, because we are in the classroom.  Our plan is to look at 

each individual, kid-by-kid. (Teacher HP1) 

 

The statement above also detailed the type of interventions and mentoring groups.  The 

teacher comments from the semi-structured interview and the survey results indicated 

there are practices for intervening for students at the high-performing school.  The survey 

results indicated six of the eight teachers agreed that the campus identifies, intervenes and 

monitors students.  The data collected from the interview and survey results indicated 

there are influential practices for teachers to intervene on behalf of non-English language 

learners.  In the following section I have described the practices implemented for English 

language learners.   
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Influence practices on teachers to intervene for ELLs at the high-performing 

school.  The interviews have brought to light practices that are differentiated practices for 

English language learners.  Previously, the findings indicated the practices for accepting 

teacher input, following through, and prioritizing data.  The high performing principal’s 

influence based on his expertise and knowledge for using data to address language and 

literacy proficiency in reading for English language learners targeted student needs 

within differentiated interventions.  

The high-performing school identified Systems 44, Rosetta Stone or Read 180 as 

programs that support English language learners in the classroom.  In addition, there were 

two types of ESL programs and interventions, one for newcomers and an inclusion 

model.  The newcomers, students who recently arrived in the United States, have been 

placed in a self-contained classroom with a certified ESL teacher.  The inclusion model 

has had an ESL certified teacher support the English Language Arts class instruction for 

students who have been in the country for three or more years.  Although these programs 

have been used and implemented, the following comment made by the principal 

demonstrated dissatisfaction with the effectiveness regarding interventions for English 

language learners as well as his expectation for not relying on the curriculum programs: 

We need to get to the point to where the classroom ELA teacher can modify 

instruction based on those (ESL) categories. We have an ESL teacher that 

provides intensive interventions for newcomers and an ESL teacher that we 

haven’t really carried over into how we modify instruction based on that beyond 

the push-in support from the inclusion teacher. (Principal A) 

 

One teacher from the high-performing school provided a description of instructional 

practices for the diverse types of English language learners in her classroom: 
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I’m working wholeheartedly in the classroom with my ELLs and specifically my 

newcomers, ELLs or monitored ELLs.  In our LPACs we review their home 

language survey, and we look to see if they are a newcomer or have been here for 

several years.  Our principal makes sure we keep a close eye on our students as 

far as beginner, intermediate scores…but we also have to monitor the other 160 or 

so ELLs.  Using pictures, graphic organizers and then there are the reading 

strategies we use to support our ELLs.  Teaching reading to kids that are at third 

or fourth grade reading levels is really hard because you have to learn what works 

for them and what doesn’t.  We were required to go to training to learn how to 

support them [ELLs] in the classroom. (Teacher HP6) 

 

A different teacher at the same school discussed their campus plan for supporting English 

language learners and how interventions have been used to meet their individual needs.  

The teacher provided a detailed description:  

Our plan [for ESL] is based on linguistic needs of each ELL. We have a lot of 

interventions for inclusion or self-contained for newcomers. Read 180 is our big 

intervention for our students not reading on grade level, but isn’t the best for all 

ELLs, well, I take that back.  It’s for higher level kids who are below grade level.  

For kids at a first grade reading level we might use System 44.  Oh, we do use 

Rosetta Stone for our ELLs to increase their English vocabulary to support their 

literacy, but we are expected to have interventions in the classroom with 

strategies.  We all had to go to PD to learn how to use specific strategies to 

increase the visuals we use, context clues, build vocabulary, focus on root words, 

and writing. (Teacher HP4) 

 

The principal and teacher statements shared in this section describe influential practices 

for intervening.  One teacher at the high-performing school described their need to learn 

how to teach reading and differentiate for students at a low reading level.  On the survey 

one teacher wrote: 

We are encouraged to attend professional development and then expected to 

implement what we learned.  I feel supported because I want to continue learning 

even though I am a veteran teacher.  I still need to learn how to teach reading to 

students that may be on a first grade reading level, and that is not taught in 

college.  
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During the interview, one teacher described the interventions for English language 

learners that occur during the instructional day and the expectation of the principal:  

We have interventions during the day that is expected of us each week.  Some 

students are also placed in Read 180 but for the most part we are expected to 

teach our ELLs in the classroom and not just intervention time. (Teacher HP4) 

 

The practices between English language learners and non-English language learners were 

described as differentiated practices at the high-performing school.  The following 

section will now reveal the principal practices implemented at the low-performing school 

for exercising influence on teachers for non-English language learners. 

Influence practices to intervene for non-ELLs at the low-performing school.  

During the interview, the principal discussed his initiative for focusing on academic 

vocabulary and using graphic organizers within the intervention.  The findings from the 

data collected from interviews suggest the campus relies on using Systems 44 and Read 

180 programs or scripted lessons for the intervention curriculum.  There was no evidence 

for influencing practices for teachers in the semi-structured interviews.  For example, in 

the following comment made by the principal, he describes how a consultant was 

responsible for the intervention lessons: 

We spent pretty much, our year organizing students into their intervention groups 

based on their reading level, Lexile in particular.  We took a huge approach to the 

vocabulary building, offering graphic organizers but actually structuring when 

they use it.  Right now we have a consultant who helps us to write the questions 

for interventions, and we also use Read 180. 

 

Another teacher at the low-performing school gave a description of what interventions 

look like at their campus and discussed how students are placed in tiered intervention 
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groups.  The following comment made by a teacher describes the reliance on the Read 

180 program as the intervention as opposed to the teacher’s practice to intervene: 

We do our best to provide interventions.  Some of our kids go to Read 180.  We 

have so many students that don’t read on grade level and our principal tries to 

make sure we get to all of them.  We have tiered interventions for all of our kids.  

I provide students with graphic organizers, visuals, vocabulary with visuals, and 

sentence stems to use in the classroom. (Teacher LP5)  

 

In a separate interview, one teacher at the low-performing school described how the 

intervention curriculum was provided to them in the form of scripted lessons: 

The principal works to have scripted lessons for our intervention classes.  He 

honors our time so that we don’t have to plan the lesson for all students.  The 

Lexile levels tell you what grade level you’re at.  It uses a lot of vocabulary. 

(Teacher LP1) 

 

The influence for using Read 180 program curriculum, scripted lessons and graphic 

organizers for the non-English language learners does not reveal practices for accepting 

teacher input, prioritizing data to target intervention curriculum or differentiating 

interventions.  The survey results indicate six out of ten participants who completed the 

survey agree the campus identifies students not on reading grade level and each receives 

an intervention.  The following section reveals the practices implemented to support 

English language learners at the low-performing school. 

Influence practices on teachers to intervene for ELLs at the low-performing 

school.  The findings in this study did not reveal differentiated practices for intervening 

for English language learners.  Practices to influence at the low-performing school 

uncovered the fact that all students receive the same interventions.  In the interview, the 
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principal described interventions are implemented for all students the same way and there 

was no differentiation between groups of students.  He stated: 

Specific with ELL in mind, no we don’t do anything different for our sub-pops.  

We look at the literacy levels overall from below basic to advanced; low basic, 

basic, proficient and advanced.  We spent so much of the first semester focusing 

on where our campus needed to be, but specific to ELL, no, we didn’t dig into the 

sub-pops the way that we should have. But that’s going to change.  I’ve already 

tattled on us, so that’s what we’ve done that for all students. (Principal LP)  

 

As discussed in the previous section, there are practices for intervening for all students in 

the low-performing school using Read 180.  However, the English language learner 

literacy and language skills are not addressed in this intervention.  The school only 

practiced identifying student literacy skills and placed them in an intervention based on 

their reading level.  However, none of the participants in the interviews discussed or 

specified practices for identification of the two types of data for language and literacy 

that was found in the high-performing school.  On teacher in the low-performing school 

described the importance of vocabulary:   

So, because generally with our students, with the language learners, it’s a lot of 

vocabulary they’re missing, which makes it difficult to understand what they’re 

reading, so I work on giving them visuals with pictures and help them to learn 

words and understand the meaning of the words.  We spend the majority of our 

time on vocabulary.  Our district encourages us to use Systems 44 to help kids not 

reading on grade level, which pretty much is the majority of our ELLs. It’s for the 

kids who are really below grade level reading at second or third grade so that’s a 

lot of times for the newcomers.  We have interventions during advisory and are 

given lesson plans.  Some of our students are in Read 180. (Teacher LP3) 

 

Another teacher at the low-performing school confirms that non-English language 

learners and English language learners use the same reading materials during 

interventions. 
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Students are taught the same skills with the same materials.  It’s up to the teacher 

to meet the needs for our ELLs.  He (the principal) has someone give us lessons 

for interventions which is nice not to plan for, but we still have to make our own 

accommodations and intervene when necessary. (Teacher LP8) 

 

Intervention practices were provided at the low-performing school for all students, but 

the principal stated there was no plan to support English language learners.  The absence 

of practices that influence teachers may impact why there was a larger gap in student 

achievement between English language learners and non-English language learners at the 

low-performing school.   

 

Core Function 1:  Practices that Influence Teachers to  

Monitor Students and Their Needs 

Data from the semi-structured interviews and surveys of the principal and 

teachers was analyzed.  Table 10 lists practices that influenced teachers to monitor.  

These include frequently analyzing multiple types of data, measuring student reading 

growth, measuring language proficiency for English language learners, and conducting 

walkthroughs to observe students and provide teacher feedback.   

The high-performing principal influenced teachers by modeling how to monitor 

students and measure their progress, whereas the low-performing school did not practice 

these tasks for English language learners as summarized in Table 10. 

The semi-structured interviews reveal the principal of the high-performing school 

had a greater influence on teachers as they share examples and describe practices for 

frequently monitoring literacy data and engages students and teachers to measure growth 

and progress than the principal of the low-performing school.  The high-performing 
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school principal used a data spreadsheet to filter different types of data in order to 

differentiate between diverse groups of English language learners and to monitor growth 

and student progress in literacy and language development.  The low-performing school 

used data to measure reading growth was implemented for all students, but there were no 

practices implemented for measuring student language proficiency for English language 

learners. Among the four practices that influence teachers to monitor, all four were 

evident in the high-performing school and none of them were evident in the low-

performing school.  

 

Table 10. 

Practices That Influence Teachers to Monitor Student Needs between High and Low-

performing schools 

 

School Practices 
High-performing school Low-performing school 

ELLs Non-ELLs ELLs Non-ELLs 

Modeling how to analyze 

multiple types of data  

Yes Yes No No 

Setting expectations for 

measuring student reading 

growth  

Yes Yes No Yes 

Measuring student 

language proficiency  

Yes No No No 

Conducting walkthroughs 

to observe students  

Yes Yes No No 

Honoring time for teacher 

planning 

No No Yes Yes 
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Influence practices on teachers to monitor non-ELLs at the high-performing 

school.  In the semi-structured interview with the principal of the high-performing 

school, he described and demonstrated how he filters multiple types of data using an 

excel spreadsheet to analyze campus, district and state data.  In addition, he demonstrated 

how he measures student reading growth during the school year and uses this data to 

create a “watch list.”  This list was composed of students that are not performing on 

grade level and required frequent monitoring.  In addition, the principal used the watch 

list as a reference when he conducted walkthroughs to observe student engagement 

during instruction.  By conducting classroom walkthroughs, he collected qualitative data 

to determine the quality of teacher and student interactions, and student engagement.  In 

the interview with the principal at the high-performing school, he elaborated on how the 

watch list was implemented: “When we’re (administrators) doing our walkthroughs, we 

check on those specific students and we look for engagement.  We always look at our 

data on them.” 

Another example of practices implemented to influence how to monitor were the 

set expectations to measure student growth.  The semi-structured interview with a teacher 

exposed a practice implemented on their campus for analyzing data frequently to measure 

reading growth to determine successes and areas in need of improvement.  This practice 

was engaged by the principal and a team of teachers as described by one teacher: 

We sit down all the time and we look at data with our principal, okay, here’s what 

we’re doing well on and here’s where we need more work, but we do that for all 

students, not just our ELLs.  He takes advantage of time while they have an entire 
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grade level as a group to talk to them (students).  But for the most part as far as 

saying, hey, I’ve noticed that you’re doing well in this, you did a great job on that, 

I haven’t really heard a lot of that towards the students.  We know where every 

student is and have a plan for what level they are going to be. (Teacher HP3) 

 

The principal modeled how to analyze the data for the teachers and also discussed the 

progress with the students.  The statement confirms the teacher practice of knowing 

where every student was in their reading level.  Below is an example of how the leader 

influenced the expectation for student growth when monitoring data: 

When we meet to look at our data to see how much our kids grew from this point 

to that point, we know we made gains.  Not just our kids, but us, too.  And he 

(principal) expects to see those gains.  If he doesn’t he is out there talking to them 

(students).  That’s why we like Read 180 because we see the gains. (Teacher 

HP4) 

 

The interview responses provide examples and descriptions for setting expectations and 

modeling the use of data to measure reading growth.  The survey results indicated six of 

the eight teachers reported their campus monitors the progress of students.  The next 

section provides an overview of the practices the  high-performing school implemented to 

monitor English language learners. 

Influence practices on teachers to monitor ELLs at the high-performing 

school.  The interview with the high-performing school principal showed the principal 

not only set expectations for monitoring, but modeled this practice using student 

performance data.  In the semi-structured interview, the principal of the high-performing 

school made the following comment:  

Student progress motivates teachers.  We looked at the Lexile levels with 

each grade level ELA teacher, and then determined the student’s progress 

they made. When teachers saw kids moving to the next level…that is what 

motivates teachers more so than anything that I can ever do. (Principal A) 
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In the statement above, the principal referred to measuring student growth for advancing 

to higher reading levels to teacher motivation.  During the semi-structured interview, one 

teacher at the high-performing school described the practices for analyzing multiple types 

of data for English language learners to measure student reading and writing progress in 

her English Language Arts class.  The teacher mentioned using Lexile scores, TELPAS 

and writing passages, when she stated the following: 

Besides them [ELLs] doing TELPAS testing and Lexile level testing, we have 

them [ELLs] read and determine where they are.  We also, about this time of year 

[March], have them write passages and try to figure out where they are now in 

their English language development. (Teacher HP5)  

 

The frequency for measuring literacy and language proficiency occurred several times 

during the year as teachers and the principal used multiple types of data.  One example of 

a practice that was implemented to measure student growth came directly from a survey 

comment by one teacher from the high-performing school.  The teacher connected 

monitored student success to teacher recognition.  The teacher wrote, “Our team 

occasionally celebrates successes—It’s nice to get a pat on the back.  I work harder when 

I see my efforts pay off; when scores increase and we get recognized for the hard work.”  

The connection of student achievement to teacher recognition and motivation was 

implied by this researcher as a practice that influenced teachers who work with English 

language learners and non-English language learners. 

Influence practices on teachers to monitor non-ELLs at the low-performing 

school.  The principal of the low-performing school described in the interview how one 
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type of data was used to measure reading growth for non-English language learners.  He 

explained tiered interventions and how data was used to measure reading growth: 

The data comes in and we’re on it [Lexile scores].  We look at it and use it to see 

how our students did, what intervention they need to be in and really, just to see if 

they are getting better.  We want to make sure they get from this point to that 

point. (Principal B) 

 

During the semi-structured interview with a teacher from the low-performing school, 

shared an example for using data to measure Lexile growth:  

We know that the biggest predictor of how a kid, especially in reading, does on a 

test is what their Lexile level is. (Teacher LP6)  

 

We periodically test our students in reading to give me a feel for what grade level 

they are reading on and how can I help them.  Ideally, you want to see a kid jump 

from here to here and make gains. (Teacher LP4)  

 

The participants from the low-performing school in the semi-structured interview 

commented on practices for measuring student progress as they used Lexile scores.  

However, the practices that were not uncovered at the low-performing school were the 

use of multiple types of data to measure growth, or walkthroughs to collect qualitative 

data on students in the classroom.  The survey results indicated that six out of ten 

participants who completed the survey agreed that the campus identified students not on 

reading grade level and implemented interventions.  Although the practice measured the 

Lexile growth for non-English language learners at the low-performing school, the 

following section reveals how this practice is implemented to support English language 

learners at the low-performing school. 

Influence practices on teachers to monitor ELLs at the low-performing 

school.  In the semi-structured interview with the principal, I discovered the practice for 
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measuring student language proficiency occurs in the Language Proficient Assessment 

Committee, which occur at the beginning and end of the year to discuss English language 

learners.  When speaking to the principals about procedures for monitoring English 

language learners, Principal B provided the following information to describe their 

practice at the campus, but did not reveal specific practices he directly engages in or 

models for teachers: 

The LPAC process is where the teachers are made aware of their student’s status 

within that.  So when they’re (students) are here within the first 20 days you do 

the LPAC and that teacher is going to know that if they’re an immigrant, first 

year, second year, if they need to be monitored.  So there’s pretty quick 

turnaround on that just because of state requirements. (Principal B) 

 

A teacher gave a description of their experience in LPAC meetings and described 

how LPAC meetings are used to monitor English language learners at their 

campus, and also mentioned that the LPAC meetings are held at the beginning 

and end of the year.  The ESL teacher also attends the meeting.  The frequency of 

this practice for English language learners was less than the high-performing 

school.  One teacher described an LPAC meeting, and described questions asked 

by the counselor: 

We have LPAC meetings and look at grades, TELPAS scores, Lexiles.  We are 

asked [by the counselor], “How are we doing? How are the kids?” So they 

[administrators] keep track of ELLs.  We operate kind of separate in our systems 

we kind of take responsibility for our own kids. (Teacher LP4)  

 

During an interview, one teacher discussed what data was monitored, but did not 

articulate how the practice was implemented.  She immediately described that a 
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consultant who was not a school employee discovered that teachers have not received 

professional development for English language learners: 

Well, one of the main ways to monitor and help students is using TELPAS.  We 

had someone from the outside come in and [found that] most of our teachers have 

never been trained in ESL strategies, and we have a lot of new teachers.  So, I 

think that that was one thing I think I could’ve really benefited [from]. (Teacher 

LP6)  

 

The principal of the low-performing school stated in his interview, “No, we don’t do 

anything different for our sub-pops.”  This statement appears to imply a “one-size-fits-

all” approach for all students, as they receive the same instruction and monitoring.  The 

practices of analyzing multiple types of data, frequently measuring language proficiency 

for English language learners, or conducting walkthroughs to monitor students were not 

discussed in the semi-structured interviews.  It also appeared that there were some 

practices implemented by the teachers that were inconsistent.  For example, one teacher 

at the low-performing school gave a description for monitoring students during our 

interview:   

We identify our students for interventions but our monitoring is inconsistent.  But 

what is good is we have different strategies, methods and approaches for our 

interventions and our principal allows that.  We use the same approach for all of 

our students, ELLs included. (Teacher LP7) 

 

The data suggests the teachers used different instructional strategies to support 

content literacy with no direct correlation to language proficiencies for English language 

learners.  Teachers were not responsible for writing the intervention lessons for these 

students.  One practice implemented at the low-performing school was found in a survey 

response written by a teacher, “He (the principal) supports teachers by honoring our time 
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for planning, and also has programs to support the kids not on grade level.”  The low-

performing school principal provided lessons, which relieves the teacher from having to 

create lessons to identify student needs.  Unfortunately, this does not increase their 

teacher knowledge on the state standard and strategies to support and differentiate 

instruction for English language learners.  Because there are five new teachers at the low-

performing school, professional development was an important component for 

developing educators working with English language learners.   

This section concludes the evidence revealed in the semi-structured interviews 

and survey of the first core function of school practices for the high- and low-performing 

schools.   

In summary, there were common school practices for analyzing Lexile data, 

creating interventions, and measuring student reading growth for non-English language 

learners.  However, there are differences in the extent to which these are executed and 

implemented by the teachers.  The practices at the high-performing school demonstrated 

frequent use of analyzing data to identify student Lexile levels, the use of proper 

standards to target the student needs, and monitor literacy growth.  The principal at the 

low-performing school influenced teachers to analyze data to identify student needs, 

implement scripted lessons, and monitor data to determine interventions for non-English 

language learners only.   

The high-performing school implemented several practices which differentiated 

between English language learners and non-English language learners, such as 

conducting a needs assessment, analyzing data, creating differentiated interventions and 
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programs, place diverse groups of ELLs in differentiated ESL programs, prioritizing data, 

targeting intervention curriculum, and measuring literacy and language proficiency for 

English language learners.  These practices were uncovered in the semi-structured 

interviews.  The principal of the low-performing school implemented more practices for 

non-English language learners, but not for English language learners.  There was no data 

collected to support the practices for conducting a needs assessment for English language 

learners, analyzing data, creating differentiated interventions and programs, accepting 

teacher input and follow through, prioritizing data, targeting intervention curriculum or 

analyzing multiple types of data to measure student reading and language proficiency.  

However, the low-performing  school appears to use  a practice of honoring teacher time 

planning. 

The following section reports the findings of the second core function of 

leadership which was to provide direction to teachers of both the high-performing school 

and the low-performing school pertaining to non-English language learners and English 

language learners. 

 

Core Function 2:  Practices for Providing Direction to Teachers  

to Identify Students and Their Needs 

I analyzed the collected data to determine school practices that provide direction 

to teachers on how to identify students’ needs for non-English language learners and 

English language learners.  This study displayed practices at the high-performing school 

that differentiated between English language learners and non-English language learners.  
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Table 11 shows the differences in practices between the two schools followed by 

supporting evidence presented in the semi-structured interview. 

 

Table 11. 

Practices That Provide Direction to Teachers to Identify Needs between  

High and Low-performing schools 

School Practices High-performing school Low-performing school 

 ELLs Non-ELLs ELLs Non-ELLs 

Developing and 

implementing a school 

wide intervention plan 

Yes Yes No Yes 

Creating a master 

schedule to include a 

differentiated ESL 

programs 

Yes Yes No Yes 

Modeling how to 

disaggregate data  

Yes Yes No No 

Developing and 

implementing an 

individual plan for ELLs 

Yes Yes No Yes 

 

Practices for providing direction to teachers to identify non-ELLs and their 

needs at the high-performing school.  Through the semi-structured interviews, the 

specific practices that provide direction to teachers to identify student needs emerged.  

Previously, the high-performing school demonstrated practices for conducting a needs 

assessment.  As a result, the principal developed a school wide intervention plan.  During 

the interview with a teacher at the high performing school, she stated, “Our principal has 

a plan, and we execute it”.  In this plan, the findings showed a practice to identify a need 
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for daily interventions and created a master schedule to implement differentiated 

interventions.  One teacher informed me, “We have advisory and interventions built into 

our schedule daily.”  To specifically address student identification and their needs, the 

principal shared examples of how he provides direction to teachers to disaggregate data.  

He stated:  

I sent all of my core teachers to Kilgo (data analysis professional development) 

this year.  Almost every single one of them have attended.  So basically, how we 

look at the data and decisions we make with that data drives it.  We all have to 

look at the Lead4ward resources, and we dive into the STAAR readiness and 

supporting standards and questions.  We can’t just know if they passed or failed, 

as I said, we have to make solid decisions.  

 

In this example, the principal identified the practice for disaggregating the data, but also 

using it to make decisions.  One teacher explained the practice of disaggregating common 

assessment data to identify students and their individual needs: 

We give common assessments, and with my students who aren’t performing well, 

I look at the benchmarks to see exactly where they need help in guided reading.  I 

have a wide range of kids, so working with them at their level is important.  

That’s why I mentioned guided reading. (Teacher HP4)  

 

The practice of how to disaggregate data to make informed instructional decisions was 

modeled by the principal and also reinforced in professional development.  The principal 

provided clear expectations on the types of resources to use during teacher planning when 

they disaggregate student data.  During an interview, one teacher mentioned the use of 

data to individualize support by stating, “We develop an individual plan based on their 

language proficiency level.”  The following section reveals how the principal’s practice 

differentiates for English language learners at the high-performing school. 
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Practices for providing direction to teachers to identify ELLs at the high-

performing school.  At this school, data is disaggregated by two types for identifying the 

language and literacy levels for English language learners.  This data was also used to 

develop individual intervention plans for English language learners.  In the interview 

with the principal of the high-performing school, he described several types of data to 

identify student needs:  

In addition to using SRI, we sort just about everything.  We also look at TELPAS 

and our LEP indicator.  But that just tells me the demographics, special programs 

data.  I’ll sort this spreadsheet by LEP categories.   

 

The principal demonstrated how he filters the data spreadsheet to disaggregate the data 

and discussed how this was used with teachers.  The principal modeled this practice for 

teachers and they were able to replicate this practice.  During the semi-structured 

interviews, the teachers from the high-performing school shared examples of the types of 

data used to identify the diverse types of English language learners and their needs.  One 

teacher described identifying students not reading on grade level using SRI and Systems 

44 for English language learners: “When we have lower readers.  If they don’t do well on 

the SRI, we are able to use Systems 44.  It’s a new program for our beginners” (Teacher 

HP2).  The disaggregation of the data supports the teacher’s knowledge of how to 

identify the type of English language learner they are teaching in the classroom.  One 

teacher discussed the different types of English language learners: 

I know who is considered to be a newcomer or who is in the first year of 

monitoring, second year of monitoring.  I had some students that I know 

previously were part of the program but now have been exited out of it.  So I 

mean I know all that. (Teacher HP6) 
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Earlier in the chapter, we found the practice for analyzing data for language and literacy 

skills for English language learners.  In the interview, one teacher reinforced additional 

data to identify student needs through informal assessments: 

We’ll know all about our students as soon as we get them.  How many years 

they’ve been in the country, their language.  Sometimes I do my own “informal” 

assessment just to find out where they are and what they know.  I know that’s 

done before they come to me, but it helps to get as much information as I can.  

You know, it also helps me build a relationship with the student when they first 

arrive to give them some of that attention. Teacher HP1 

 

The principal and the teacher statements described school practices to explain how they 

used data to identify student needs based on the diverse group of English language 

learners.  The following section describes the practices that were implemented in the low-

performing school to identify students and their needs. 

Practices for providing direction to teachers to identify non-ELLs at the low-

performing school.  The principal at the low-performing school described how the 

campus uses the literacy levels to identify students and their need for intervention.  He 

provided some direction by organizing students in tiered groups and looked at gains over 

time.  The principal identifies the reading level and shares a goal for students passing the 

assessment:  

Read 180 and our tier three kids, we look at what their data is so far off starting 

the year.  While we have a goal of them passing, we also have a realistic goal.  If 

we can see gains at a pace then I can be comfortable with that. (Principal B)  

 

A teacher at the low-performing school also provided an example for struggling learners 

identified by using the reading Lexile scores stating, “Not all students have Read 180.  
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We have other tutorials and interventions after school or during advisory.  We know if 

they are not on grade level by their Lexile.” 

The low-performing school principal implements practices for non-English 

language learners to implement school wide interventions in the master plan and develop 

an intervention plan based on their needs.  This study seeks differentiated practices 

between the two student groups.  The following description of the low-performing school 

reveals practices not evident for English language learners at the low-performing school. 

Practices for providing direction to teachers to identify ELLs at the low-

performing school.  In the semi-structured interview, the principal admitted that he did 

not do anything differently for English language learners at the low-performing school 

and stated, “When (Superintendent) looked at the data and said what’s happening with 

the LEP numbers here?  And I said, shoulda-coulda-woulda’s.” 

As reported earlier in this chapter, the low-performing school used data to 

determine the literacy skills for English language learners and non-English language 

learners.  Specific data to identify instructional learning needs for English language 

learners was not practiced or modeled by the principal for the teachers.  Although the 

principal did not model how to disaggregate data to identify student needs, a teacher at 

the school described the counselor’s role in the LPAC meeting for identifying students by 

saying, “I don’t know how they are identified, but I know what year they are in the 

country since that’s given to me.  The counselor gives us that information.  We get it 

from our LPAC meetings” (Teacher LP7).  The practice for providing direction to 

teachers was modeled by the counselor, not the principal in the low-performing school.  
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In this study, I learned this practice for identifying the diverse groups of English language 

learners and placing them in an ESL program was delegated to the school counselor.  I 

also discovered that not all teachers participate in LPAC meetings to identify the needs 

for English language learners:  “I haven’t been involved in the LPAC.  I think only our 

ESL teachers do that to identify and monitor ELLs” (Teacher LP6). 

During an interview with a teacher, she was asked to describe how data was 

disaggregated, and she shared an example of pass or fail to identify students:  “We work 

in our teams to look at our data for all of our students.  We will take a test and determine 

if they passed or failed, we look at what we need to reteach (Teacher LP4).  The 

identification of students and their needs based on pass or fail does not specify 

information to address literacy or language needs for intervention purposes.  Another 

observation was the practice for disaggregating data to identify students which was 

delegated to a counselor at the low-performing school.  The school practices to identify 

students and their needs inform what needs to be addressed in interventions, which is 

described in the next section. 

 

Core Function 2:  Practices for Providing Direction to Teachers  

to Intervene for Students and Their Needs 

The data collected and analyzed is summarized in Table 12, which illustrates the 

varying differences between the two schools and the differentiating practices to provide 

direction to teachers to intervene by setting clear expectations for assigning certified 

teachers, using data to drive intervention planning, measure growth in language and 



 

104 

literacy, provide daily interventions for a diverse group of ELLs, and intervene for 

language and literacy needs.  The high-performing school principal demonstrated 

practices that provide direction for clear expectations of the faculty and staff for English 

language learners and non-English language learners.  In contrast, the principal at the 

low-performing school did not demonstrate those practices for English language learners.   

 

Table 12. 

Practices That Provide Direction to Teachers to Intervene for Students between  

High- and Low-performing schools. 

School Practices 
High-performing school Low-performing school 

ELLs Non-ELLs ELLs Non-ELLs 

Assigning ESL teacher to 

intervention groups  

Yes Yes No Yes 

Using data to drive 

intervention planning  

Yes Yes No Yes 

Providing daily 

interventions specific to 

student needs 

Yes Yes No Yes 

Modeling how to integrate 

language acquisition and 

literacy in interventions 

Yes No No Yes 

 

Practices for providing direction to teachers to intervene for non-ELLs at the 

high-performing school.  The semi-structured interviews uncovered practices to 

intervene for students by using data to drive intervention planning and implementation of 

the power standards.  The principal provided direction by setting clear expectations for 

identifying power standards to address core and intervention instruction by developing a 
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protocol, communicating how the protocol was used, and monitoring the use of the 

protocol.  The principal of the high-performing school described the following:   

We make sure students get the most time and support in these particular power 

standards.  I can walk you through a couple of planning documents I created that 

we use this year.  I created this, (Power Standards Protocol).  We use these steps 

in our planning.  Our interventions look like what I described for advisory, which 

is the embedded intervention period that we have then the after school tutorials 

and the pullouts. (Principal A)  

 

A teacher from the high-performing school described how her team plans interventions 

using the data to drive instruction.  The leader provided a protocol with a step-by-step 

guidance for teachers to use in their planning.  The explanation provided described the 

prioritization of the standards to drive interventions:   

We have these steps we do to analyze our data.  It’s a lot of hard work, because 

there are a thousand standards in reading. First, we have to look at the STAAR 

questions and at the standards, and by that I mean we have to know the kind, like 

readiness and then make a guess of putting them in order. (Teacher HP3) 

 

Another teacher from the high-performing school described interventions for eighth 

graders required by the Student Success Initiative to intervene for students who do not 

meet the passing standard.  The teacher shared the following practice for daily 

interventions specific to the students’ needs: 

The students who don’t pass the first time around, to get them ready for the 

second attempt at the test, we basically take a four hour block of their school day, 

and they are with us really focusing on reading from, I guess, 8 o’clock until their 

lunch time or whenever that might be.  It is four hours straight.  You’re with the 

same kids and it’s really intensive and looking on what they need to do.  It’s 

really intensive.  I’m assuming that’s something we’d do again this year. (Grade 

8, HPS)  

 

The responses in the semi-structured interviews described practices for using data to 

drive instructional planning for interventions with an increased duration of time.  Another 
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teacher described their practice to intervene for eighth graders who do not pass the first 

state assessment.  

We have interventions during the day that is expected of us each week.  Some 

students are also placed in Read 180, but for the most part, we are expected to 

teach our ELLs in the classroom and not just intervention time. (Teacher HP4) 

 

When describing the interventions for non-English language learners, the teacher 

immediately discussed expectations for English language learners and explained the 

practice for implementing interventions delivered during the instructional day. 

Practices for providing direction to teachers to intervene for ELLs at the 

high-performing school.  The practice for modeling how to integrate language 

acquisition and literacy in interventions was described by the principal during the semi-

structured interview: 

Using data I can separate the LEP categories and then look at who may be a 

beginner, their Lexile, report card grade.  I know if they have a low Lexile and 

they’re failing reading class then I know we’re not supporting the student enough.  

It tells any grades that are below a 60 for the first semester and it also shows the 

raw score from the start of last year.  So I hide various columns and I can get a 

complete picture. 

 

During the interview, the principal first demonstrated, while sitting at his computer with 

his data spreadsheet, and modeled how to use the data to address language and literacy 

needs to be addressed in interventions.  In the semi-structured interviews, the teachers at 

the high-performing school mentioned the use of multiple data for literacy and language 

to drive interventions for English language learners.  The principal models the use of 

data. and the teachers replicate the practice: 

When it comes to ELLs that is a lot of data.  Lexiles are a given.  But, for ELLs, 

we use TELPAS and since reading and writing go hand-in-hand we give them a 
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writing passage and score that to see their level.  I’ll be honest, it’s time 

consuming.  Teaching reading and writing to students not reading on grade level, 

or writing on grade level. (Teacher HP1)  

 

I’m not sure, but I think we all have the same interventions.  We all [sixth, 

seventh and eighth grades] have Read 180 for students not on grade level and 

that’s for all students, it’s a separate class they take along with the class I teach 

ELA [English Language Arts].  All of our ELLs have classroom interventions and 

also have Systems 44, and they use Rosetta Stone in an inclusion class or, if they 

are four or more years in the country, they come to our class but the ESL teacher 

will come into support them.  We also have interventions during advisory time 

four times a week.  Reading is taught only two times a week.  And we have after 

school interventions, too, but I am not sure about SSI or eighth grade. (Teacher 

HP4) 

 

The practice of providing direction to use data to intervene and differentiate for English 

language learners was described by the principals and teachers.  There was a common 

understanding of the data use for supporting English language learners. 

I make specific modifications and linguistic accommodations based on the student 

needs we identify from the data. (Teacher HP2)  

 

If there is a particular ELL student that we know works well with a particular 

teacher, we say the word and our principal makes the change.  This kid would 

benefit from this type of intervention, or this kid would benefit from being in this 

guy’s mentoring group.  It’s what we see on the ground is what the principal takes 

into consideration.  If we have an idea or solution that is feasible it will be done.  

There’s no question about, because we are in the classroom.  Our plan is to look at 

each individual kid-by-kid. (Teacher HP1) 

 

The high-performing school provided several examples and descriptions of how their 

campus differentiates between the non-English language learners and English language 

learners.  The next section describes the principal practices implemented for non-English 

language learners. 

Practices for providing direction to teachers to intervene for non-ELLs at the 

low-performing school.  The low-performing school practices to intervene include using 
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data to drive intervention plans, provide daily interventions, and address literacy in 

interventions for non-English language learners.  The semi-structured interview with the 

principal established intervention expectations for students who do not pass the state 

assessment, as he stated: 

So at some point we’ll be able to pull them from specific electives or even from 

their ELA class to target skills within the STAAR ELA test.  I hate putting eggs in 

that basket but it’s an effective process.  I mean if you have the misfortune of 

having enough students not pass; it does provide an opportunity for that smaller 

group to get with somebody who is skilled, who’s trained and get that more 

focused, instructional time.  You got to pick out those that are going to serve right 

away that greater good.  So that’s why we did the four tiers.  I wasn’t comfortable 

just focusing on bubble.   

 

One teacher at the low-performing school explained how students are sorted in groups by 

ability for classroom interventions: 

With the interventions we’re doing, we’ve set the mark in such a way that we’re 

giving them input across the board and some generically useful stuff.  But we’ve 

just recently taken a round of tests this last week where we’ll be able to kind of 

sort them by abilities, achievements and gaps. (Teacher LP7) 

 

A teacher at the low-performing school, describe interventions for non-English language 

learners by sharing an overview: 

I’m not sure what we’re planning this year, but before in the past, when a student 

didn’t pass, we’ve had, I guess you can call it, a class where they were taken out 

of their regular class and then they went into an intervention course where 

specific TEKS were taught, skills they need to address or hit on.  They did hands-

on things.  It wasn’t just like read the question, answer it.  It was doing an activity 

that would help them learn the skill.  That will take place for as long as it could, 

then they would take it again.  And then if they weren’t successful they would go 

into a summer intervention where I don’t think the intervention was much 

different than what we did during the school year.  It was just another attempt. 

(Grade 8, LPS)  
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Interventions for non-English language learners are evident in the low-performing school, 

however, it was evident based on the teacher’s response that the leader has not yet 

provided direction for the upcoming Student Success Initiative interventions required for 

students who do not meet the passing standard.  The following section reveals the 

practices that are not differentiated for English language learners compared to non-

English language learners. 

Practices for providing direction to teachers to intervene ELLs at the low-

performing school.  In the semi-structured interview with the principal of the low-

performing school, he described that interventions were implemented for all middle 

school students and use the same resources and deliver instruction the same way as he 

stated, “We don’t do anything differently for our LEP kids.”  There were no interventions 

to specifically address English language learner needs.  However, the principal explained 

that after our interview he was going to meet with his assistant principals to develop a 

plan to support struggling learners to target students not on grade level and English 

language learners in particular.  The morning of our semi-structured interview, the 

principal had just been informed he was receiving additional funds to support 

interventions.  In the semi-structured interview, the principal shared his upcoming plan 

for addressing English language learners: 

We’ve got a two-week period of time before the first round of tests.  So we’re 

talking about how we will push, what we will look like with regard to ELL since 

we have to decide where that money goes and then how to spend it.  I’ll initially 

pull the assistant principals and instructional coaches. Wednesday’s our faculty 

meeting, and I will hand them [teachers] the [intervention] plan.  
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The interviews with the teachers at the low-performing school show that there were 

interventions for all students in the general population, and that the specific support for 

English language learners was their English as a Second Language program.  One teacher 

comment reveals an absence of the practice of providing direction to teachers, as a 

teacher made the following statement: 

This is his first year as principal and I think he’s, I don’t know if he’s really 

differentiated between the ESL and non-ESL.  But I know he’s really striving to 

get as much intervention in there as possible. (Teacher LP4)  

 

A second teacher described how she provides interventions to students when English 

language learners arrive in her class.  She was provided background information on the 

student but did not demonstrate the knowledge of how English language learners are 

identified, which may impact her understanding of how to intervene to address student 

needs.  She described how she supports them with interventions used for all students by 

stating:  

We plan as a team, we look at data, but I can’t really answer how we determine 

the type of ELLs that are on our campus.  That kind of information is just given to 

us, and then we know who they are when they come to our class.  When students 

arrive we support them with interventions in the classroom.  They are included in 

these interventions. (Teacher LP1) 

 

The school practice at the low-performing school to intervene for English language 

learners was a one-size-fits-all approach, as they received the same instruction and 

interventions as non-English language learners.  The following description informs how 

the identified students and the interventions implemented are monitored between non-

English language learners and English language learners in the two schools. 
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Core Function 2:  Practices for Providing Direction to Teachers to  

Monitor Students and Their Needs 

The data collected, analyzed and summarized in Table 13 illustrates the 

differentiating practices between the high- and low-performing schools.  The principal of 

the high-performing school provides direction and models for teachers on how to 

frequently measure language and literacy development, triangulate data, review 

intervention lessons in walkthroughs, and provide daily interventions specific to student 

needs for both English language learners and non-English language learners.  The 

practices implemented at the low-performing school measure growth for literacy 

development and provide daily interventions only for non-English language learners. 

 

Table 13. 

Practices That Provide Direction to Teachers to Monitor Student Needs between  

High and Low-performing schools. 

School Practices 
High-performing school Low-performing school 

ELLs Non-ELLs ELLs Non-ELLs 

Modeling how to measure 

growth of literacy and 

language development  

Yes Yes No Yes 

Modeling how to 

triangulate multiple types 

of data 

Yes Yes No No 

Reviewing intervention 

lessons during 

walkthroughs 

Yes Yes No No 

Providing daily 

interventions specific to 

student needs 

Yes Yes No Yes 
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Practices for providing direction to teachers to monitor non-ELLs at the 

high-performing school.  In the interview with the high-performing school principal, he 

described his system for analyzing multiple types of data as triangulating the data to 

measure growth of literacy development.  The principal used the data spreadsheet to 

demonstrate an example for me, and shared how students approach him regarding their 

reading level.  The principal explained how the data was relevant to his work to monitor 

students: 

I have kids coming up to me in the hallway, or when I’m in their classrooms.  

Kids would come up to me and say you know Mr. Principal, I raised my Lexile by 

however many points.  I am able to use the, we call it the “Mama-Jamma” (his 

data spreadsheet) it tells any grades below a 60 and shows the raw scores of last 

year’s data.  I can look at the basic or below basic, who failed reading because I 

want to know if we’re systematically failing them. (Principal A) 

 

The principal elaborated on how he went beyond the data spreadsheet; how he 

determined if the school was systematically failing students.  He described his practice of 

using the watch list to conduct classroom walkthroughs to determine whether the power 

standards were addressed in the intervention lessons he observed.  Another example for 

analyzing data was the frequency of monitoring student growth as was described by a 

teacher at the high-performing school.  The teacher explained how benchmark scores 

were used to measure growth, and also mentioned that the daily interventions were 

specific to the student’s needs based on the student performance data: 

I really want to be successful.  I put a lot of effort in my class and look at the data.  

We are very tired, but in a good way.  We assess and look at data all the time and 

use it for our interventions.  We look at our data and then we have an embedded 

intervention during the day and it changes depending on different benchmark type 

scores they get. Then we reassess who needs what intervention. (Teacher HP7)  
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The interview responses discussed the implementation of the practice for measuring 

student progress. The teacher statement aligns with the data protocol, but also 

demonstrated ownership of the student’s outcome, similar to that of the principal.  

We have a couple of different ways we monitor.  We [teachers] naturally monitor 

our own students all the time, and then as a team, we get these forms from our 

counselors that monitor their [ELLs] progress.  We meet with our principal to 

look at their progress.  They want to know how they’ve [ELLs] have been doing, 

what are they struggling with.  If they’re struggling, then we need to find out why. 

(Teacher HP4) 

 

Practices for providing direction to teachers to monitor ELLs at the high-

performing school.  In the semi-structured interview, the principal of the high-

performing school demonstrated how he used his data spreadsheet to filter data to 

triangulate the data to measure the literacy and language development for English 

language learners:  “So for instance, when I use this data, I may look at the beginning of 

the year reading and sort it out.  I can sort a lot of things, even by categories” (Principal 

A).  The principal demonstrated how the data triangulates literacy and language levels for 

students, and also compared different times of the year to measure growth between 

grading periods.  A high-performing school teacher described the practice and credited 

the principal for keeping good data records to determine English language learner needs.  

This is an example of the principal’s model of how to use the data: 

We have what they call an LPAC team on campus, and they’re very good.  Our 

principal keeps very good records, and I think they’re able to identify the needs of 

the ELLs that way. (Teacher HP5)  

 

The principal described how he reviews the instruction during walkthroughs and 

specifically observes a diverse group of English language learners in the process. 
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Our English language learners and our Spanish students make up our watch list.  

Therefore, when we’re doing our walkthroughs, we check on those specific 

students and we look for engagement [of the power standards in the lesson].  We 

always look at our data on them.  We know if they are newcomers or three or 

more years, but we really look at their levels for beginner, intermediate and 

advanced to determine their level. I walk in classrooms with my watchlist to see 

how teachers are interacting with students. (Principal A) 

 

Practices for providing direction to teachers to monitor non-ELLs at the low-

performing school.  The low-performing school practices measure growth of literacy 

and provide daily interventions for non-English language learners.  During the interview, 

the principal from the low performing school commented on intervention lessons 

addressing specific student needs in tiered groups: 

We felt like we needed to do more than three tiers because of how great a gap 

between one grade-level to another.  So I want to be sure each lesson those 

particular levels are differentiated.  So you got four different lessons need for 

intervention. (Principal B)  

 

A teacher at the low-performing school mentioned the enjoyment of observing student 

successes when the team measures literacy growth.  In the interview, the teacher stated: 

I really enjoy watching my kids succeed, yeah, that’s how I am motivated.  I love 

seeing growth over long periods of time.  I especially love watching their 

character change and mature in positive ways. (Teacher LP5)  

 

One teacher described how discipline interferes with interventions, and how data was 

used to measure growth and identify those who need intervention support: 

Sometimes discipline gets in the way of intervention time and teaching, because 

they don’t want to be there.  But when we look at all of their test scores and see if 

they are getting better on their tests or not, it tells us who needs an intervention. 

(Teacher LP4) 

 

The practice for measuring literacy growth was used to address daily interventions.  

However, the semi-structured interviews did not reveal practices of triangulating multiple 
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types of data or conducting walkthroughs to review implementation of intervention 

lessons.  The following description provides information on the differentiated practices 

for English language learners at the low-performing school. 

Practices for providing direction to teachers to monitor ELLs at the 

low-performing school.  The findings in the previous sections of this chapter 

show that the principal stated there was nothing being implemented for English 

language learners.  As a result, there was little evidence of practices modeled by 

the principal that provide direction for English language learners at the low-

performing school.  In the interview, the principal described the action he 

intended to take to create a plan with his leadership team.  The principal openly 

explained that the English language learners were not monitored differently than 

the non-English language learners, and described how earlier that morning he had 

met with the superintendent and had an opportunity to review the data.  The 

superintendent specifically asked him about the data for English language 

learners, and he admitted he had not targeted that group of students.  In the 

meeting, he was able to analyze the data and identify English language learners, 

as he stated:  “I just finished running the numbers earlier and identified which 

ELLs we need to pull away and why” (Principal B).  The data suggests this was 

the first time the principal practice of using data to address English language 

learners and to create a plan of support.  Therefore, the practice of providing 

direction to teachers on how to measure growth of literacy and language 

development and triangulation of multiple types of data was not observed at the 
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low-performing school.  One teacher from the low-performing school described 

how the campus was organized to support and monitor English language learners.  

In her description, her opinion did not indicate this was an effective practice to 

monitor English language learners: 

I mean, it’s so crazy the way we differentiate instruction because one side of the 

team has ELLs and one side of the team has Special Education.  So when we plan 

or monitor with one another, we have different kids with different needs.  You 

know like what my team is going to do with their kids doesn’t always work with 

mine.  So, we plan and monitor, but I am always conscious of her population 

when we’re planning and thinking of things for my kids. (Teacher LP4) 

 

This teacher’s statement suggests that the principal created a master schedule to provide 

daily interventions that divide English language learners in one group and Special 

Education students in another.  As mentioned by the teacher, this makes planning and 

monitoring challenging.  Another teacher in the semi-structured interview described the 

interventions for English language learners for literacy, but not language development: 

I don’t remember if they [interventions] are all the same (across sixth, seventh and 

eighth) or if they’re differentiated by grade levels.  I thought they were all the 

same, but I could be wrong.  We do differentiate for our ELLs in reading and they 

go to Read 180 to support their literacy. (Teacher LP6)  

 

One teacher described that the school monitored English language learners closely in 

LPAC meetings, but did not articulate how this was done.  The interview did not mention 

measuring language and literacy development or triangulating multiple types of data 

beyond the Lexile scores.  “Our LPAC meetings monitor our ELLs really closely.  They 

look at everything and give us the list of accommodations they [ELLs) need” (Teacher 

LP3). 
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In summary, the principal provides direction by measuring progress for literacy 

for all students through analyzing data, but does not differentiate practices for English 

language learners.  There were practices implemented at both schools for non-English 

language learners, which included measuring literacy and providing daily interventions.  

Both middle schools implement leadership practices for non-English language learners to 

provide direction to identify, intervene and monitor.  The practices at the high-performing 

school demonstrated how to measure growth of literacy and language development, 

triangulate multiple types of data, review intervention lessons during walkthroughs, and 

provide daily interventions for English language learners and non-English language 

learners.  These practices were not executed at the low-performing school.  The following 

section reports the key findings of the core functions of leadership. 

 

Key Findings 

The key findings were brought to light through the comparison of the practices 

followed in the high- and low-performing schools as they pertain to English language 

learners and non-English language learners.  Two emerging themes developed.  The first 

reveals that modeling practices influence the way teachers identify, intervene and monitor 

their students.  The second theme reveals setting clear expectations to provide direction to 

teachers on how to identify, intervene and monitor. 

According to the findings, the high-performing school principal implemented 

differentiated practices for English language learners and non-English language learners. 

The high-performing principal modeled how to conduct a needs assessment, analyze data, 
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create differentiated interventions to place diverse groups of ELLs in a differentiated 

program, accept teacher input, follow through on requests, prioritize data, target 

interventions, analyze multiple types of data, measure student reading growth and 

language proficiency, and conduct walkthroughs to observe students.  The low-

performing school modeled how to analyze data, create differentiated interventions, and 

measure student reading growth only for non-English language learners.  The data did not 

reveal practices for modeling how to identify, intervene, or monitor English language 

learners at the low-performing school. 

The second emerging theme for setting clear expectations found that the high-

performing principal implemented differentiated practices for English language learners 

and non-English language learners by providing direction on how to identify, intervene 

and monitor student progress.  The high-performing principal set clear expectations on 

how to develop and implement a school wide plan, create a master schedule to include 

differentiated ESL programs and interventions, how to disaggregate data, develop and 

implement individual plans for ELLs, assign ESL teachers to intervention groups, use 

data to drive intervention planning, measure literacy and language proficiency, integrate 

language and literacy in interventions, triangulate multiple types of data, conduct 

walkthroughs and provide daily interventions.  The low-performing school practices 

developed a school wide intervention plan, assigned ESL teachers to intervention groups, 

used data to drive intervention planning, provided daily interventions, and measured 

literacy growth for non-English language learners.  The low-performing school 
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differentiates their ESL program for newcomers, but does not differentiate other practices 

for English language learners. 

Effective school practices for exercising influence on teachers to identify 

students and their needs.  The first key finding, that of the high-performing school 

principal having a greater influence on teacher knowledge than the principal of the low-

performing school on how to identify and place diverse types of English language 

learners in a differentiated ESL program based on the students’ language and literacy 

needs by implementing the following practices: 

 Conducting a needs assessment  

 Analyzing data  

 Creating differentiated interventions an programs  

 Placing diverse group of ELLs in a differentiated ESL programs 

Effective school practices for exercising influence on teachers to intervene for 

student needs.  The second key finding:  The high-performing school principal had a 

greater influence on teacher ownership than did the principal of the low-performing 

school on how to intervene for English language learners when demonstrating expertise 

in the reading content and ESL program. He did this by implementing the following 

practices: 

 Accepting teacher input and follows through on requests  

 Prioritizing data  

 Targeting intervention needs 
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 Creating differentiated interventions 

Effective school practices for exercising influence on teachers to monitor 

students and their needs.  The third key finding:  The high-performing school principal 

had a greater influence on teaching and learning than the principal of the low-performing 

school when he frequently monitored language and literacy data for English language 

learners and engaged students and teachers to measure growth and progress as he 

implemented the following practices: 

 Modeling how to analyze multiple types of data  

 Measuring student reading growth and language proficiency 

 Conducting walkthroughs to observe students  

 Honoring time for teacher planning 

Effective school practices for providing direction to teachers to identify 

students and their needs.  The fourth key finding was that the high-performing school 

principal had a greater impact than did the other principal in building teacher planning 

autonomy in targeting student expectations for English language learners.  In order to 

provide direction for teachers on how to analyze language and literacy data he 

implemented the following practices: 

 Developing and implementing a school wide intervention plan 

 Creating a master schedule to implement differentiated ESL programs 

 Modeling how to disaggregate data  

 Developing and implementing an individual plan for ELLs 
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Effective school practices for providing direction to teachers to intervene for 

students and their needs.  The fifth key finding:  The high-performing school principal 

has a greater impact on closing the achievement gap between English language learners 

and non-English language learners than the principal of the low-performing school by 

providing direction to teachers on how to implement differentiated interventions for 

English language learners when he implemented the following practices: 

 Assigning an ESL teacher to intervention groups  

 Using data to drive intervention planning 

 Measuring growth in language and literacy 

 Providing daily interventions that were specific to student needs 

 Integrating language acquisition and literacy in interventions. 

Effective school practices for providing direction to teachers to monitor 

students and their needs.  The sixth key finding:  The high-performing school principal 

has a greater impact on teacher knowledge and effective interventions for English 

language learners than the principal of the low-performing school through providing 

direction to teachers on how to frequently monitor language and literacy growth when he 

implemented the following practices: 

 Monitoring growth of literacy and language development 

 Triangulating multiple types of data  

 Reviewing intervention lessons during walkthroughs 

 Providing daily interventions specific to student needs 
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Summary 

This chapter summarized the key findings of the two core functions of leadership 

that of exercising influence and providing direction.  I collected data from two middle 

schools within the same school district, a high-performing and a low-performing school, 

in order to determine the differences between English language learners and non-English 

language learners.  The data was collected from a survey and semi-structured interviews 

with sixth, seventh, and eighth grade reading teachers and their principal for each middle 

school and analyzed to answer the research question:  How do the core functions of 

school leadership practices for implementing the Student Success Initiative requirements 

vary between English language learners and non-ELLs in high- and low-performing 

middle schools?   

The data from this research study between the two middle schools shows how 

each principal modeled and set clear expectations for their teachers.  The major 

difference between the high- and the low-performing school was the high-performing 

school differentiated practices for English language learners and non-English language 

learners whereas the low-performing school did not implement practices that specifically 

addressed English language learners.   

The low-performing school implemented practices for non-English language 

learners to include analyzing reading Lexile levels, measure growth, create differentiated 

interventions and honor teachers time for planning.   
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Chapter 5: Discussion of Findings, 

Conclusions and Limitations 

 

Do we (leaders) value what isn’t evaluated?  Are we willing to value what isn’t 

evaluated?  Are we willing to publicly be held accountable for things other people 

don’t notice? 

 

Douglas Reeves, 2009 

 

Introduction 

This chapter summarizes the key findings as they relate to the two core functions 

of leadership: exercising influence and providing direction to teachers of English 

language learners and non-English language learners.  The data collected from the semi-

structured interviews and surveys from middle school principals and teachers described 

the implementation of school practices to identify, intervene and monitor English 

language learners and non-English language learners, as required by the Student Success 

Initiative policy.  The data presented effective school practices for English language 

learners that make progress to closing the achievement gap between English language 

learners and non-English language learners. Because teachers have a direct impact on 

student achievement, this study collected data to identify specific practices that influence 

teachers and provide direction to teachers of English language learners.   

This study revealed key findings that report effective leadership practices for 

student achievement for English language learners.  The purpose of the study was to 

explore principal leadership practices that led to closing the achievement gap between 
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English language learners and non-English language learners in high- and low-

performing middle schools. 

This chapter restates the problem of the study and addresses the purpose of the 

study while discussing and analyzing the study’s findings.  This chapter includes 

implications for leaders and implications for further study on leadership practices.   

 

Re-statement of the Problem 

The study’s focus was supported by the following subproblems.  First, our public 

schools face the challenge of addressing the inconsistencies that define their subgroup 

population of diverse types of secondary English language learners so as to increase 

quality instruction and student monitoring.  Although the intention was to identify and 

target English language learners, the inconsistency was partly due to the fact that leaders 

have considerable flexibility in defining their English language learner subgroup and 

determining the type of instruction they will receive.   

The second subproblem was the classification process and identification of 

English language learners to determine which services the students would receive.  

Regardless of the type of English language learners, schools often provide a “one-size-

fits-all” approach for delivering instruction.  The diversity of the English language 

learners does not easily fit into simple categories.   

The third subproblem was the knowledge and skill set of secondary school 

administrators and teachers for intervening on behalf of English language learners.  The 

Student Success Initiative requirements mandate leaders and teachers to identify, 
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intervene and monitor students that are not on grade level.  However, ineffective 

strategies may be implemented when the leaders and teachers lack the knowledge or 

skills for supporting secondary English language learners.  This study served to report 

findings that would address the stated problem. 

 

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of the study was to explore effective school practices that would lead 

to closing the achievement gap between secondary school English language learners and 

non-English language learners.  This research was important in identifying specific 

practices of campus leaders who were accountable for student achievement and could 

impact the achievement gap for English language learners. 

 

Research Question 

Despite an interest on how leadership practices impact student achievement, it 

was surprising that so little research has actually been conducted on the topic to address 

the needs of English language learners in secondary schools.  The research question 

applies the two core functions of leadership: providing direction and exercising influence.  

The research question was: How do the core functions of school leadership practices for 

implementing the Student Success Initiative requirements vary between English language 

learners and non-English language learners in high- and low-performing middle schools? 
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Core Functions of Leadership Exercising Influence on Teachers   

The high-performing school practice was modeling by the principal how to  

identify, intervene and monitor. The data in this study has shown that individualized 

evaluation of language and literacy skills of all applicable languages for English language 

learners was an effective leadership practice.  Although previous research supports that 

decision making through analysis of data impacts achievement in the general population, 

the findings from this study regarding the individualized evaluation of language and 

literacy positive achievement gains were made for English language learners that helped 

to close the achievement gap between English language learners and non-English 

language learners (Cotton, 2003; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). This finding was 

similar to leadership actions regarding English language learner placement in a 

differentiated ESL program (Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010; Walqui 

et al., 2010).   

The use of diagnostic and formative assessments were evident in the high-

performing school when speaking to the principal about his decisions to place English 

language learners in a differentiated ESL program that offered language development to 

address academic and conversational instruction.  This key finding added to the body of 

research because the principal of the high performing school described the use of 

diagnostic and formative assessment not only for identification and placement, but also 

after placement.  Other research studies have not examined the use of assessments after 

placement.   
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The principal modeled practices for teachers that were differentiated between 

English language learners and non-English language learners.  Previous research 

supported the need for effective influence on teachers in order to hold the teachers 

accountable for outcomes and the achievements of the general student population (Louis, 

Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010, p. 11).  This previous research did not 

disaggregate the importance of leadership influence on teachers of English language 

learners.  Effective school practices that influence how to intervene for secondary English 

language learners may be useful to add to the general body of knowledge because it 

describes leadership practices that establish policies and procedures that hold all 

stakeholders accountable for improving achievement for English Language Learners. The 

findings from the semi-structured interviews with the principals and teachers 

demonstrated evidence of intervention planning and implementation of collaborative 

decision making which leads to teacher ownership.  The high-performing school principal 

was described by the teachers as an approachable leader who encouraged collaboration.  

This characterization of leadership influence in the high-performing school helped 

teachers own the school practices and replicate them on their own.  Moreover, teachers 

described the high-performing principal as a leader who followed through on actions in a 

timely manner, which was described by Chenoweth and Theokas (2012) as a responsible 

leader that demonstrates a willingness to hold him/herself accountable as well as 

empowering teachers. 

Effective practices that influence teachers to monitor student achievement include 

practices that measure language and literacy growth for English language learners and 
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non-English language learners.  The literature supports, as a major component of 

effective schools, leadership influence on teaching and learning to monitor progress of 

English language learners (Seidlitz & Castillo, 2011).  While the teachers of English 

language learners in this study had ownership of the process of monitoring interventions 

and instruction, the high-performing school principal supported monitoring by guiding, 

facilitating and developing a protocol of effectiveness.  The principal of the high-

performing school implemented the monitoring process on a school wide basis and 

encouraged collaboration among the teachers.  Also, this principal discussed his views of 

using multiple types of reading data with students and teachers. 

Providing direction to teachers.  The high-performing school practice provides 

direction to teachers for analyzing language and literacy data that have a greater impact 

on building teacher-planning autonomy and of targeting student expectations.  The 

principal prioritized instructional academic standards (power standards) to drive 

instruction.  Previous research on effective leadership supported practices that prioritize 

instructional academic standards to drive instruction (Cotton, 2003; Marzano et al, 2005; 

Reeves, 2010).  Zavadasky urged having powerful data management systems to provide 

ongoing systemic feedback on student progress, and found that leaders use walkthroughs 

to collect observation data (Zavadasky, 2009).   

The high-performing school used data to monitor language and literacy for 

secondary English language learners.  Additionally, the high-performing school leader 

disaggregated the data by the diverse English learners, and conducted walkthroughs using 

a student watch list created from this data.  Moreover, the principal at the high-
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performing school developed a protocol for the language and literacy needs of the 

English language learners on his campus.  This principal modeled for the teachers and the 

students the difference between conversational and academic instruction. The combined 

effect of this direction to teachers was that the teachers were able to target expectations 

independently of the principal. These findings are congruent with previous research 

(Zavadasky, 2009). 

The practice of providing direction to teachers to intervene reveals the importance 

for differentiating practices between English language learners and non-English language 

learners.  Previous research on school leadership practices supported prioritizing 

implementation (Reeves, 2011a).  Reeves states that, “Leaders who are serious about 

implementation create a continuum of performance, including introduction, initiation, 

application and capacity building” (Reeves, 2011a, p. 3).   

This earlier research is congruent with the comparison research study between the 

high performing school and the low performing school (Reeves, 2011a).  The high-

performing school created a differentiated ESL plan for each of the subgroups, 

introduced it, and applied it throughout the campus organization.  Teacher interview 

statements at the high-performing school described the nine steps of the protocol 

developed by their principal for serving subgroups of English language learners.  In each 

of the steps, the teachers were directed to align their instruction to the district’s scope and 

sequence.  At each step, the protocol guided the teachers to rank the standards, to 

prioritize the learning gap, to address interventions.  As needed, the principal of the high-
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performing school provided professional development to support the implementation of 

the practices required by the protocol for subgroups of English language learners.   

The practices for providing direction to monitor student progress positively 

impacts student achievement for secondary English language learners.  This supports 

earlier studies of school leadership practices which observe that monitoring instruction of 

the general population also correlates to student achievement (Cotton, 2003; Marzano et 

al, 2005; Reeves, 2011a).  Previous research supports the use of multiple data for leaders 

to provide direction and decision making.  This research study between the two middle 

schools revealed the leadership practice of directing teachers to monitor English language 

learners by subgroup.  The semi-structured interviews at the high-performing school 

verified that the principal set a pace of monitoring language and literacy development by 

subgroup of English language learners every two weeks.  This frequent monitoring of 

student data reinforced the teachers’ understanding of the effect of the interventions.  The 

principal of the high-performing school identified the gaps of the effects of the 

interventions and directed the teachers to reapply the steps set in the principal protocol as 

often as needed for the interventions to be effective.   

 

Conclusions 

This study focuses on effective school practices used to differentiate between 

secondary English language learners and non-English language learners.  The intentional 

practices reported here can be replicated and implemented in other schools.  The findings 

emphasize the importance and the impact of principal practices for exercising influence 
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and providing direction to teachers.  The most influential practice of modeling has to be 

intentional to differentiate for English language learners which make progress to closing 

the achievement gap.  School leaders who focus on student achievement and instructional 

strategies are found to be the most effective (Hattie, 2009).   

Providing direction practices are intentionally implemented to identify, intervene 

and monitor progress of English language learners.  The intentional practice for 

monitoring language and literacy proficiency for secondary English language learners is 

an important practice as it impacts the student identification and intervention practices.  

Monitoring practice is as a major component of effective schools (Seidlitz & Castillo, 

2011).  When the two core functions of leadership are present and intentional practices 

are implemented, it impacts the student achievement for secondary English language 

learners. 

 

Implications for Practice for School Leaders 

The federal policies regarding English language learners and the state policy for 

the Student Success Initiative clearly mandate that the administrators are to identify the 

individual students.  School principals have the autonomy to develop their own 

procedures and processes.  However, the policy requirements to identify the types of 

English language learners based on years living in the United States, and place identified 

students in an ESL program and provide ESL services was often delegated to assistant 

principals or counselors.  Principals may assume the administrator has the expertise and 

skill set to perform these tasks.  If a principal chooses to delegate, the implications for 



 

132 

student achievement may be negative.  If a principal was not aware of the number of 

years English language learners have been in the country and the language spoken, then 

providing guidance for planning and intervening was not individualized enough to meet 

the students’ needs.  There are implications for leaders who elect to delegate the practice 

to identify the diverse groups of students within the English language learners population.  

Additionally, the teacher knowledge for identifying and supporting English language 

learners was not developed through the principal modeling, exercising influence and 

providing direction.   

There are also implications for leaders who do not differentiate instructional 

planning and implementation of interventions in language and literacy for English 

language learners.  The absence of this principal practice may have a negative impact on 

student achievement for individual students.  This may lead to retention and dropouts for 

secondary English language learners.  In addition, the absence of quality instruction to 

support the language and literacy development may result in the school not meeting state 

and federal accountability for this group of students.  Principal practices to accomplish 

effective interventions not only identify the student needs by language and literacy, but 

are expected to determine the number of students in the program, design differentiated an 

ESL program and build it into the master schedule as demonstrated in the high-

performing school in this research study. 

The high-performing principal in this research study was very hands on and 

implemented practices to monitor both non-English language learners and non-English 

language learners.  When the principal understands the different languages spoken and 
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the number of years the student has been on the campus, this allows the principal to 

develop differentiated ESL programs and a master schedule to support implementation.  

Traditionally, ESL programs are a one-size-fits-all English language learners.  Many 

campuses only have a few ESL certified teachers to effectively support English language 

learners. 

There are implications to student achievement for English language learners when 

school principals solely rely on literacy data and do not frequently identify, intervene and 

monitor the language development of the English language learner in reading, writing, 

speaking and listening.  Traditionally, school principals only use the state assessment for 

measuring this in the beginning, middle and at the end of the year, as opposed to 

measuring language development as often as the literacy skills are monitored.  

Additionally, school principals solely rely on the Language Assessment Proficiency 

Committee to monitor the progress.  However principal participation and the frequency 

of this practice was important. 

There are implications on achievement for English language learners when 

principals do not differentiate lesson planning to meet the language development as 

correlated to the literacy development for English language learners.  Some principals 

assume teachers have the skill set for teaching a diverse group of learners.  There are 

implications for English language learner achievement when leaders do not provide 

professional development to support a diverse group of English language learners.  Often 

professional development for principals was focused on other initiatives and lacked the 

content knowledge to support secondary English language learners. 
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The final implication for school principals was the reliance on the LPAC system 

for identifying, monitoring and intervening for English language learners.  By assessing 

the needs for the diverse group of English language learners, and developing a school 

wide plan to support English language learners and individual plans, this will allow the 

school principal to differentiate instruction, resources and data for the diverse groups of 

English language learners.   

 

Recommendations for Further Study 

This research study collected data from surveys, semi-structured interviews and 

review of the documents provided by the district to compare two middle schools from the 

same school district with similar English as a Second Language population, and similar 

resources and level of support from the district.  This study was limited to data collection 

of school practices tied to the Student Success Initiative policy requirements at these two 

campuses.  The schools were limited to one district; therefore the comparison informs 

research on the one district’s initiative.   

Recommendations for further and additional studies include replicating this study 

of effective practices present at the high performing secondary school.  This research may 

provide secondary school leaders effective school practices on the two core functions of 

leadership (exercising influence to teachers and providing direction to teachers) for 

secondary English language learners.  The recommendations for future studies of 

effective practices for secondary English language learners build on the findings from 

this case study, as it may expand the numbers of school for the comparisons for high 
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performing and low performing schools in the sample.  Alternatively future studies could 

include comparisons high and low performing high schools as it relates to English 

language learners.   

An additional recommendation is to collect data on leadership expertise for 

supporting English language learners by observing quality interactions between a high 

performing principal and their teachers and students when they conduct classroom 

walkthroughs, provide informal teacher feedback or observe their guidance when 

directing a data analysis meeting.  This research design could be made available to 

principals who wish to conduct a self-study on effective school practices to determine 

practices to replicate and those to strategically abandon. 
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Appendix A:  District Proposal 

 

To: Superintendent  

 

Cc: Director of Bilingual and ESL Programs 

 Director of Accountability and Data Analysis 

 

From: Debra Hester, Doctoral Graduate Student at the University of Texas at Austin 

 

Re: Research Topic: Implementing Effective School Leadership Practices for 

Secondary English Language Learners 

 

To fulfill partial requirements for my doctoral studies, I am seeking approval to conduct 

research on leadership practices between English language learners and non-English 

language learners at two middle schools.  As a previous teacher, principal and district 

leader, I have observed school improvement efforts and the Student Success Initiative 

policy implemented at the secondary level, and have observed that the achievement gap 

among English language learners and non-English Language learners remain the same. 

 

The Problem: 

The problem in Texas is evident in the historical pattern of an achievement gap between 

English language learners and non-English language learners.  One remedy the state used 

to reduce this gap was the adoption and implementation of the Student Success Initiative 

which requires all 8
th

 grade students to pass the state assessment to promote to the next 

grade level.   

 

The Purpose of Study: 

The findings of this study will provide the district information on identifying effective 

practices to eliminate the gap and the non-effective practices to strategically abandon. It 

will inform if a prescriptive policy such as the Student Success Initiative at the 8
th

 grade 

is more effective for eliminating the gaps in achievement between limited English 

proficient and non-limited English proficient students.   

 

Research Question: 

How do the core functions of school leadership practices for implementing the Student 

Success Initiative requirements vary between English language learners and non-English 

language learners in high- and low-performing middle schools? 
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Note: This study defines leadership as “two core functions: providing direction and 

exercising influence” (Louis et al., 2010).  

 

District Participation 

I. Research Method, Design, and Proposed Statistical Analysis: 

This qualitative research methodology case study will be conducted with two middle 

schools from the same school district.  To answer the research question, the study will 

select a high and a low-performing middle school based on specified criteria: serve 

students with a similar percentage of English language learners, receive similar district 

support and resources and student performance data which demonstrates a difference of 

15-20 percentage points on the state reading assessment for English language learners 

between the two middle schools.   

II. Human Subject Interactions 

A. Identify the sources of potential participants: 

 Middle School sixth, seventh and eighth grade English Language Arts 
teachers 

 English as a Second Language Teachers 

 Middle School Principals  

Note: Students will not be interviewed or surveyed.  

B. The potential participants will be asked to: 

 Complete a survey (30 minutes or less) 

 Participate in one individual semi-structured interview in the spring semester 
of 2013 (approximately 45 minutes per participant) 

Note:  Individual teacher or student data is not collected for the purpose of this study. 

 

C. Communication with potential participants: 

 The researcher will contact Superintendent and follow the district’s local 

policy protocol for conducting a survey and individual interviews  

 Participants will be contacted through the approval of the school district from 
February 2013 to March 8, 2013.  Upon approval, a phone call and an e-mail 

to the potential participants will be made to recruit participants. 

 Consent will be determined by participation.  The researcher will receive 
consent when the participant completes the survey. 

 

 

 

Privacy and confidentiality of participants:   

The individual semi-structured interviews will be conducted on campus in a quiet 

location (classroom, conference room or office). The participants will not be asked to 
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identify themselves on the recording.  Interview questions will not contain personally 

identifiable information, and will also be kept in a locked cabinet.  At the end of the 

study, the digital recordings and documents will be destroyed. 

 

Benefits for the School District 

The district will receive the final analysis of the qualitative study on the survey and 

interviews.  The data will provide the district: 

 Leadership practices that influence teachers, grade levels and structures 

 Leadership strategies that differentiate between English language learners and 
non-English language learners 

 Data to develop a professional development plan for leaders on effective 
structures for interventions 

 Data to develop a professional development plan for leaders on effective 
interventions and practices for English language learners 

 

 

Approval: ________________________________________     Date:___________ 

   Superintendent 
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Appendix B:  Consent Form 

 

Title: Implementing Effective School Leadership Practices for Secondary English 

Language Learners 

 

IRB PROTOCOL #  

 

Conducted by: Debra C. Hester, Educational Administration 

Faculty Sponsor: Dr. Norma Cantu of the University of Texas at Austin 

Department / Office: Educational Administration 
  

Dear Middle School Teachers,  

 

You are being asked to participate in a research study conducted by a graduate student 

from the University of Texas at Austin.  This form provides you with an overview of 

information about the research study.  Please note that the person in charge of this 

research will also describe this study to you and answer all of your questions.  

 

Please read and review the information below.  I encourage you to ask any questions you 

might have before deciding to participate.  Your participation is on a voluntary basis 

only. You may choose not to participate without penalty or loss of benefits to which you 

are otherwise entitled. You may stop your participation at any time and your decision to 

not participate will not impact current or future relationships with UT Austin or 

participating sites.  If you choose to stop participation, please inform the researcher you 

wish to stop participation. The researcher will provide you with a copy of this consent for 

your records. 

 

The purpose of this research study is to determine how school leaders implement 

effective practices for English language learners in middle schools in reading in core and 

intervention classes.  It is anticipated that between 15-20 respondents of 6-8 grade middle 

school teachers in the district will be interviewed. 

 

If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to do the following things: 

• Participate in an interview conducted by a single researcher  

• Complete a survey 

Please note:  The total estimated time to participate in study is approximately 75 minutes. 

 

Risks of being in the study: 

• This study may involve risks that are currently unforeseeable. 
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• Although the actions of the researcher will be taken to prevent the loss of 

confidentiality (Please refer to the confidentiality and privacy protections 

below) there is a risk that confidentiality could be lost. 

• Any other risks associated with this study are no greater than everyday life. 

• If you wish to discuss the information above or any other risks you may 

experience, you may ask questions now or call the Principal Investigator listed 

on the front page of this form. 

 

Benefits of being in the study: The participants may benefit from the reflective process of 

answering questions regarding how the campus has made improvements in providing 

school wide interventions for English language learners. 

 

Compensation: There is no compensation associated with participating with this study. 

 

Confidentiality and Privacy Protections: 

• Participant privacy will be maintained by the researcher by conducting 

interviews only with those individuals who have given their consent. 

• The researcher will arrange interviews at a time and location convenient to the 

participants. 

• Participants may ask questions about the research and will be able to end the 

interview or decline permission to be included in the research study. 

• Participant confidentiality will be maintained by removing all personally 

identifiable information from transcripts and notes taken by the researcher. 

Each participant will be assigned a code number and this number will 

correlate with any data that is used from the interview. Quotes will not specify 

the participant’s name. 

• The data resulting from your participation may be made available to other 

researchers in the future for research purposes not detailed within this consent 

form. In these cases, the data will contain no identifying information that 

could associate you with it, or with your participation in any study. 

 

The records and documents of this research study will be stored securely and kept 

confidential. Authorized persons from The University of Texas at Austin, members of the 

Institutional Review Board, and (study sponsors, if any) have the legal right to review 

your research records and will protect the confidentiality of those records to the extent 

permitted by law.  All publications will exclude any information that will make it 

possible to identify you as a subject.  Throughout the study, the researchers will notify 

you of new information that may become available and that might affect your decision to 

remain in the study. 

 

Contacts and Questions: 

If you have any questions about the study please contact Debra C. Hester, Educational 

Administration, 512-663-0419; DebbieHester@austin.rr.com or Dr. Norma Cantu of The 

mailto:DebbieHester@austin.rr.com
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University of Texas at Austin Department / Office: Educational Administration, 

Telephone: 512 475-8593. 

 

For questions about your rights or any dissatisfaction with any part of this study, you can 

contact, anonymously if you wish, the Office of Research Support at (512) 471-8871 or 

e-mail at orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu 

 

You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 

 

Statement of Consent: 

I have read the above information and have sufficient information to make a decision 

about participating in this study. I consent to participate in the study. 

 

Signature:_________________________________________   Date: _______________ 

 

Signature of Investigator:_____________________________   Date: _______________ 

mailto:orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu
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Appendix C:  Principal and Teacher Survey 

Scenario 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

The campus has clear expectations for 

implementing the Student Success 

Initiative for eighth grade students. 

     

The campus has a structure for 

implementing Student Success Initiative 

interventions during the instructional day. 

     

The school has an ESL Plan to provide 

criteria for placement of English language 

learners. 

     

ELLs (recent immigrants, refugees) 

exempt from the state assessment are 

placed in the classroom with non-ELLs. 

     

ELLs (recent immigrants, refugees) 

exempt from the state assessment receive 

the same instruction as native English 

students. 

     

My campus has identified specific 

strategies for ELLs. 

     

My campus has identified specific and 

different strategies for immigrants, 

refugees, ESL, monitored ESL students. 

     

ELLs (recent immigrants, refugees) 

exempt from the state assessment 

receive the same reading instruction as 

ESL (continuing ELLs, monitored 

ELLs) in the core classroom with 

differentiation. 

     

ELLs taking the same state assessment 

as non-ELLs receive the same reading 

instruction in the core classroom with 

differentiation. 
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Appendix D:  Principal and Teacher Interview Questions 

 

1. Share with me the celebrations and challenges eighth grade students and your 

team have experienced particularly as it relates to the Student Success Initiative 

and English language learners. 

 

2. How many years have you been working in this district at this campus?  How 

many years have you been teaching eighth grade? 

 

3. How does your (district) campus implement the Student Success Initiative 

interventions for your eighth grade students? How do you structure instructional 
reading interventions for all students?  For English language learners?   

 

4. What is the process for data analysis, planning core, and interventions for all 

students and English language learners in your professional learning 

community/team planning?  Who is involved? 

 

5. Does your district or campus have English as a Second Language 

specialist/coordinator who leads or participates in the professional learning 

community/team?  If yes, define his/her role.  How is this different from the role 

of the principal? 

 

6. Does your (district) campus have specified expectations for monitoring English 

language learners? If yes, please explain. 

 

7. How does your (district) campus categorize English language learners 

(newcomer, immigrant, refugee, ESL, ESL monitored)?  Do you find this 

information helpful? If yes, how?   

 

8. Does your district (campus) have specified strategies for English language 

learners? If yes, please explain.   

  

9. The Student Success Initiative requires interventions between state assessments 

for students who did not meet the state assessment.  Please describe the 

interventions between each testing administration. 

 

10. What resources are used in eighth grade reading for English language learners and 

for all students? 
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Appendix E:  Leadership Performance Matrix  

 

Leadership 

Action 

Highly 

Effective 
Effective 

Needs 

Improvement 
Unsatisfactory 

The leader 

constructively 

reacts to 

disappointment 

and barriers to 

success 

The leader 

offers frank 

acknowledge-

ment of prior 

personal and 

organizational 

failures and 

offers clear 

suggestions for 

system-wide 

learning 

The leader 

readily 

acknowledges 

personal and 

organizational 

failures and 

offers clear 

suggestions for 

personal 

learning. 

The leader 

acknowledges 

personal and 

organizational 

failures when 

confronted 

with evidence. 

The leader is 

defensive and 

resistant to the 

acknowledgement 

of error. 

The leader 

demonstrates 

the use of 

student 

achievement 

data to make 

instructional 

leadership 

decisions 

The leader 

demonstrates 

the use of 

student 

achievement 

data to make 

instructional 

leadership 

decisions 

The leader uses 

multiple data 

sources:  state, 

district, school, 

and classroom.  

The leader 

systematically 

examines data 

at the subscale 

level to find 

strengths and 

challenges.   

The leader is 

aware of state 

and district 

results and has 

discussed those 

results with 

staff, but has 

not linked 

specific 

decisions to the 

data. 

The leader is 

unaware of, or 

indifferent to, the 

data. 

The leader 

demonstrates 

understanding 

of student 

requirements 

and academic 

standards 

Every faculty 

meeting and 

staff 

development 

forum is 

focused on 

student 

achievement, 

including 

periodic 

reviews of 

student work. 

The link be-

tween 

standards and 

student 

performance is 

in evidence 

from posting 

examples 

(exemplars) of 

proficient 

student work 

throughout the 

building. 

Standards are 

posted and 

required 

training 

conducted, link 

between 

standards and 

student 

performance is 

not readily 

evident to 

faculty or 

students.  

Classroom 

curriculum is 

considered a 

matter of 

individual 

discretion.  The 

leader is hesitant 

to intrude or is 

indifferent to 

decisions. 
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Leadership 

Action 

Highly 

Effective 
Effective 

Needs 

Improvement 
Unsatisfactory 

The leader 

demonstrates 

clear 

identification of 

decision-

making 

structure, 

including which 

decisions are 

made by 

consensus, by 

the staff, which 

decisions are 

made by the 

leader 

All 

stakeholders 

understand the 

difference 

between 

decision-

making levels, 

that will 

significantly 

influence 

leadership 

decisions. 

The leader 

clarifies the 

decision-

making method 

for major 

decisions and 

shares 

decisions with 

the staff, using 

data to the 

greatest extent 

possible to 

support those 

decisions. 

The leader uses 

both consensus 

and unilateral 

decision-

making, but 

the reason for 

changing 

decision-

making 

structures are 

not 

consistently 

clear.  

The leader’s 

approach to 

decision-making 

has no clear 

method and 

demoralizes or 

bewilders the 

staff.  

The leader 

evaluates 

decisions for 

effectiveness 

and revises, 

where 

necessary 

The leader can 

provide clear 

and consistent 

evidence of 

decisions that 

have been 

changed based 

on new data. 

There is a 

culture of 

“honest bad 

news” in 

which the 

leader and 

everyone in the 

organization 

can discuss 

what is not 

working 

without fear  

The leader has 

a record of 

evaluating and 

revising 

decisions based 

on new 

information. 

The leader has 

new 

information 

and appears to 

be willing to 

reconsider 

previous 

decisions, but 

does not have a 

clear record of 

making 

changes. 

There is little or 

no evidence of 

reflection and 

reevaluation of 

previous 

decisions. 

Source: Excerpts taken from Leadership Performance Matrix (Reeves, 2011b). 
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Appendix F:  Interview Questions and Responses 

 

Interview Question 1:  Can you think of an example or experience how campus leaders 

execute a plan to close the achievement gap between English language learners and non-

English language learners in reading? 

Subproblem 1: The need to address the inconsistencies across districts and schools for 

defining their subgroup population for English language learners to increase quality 

instruction and student monitoring. 

High-performing school Responses Low-performing school Responses 

To be honest the clearest plans that I’ve 

received is from our principal but it made 

sense after I went to my actual ESL 

training. 

 

Our plan is to show growth for our students 

because reading impacts all of the content 

areas.  There is a lot of stress on ELA 

teachers because the outcome of our 

students impacts all of our achievement.   

 

Our principal has a plan and we execute it.  

We have kids that read at the first grade 

reading level and he wants all kids on 

reading level at their Lexile.  We plan and 

create lessons around our power standards.  

We always monitor Lexiles to see if there 

is growth. 

This is his first year as principal and I think 

he’s, I don’t know if he’s really 

differentiated between the ESL and non-

ESL.  But I know he’s really striving to get 

as much intervention in there as possible.   

 

Our teams are divided by Special 

Education and ELLs. We structured our 

school so that we only work with certain 

populations.  There are a lot of new 

teachers on our campus that need training 

in ESL. 
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Interview Question 2:  Can you describe how campus leaders and teachers categorize 

English language learners (newcomer, immigrant, refugee, ESL, ESL monitored) and 

how this information is used in core and intervention instruction? 

Subproblem 2:  The classification process for English language learners to determine 

services the students will receive. 

High-performing school Responses Low-performing school Responses 

We review why ELLs might have 

struggled or examine closely why they 

received the grade they did and monitor 

first year, second year, newcomers ELLs.   

 

We use the Home Language Surveys and 

their years in the country but that is done 

before we meet the students, we are given 

a list of the kids identified already. I know 

the beginners and there are ELLs that are 

monitored. 

 

We’re notified of the different ELLs.  

We’re given a list and also I can always 

see the information in Skyward where we 

have our grade book and we take our 

attendance and everything like that.   

Newcomers go to our ESL teacher and that 

becomes their ELA class.  And newcomer I 

believe is specified under three to four 

years.  I have all the rest of them who’ve 

been here at least four years. 

 

I know who they are because they are 

coded but I don’t know how the ELLs are 

categorized. 

 

We’ll know how long they’ve been here, 

what their areas are, what accommodations 

they may need.  We’ll get that information 

as soon as we get the kid. 
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Interview Question 3:  How is ELL categorization ( newcomer, immigrant, refugee, 

ESL, ESL monitored) used in core and intervention instruction? 

Subproblem 3: Knowledge and skill set of secondary administrators and teachers for 

intervening on behalf of English language learners. 

High-performing school Responses Low-performing school Responses 

Grade 6: After our LPAC meeting and 

team meetings, to talk about our ELLs, first 

year, second year and the ELLs that have 

been here for a long time but haven’t exited 

yet, we create lesson plans to meet their 

needs.  I learned a lot of strategies to use 

with reading strategies, so I am glad I went. 

 

Grade 7: I give my kids the same 

instruction and the same standards and if I 

see that they’re struggling with something 

then I go to work with them individually 

depending on whatever their issue is to 

differentiate.   

 

Grade 8: I know who is considered to be a 

newcomer or who is in the first year of 

monitoring, second year of monitoring.  I 

had some students that I know previously 

were part of the program but now have 

been exited out of it.  So I mean I know all 

that. 

We find out what grade level they’re at to 

use a lot of vocabulary in the classroom. 

Generally with our students, with the 

language learners, it’s a lot of vocabulary 

they’re missing, which makes it difficult to 

understand what you’re reading, what the 

words mean.  

 

WELL in the interventions in the morning 

they’ve broken up in Lexile levels. We use 

Rosetta Stone with my brand newcomers 

and we also use System 44 for our 

interventions. 

 

We use System 44 the district purchased 

but we didn’t get to start using it until 

January I’m finding that it works better 

with my low readers than my newcomers.  

Newcomers are struggling because they’ll 

get like just kind of like an explosion of 

words that all have the same phonics sound 

but they won’t know what any of them 

mean. 
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Appendix G:  Research Codes 

 

CODES 

1st year 

6-8 ESL Teacher 

6-8 mixed ESL class 

6th grade 

7th grade 

8th grade 

Accelerated 

Accommodations 

Advisory 

After school tutorial 

All students 

Analyzes data 

Assessment 

AVID and ESL 

Barriers 

Beginning, middle, end of year 

Beginner, Intermediate, 

Advanced 

Belief 

Benchmarks 

Categories 

Celebrations 

Classroom interventions 

Counselor 

Criteria 

Curriculum 

Data shared 

District ESL department 

Duration for intervention 

ELL students 

ELLs and non-ELLs same  

English 

ESL 

ESL PD 

ESL teachers 

Experienced teacher 

Feeder elementaries 

Focus on 6th 

Focus on 7th 

Focus on 8th 

Frequency 

Group ELLs 

Identification 

Inclusion 

Intervene 

Intervention 

Intervention grouping 

Knowledge of ELLs 

Knowledge of SSI 

Language 

Leader 

Leader has ESL Plan 

LEP 

Lexile 

LPAC 

Modifications 

Monitor 

New principal 

Newcomer 

No celebrations 

No knowledge of ELL  

No knowledge of SSI 

Non-ELLs 

Not seen state assessment 

Results 

Perception 

Planning 

Pre-AP and ESL 

principal 

Project Based Learning 

Protocol for analyzing data 

Quotes 

Read 180 

Readiness standards 

Reading 

Report cards 

Rosetta Stone 

Same curriculum 

Saturday School 

Scholastic 

Scripted lessons 

Seen state assessment  

results 

SIOP 

STAAR passages 

State standards 

Strategies 

Student progress 

System 44 

Teacher created lessons 

Teacher motivation 

Teacher PD 

TELPAS 

Textbook 

Time 

Types of ELLs 

Verbiage of state standards 

Vocabulary 

Walkthroughs conducted 
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Appendix H:  High-performing school Likert Scale Survey Results  

 

Question Responses 

 Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Students not reading on 

grade level are identified 

and receive an intervention 

in addition to the core 

English Language Arts 

class. 

3 

(37.0) 

5 

(63.0) 

 

(0.0) 

 

(0.0) 

 

(0.0) 

Each grade level on our 

campus identifies students, 

progress monitors and 

provides interventions the 

same way. 

1 

(13.0) 

5 

(63.0) 

1 

(13.0) 

1 

(13.0) 

 

(0.0) 

ELLs (recent immigrants, 

refugees) exempt from the 

state assessment receive the 

same reading instruction as 

ESL (continuing ELLs, 

monitored ELLs) in the 

core classroom. 

4 

(50.0) 

4 

(50.0) 

 

(0.0) 

 

(0.0) 

 

(0.0) 

English language learners 

and non-English language 

learners taking the same 

state assessment receive the 

same reading instruction in  

1 

(13.0) 

6 

(75.0) 

1 

(13.0) 

 

(0.0) 

 

(0.0) 



 

151 

Appendix I: Low-performing school Likert Scale Survey Results  

 

Question Responses 

 Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

Students not reading on 

grade level are identified 

and receive an intervention 

in addition to the core 

English Language Arts 

class. 

2 

(20.0) 

4 

(40.0) 
2 

(0.0) 

2 

(0.0) 

 

(0.0) 

Each grade level on our 

campus identifies students, 

progress monitors and 

provides interventions the 

same way. 

2 

(20.0) 

4 

(40.0) 

3 

(30.0) 

1 

(10.0) 

 

(0.0) 

ELLs (recent immigrants, 

refugees) exempt from the 

state assessment receive the 

same reading instruction as 

ESL (continuing ELLs, 

monitored ELLs) in the 

core classroom. 

1 

(10.0) 

4 

(40.0) 

4 

(40.0) 

1 

(10.0) 

 

(0.0) 

English language learners 

and non-English language 

learners taking the same 

state assessment receive the 

same reading instruction in 

the core curriculum. 

1 

(10.0) 

2 

(20.0) 

5 

(50.0) 

2 

(20.0) 

 

(0.0) 
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Appendix J:  Survey Multiple Choice Results from a High-performing school 

 

Question Highly Effective 

 

 

Number 

(%) 

Effective 

 

 

Number 

(%) 

Needs 

Improvement 

 

Number 

(%) 

Describe how campus leaders 

react to disappointment and 

barriers to success 

3 

(38.0) 

4 

(50.0) 

1 

(13.0) 

Describe how campus leaders 

demonstrate the use of student 

achievement data to make 

instructional leadership 

decisions 

1 

(13.0) 

6 

(75.0) 

1 

(13.0) 

Describe how the leader 

evaluates decisions for 

effectiveness and revises, 

where necessary 

2 

(25.0) 

5 

(63.0) 

1 

(13.0) 
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Appendix K:  Survey Multiple Choice Results from a Low-performing school 

 

Question Highly Effective 

 

 

Number 

(%) 

Effective 

 

 

Number 

(%) 

Needs 

Improvement 

 

Number 

(%) 

Describe how campus leaders 

react to disappointment and 

barriers to success 

3 

(30.0) 

5 

(50.0) 

2 

(20.0) 

Describe how campus leaders 

demonstrate the use of student 

achievement data to make 

instructional leadership 

decisions 

0 

(0.0) 

7 

(70.0) 

3 

(30.0) 

Describe how the leader 

evaluates decisions for 

effectiveness and revises, 

where necessary 

2 

(20.0) 

 

6 

(60.0) 

 

2 

(20.0) 
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