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Abstract of Dissertation

Perceptions of Elementary Principals’ Instructional Leadership Support of English
Learners Academic Achievement in School Divisions in Virginia

The ever-growing English learner student population struggles academically more
than any other student group except students identified for special education services
(Géndara & Hopkins, 2010). Although effective principal instructional leadership
behaviors and practices have been directly and indirectly linked to student academic
achievement (Elfers & Stritikus, 2014; Gurley et al., 2015; Grissom et al., 2021; May &
Supovitz, 2011; Uysal & Sarier, 2018), literature on the relationship between principal
instructional leadership and English learners' educational attainment is limited. Therefore,
this study aimed to examine English learners, special education, and general education
elementary teachers' perceptions of their principals' instructional leadership behaviors
enacted to support English Learners' academic outcomes in Virginia.

Perception data were gathered using Hallinger's (1985) Principal Instructional
Management Rating Scale (PIMRS), which included an open-ended question. The
PIMRS instrument measures the degree to which principals serve as instructional leaders.
This study was guided by the following research questions: To what extent do elementary
principals perform instructional leadership behaviors and practices to support English
learners' academic needs, as measured by the behavioral statements of the 10
PIMRS functional subscales? To what extent do elementary principals perform
instructional leadership behaviors and practices to support English learners' academic

needs, as measured by the behavioral statements of the three PIMRS dimensional scales?
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What instructional leadership behaviors and practices do elementary teachers perceive
most supportive of English learners' academic needs?

Based on the results of this study, the three teacher groups perceived their
principals frequently to almost always engage in behaviors associated with developing,
framing, and using inclusive school goals. The teacher groups also perceived their
principals frequently to almost always promote collaborative professional development
opportunities. The open-ended question revealed several themes the teacher sample
perceived as most supportive of English learners' academic needs. Teacher planning
time was the only theme not represented in the PIMRS conceptual framework.
Additionally, analyses performed to compare the mean differences between the three
teacher groups across the dimension and function subscales of the PIMRS instrument

indicated no statistically significant differences in the mean perception scores.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Overview

Bilingual and dual-language instruction have been a part of the American
educational topography since the first colonial public education system was established in
the 17th century (Bybee et al., 2014). According to Bybee et al. (2014), American
immigrant communities gathered large numbers of children to educate them in English
and many other languages, including “German and Dutch in Pennsylvania, French in
Louisiana, and Spanish and German in Texas” (p. 138). This practice of language
diversity education lasted until the turn of the 20th century, when the English as a
national language ideology emerged in response to the massive influx of immigrants from
non-English-speaking countries (Bybee et al., 2014; Garcia, 2009; Pavlenko, 2002). This
American nationalist movement brought about policies and laws enacted to restrict
immigration, as the nation developed a free and compulsory education system that would
further the Americanization or assimilation of new immigrants (Bybee et al., 2014;
Cuban, 1993; Goldenberg & Wagner, 2015).

Contemporary bilingual education institutions face many dilemmas that impact
the academic success of the students that they aim to educate. Today, bilingual education
is just one of the many language assistance programs used to teach, support, and improve
multilingual learners’ (ML) English literacy skills (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).
According to the Virginia Department of Education (2022), “Multilingual is a strengths-
based label that recognizes those students who have the ability to become bilingual or
multilingual through school-based instruction and highlights that the ability to speak
more than one language is a highly valuable life skill” (para. 1). An English learner (EL),

a subgroup of ML, is defined as a student whose native language is not English (U.S.



Department of Education, 2021, para. 2). Many national studies have shown that a
widespread academic issue in EL education is the achievement gap between ELs and
their non-EL peers, and that the gap tends to widen as pupils progress through school
(Cloud et al., 2009; Fry, 2007; Goldenberg & Wagner, 2015; Rumberger, 2007, 2011).
Sanchez (2017) suggested that many EL students continue to underperform in
comparison to their peers partially due to their lack of progress toward English
proficiency. Ottow (2015) further expounded upon this claim, claiming the lack of EL
students' progress toward English proficiency can be attributed to systems issues such as
subjective educational approaches that contribute to an increase in literacy imbalances, an
underperforming teacher workforce, low academic expectations for ELs, and a lack of
principal instructional leadership that is knowledgeable of how to support high-quality
instruction for EL students. Tung (2013) posited that many school divisions lack a clear
vision and academic press for EL education, making it challenging to stay ahead of the
literacy issues. The changes needed to increase EL academic achievement begin with a
clear school vision that fosters the development and implementation of a school-wide
inclusive literacy acquisition plan, which must be driven by relevant student performance
data and steered by well-informed leadership (Cloud et al., 2009; Fry, 2007; Menken,
2010; Ottow, 2015; Tung, 2013). Moreover, teacher agency must be cultivated to
establish inclusive norms and higher academic expectations for all students (Ottow, 2015;
Tung, 2013). As EL students represent the fastest-growing subgroup in America’s public
education system, the achievement gap holds significant implications for EL students'

quality of life and the country's economic growth (National Center for Education



Statistics, 2022). Closing the persistent EL achievement gap will require thinking and
performing differently in both practice and policy (Tung, 2013).

To close the achievement gap and ensure that states are providing equal access to
quality education for all students, the federal government continues to provide regulatory
oversight by requiring all states to measure and report student academic attainment. In
December 2015, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) replaced No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) when President Obama signed the act into law (U.S. Department of Education,
2017). Unlike NCLB, ESSA required Pre-K—12 education systems receiving Title I
funding to build English proficiency rates into their accountability framework. In terms
of financial assistance to local educational agencies (LEAs), Title I is ESSA's “largest
program supporting elementary and secondary education,” allocating funds based on the
number of students from low-income households attending the individual schools in the
division (National PTA, 2016, para. 1). The U.S. Department of Education reported that
Title I is Congress' effort to provide all children with the opportunity to “receive a fair,
equitable and high-quality education, and to close the achievement gap” (U.S.
Department of Education, 2017, para. 3). ESSA also required states to collect and report
EL data disaggregated into subgroups such as newcomers (i.e., ELs in their first year of
enrollment in a U.S. school), long-term ELs (i.e., “ELs enrolled in American schools for
more than 6 years and are not progressing towards English proficiency”; U.S. Department
of Education, 2020a, para 1), and dual-identified ELs (i.e., ELs receiving special
education services or ELs in gifted and talented programs; The Education Trust, 2019).
This requirement reinforced subgroup accountability while forcing school divisions to

follow EL students' academic performance after transitioning from Language Instruction



Educational Program (LIEP) services into the comprehensive educational setting.
Additionally, states and locations receiving Title III funding under the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) were required to “adopt criteria to ensure that
LIEPs are effective in helping ELs acquire English language proficiency (ELP)” through
English language development (ELD) instruction “as well as helping them meet the
state's challenging academic standards” (U.S. Department of Education, 2016, p. 19).
Meeting ESSA's EL English proficiency standards proved challenging for most school
divisions; to counter school barriers and guide acceptable practices, ESSA shifted the
accountability emphasis from teacher evaluation to principal instructional leadership
(National Association of Elementary School Principals [NAESP], 2017; Sciarra &
Hunter, 2015; U.S. Department of Education, 2017, 2021).

Improving Instructional Leadership Under ESSA

The literature referencing the impact of school leadership on student learning is
clear: effective principal instructional leadership is second only to the quality of
curriculum and instruction (Darling-Hammond, 2008; Darling-Hammond et al., 2022;
Leithwood et al., 2020). Scholars have also suggested that marginalized or vulnerable
students attend schools with less effective leadership (Portes et al., 2014; Whitenack,
2015). Mendoza-Reis and Flores (2014) reported that literature on the principal labor
market—although limited—documented the “unequal distribution of school leader
quality” (p. 192). Whitenack (2015) suggested that “schools with larger numbers of ELs
are more likely to be staffed by principals with lower levels of preparation and academic
attainment” (p. 69). Supported by empirical evidence, ESSA reinforced the importance of
school administrators in student learning. ESSA provided “unprecedented recognition for

the role of the principal by requiring states and local district leaders to include principals



in the consolidated planning process” and encouraged “states to put effective principal
recruitment, preparation, and ongoing professional learning in place” (NAESP, 2017, p.
2). Several noted scholars have well-established the impact of instructional leadership on
student learning; nonetheless, there is no single definition or measurement of the
behaviors and practices that best constitute instructional leadership effectiveness
(Hallinger, 1983, 2003; Leithwood, 2008; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Leithwood et al.,
2004).

Many researchers have developed frameworks and designed tools to measure
principal performance, yet few have been researched or used as often in the field as
Hallinger and Murphy's (1985) Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale
(PIMRS; Hallinger, 2008, 2013; Hallinger & Heck, 1996, 1998; Leithwood et al., 2004).
Hallinger and Murphy were among the first to carefully synthesize principals’ daily
behaviors to define the construct of instructional leadership (Hallinger, 2008, 2013;
Hallinger & Heck, 1996, 1998; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). These researchers' definition
became the anchor for the PIMRS instrument, which organized constructs and exemplars
to gauge perceptions of principal instructional leadership behaviors (Hallinger, 2013). For
nearly 40 years, Hallinger and Murphy's (1985) PIMRS has “guided research, data
analysis, and the interpretation of management lexicon” (Gurley et al., 2016, p. 4).

Branch et al. (2013) suggested that measuring principal instructional leadership
effectiveness or ineffectiveness is often problematic due in part to the “historical absence
of good performance measures” (p. 63). Educational practitioners and researchers have
agreed that instruments used to measure principal instructional effectiveness must be

rigorous, valid, and reliable and “focus on specific job-related behaviors concerned with



leading and managing teaching and learning in schools” (Hallinger, 2013, p. xv). In 1985,
Hallinger and Murphy operationalized instructional leadership behaviors deemed
effective to facilitate quantitative research of principal practice; the resulting PIMRS
instrument, a 360-degree survey, proposes principals’ responsibilities and evaluates the
degree to which the administrators enact the behaviors associated with effective
instructional leadership.

As principal instructional leadership is inextricably linked to student academic
attainment, this quantitative nonexperimental design study initially sought to examine the
self-perceptions of elementary principals and the perceptions of elementary EL teachers
and general education teachers. The circumstances attributed primarily to the lingering
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on America's education system required the omission
of elementary principals from the sample due to nonresponsiveness. Additionally, based
on the expert group's recommendations, special education and gifted teachers were added
to the teacher group so as not to exclude any possible participants and to widen the scope
of the analysis. Unfortunately, gifted teachers were also nonresponsive. Accordingly,
through this study, I examined elementary EL, general education, and special education
teachers' perceptions of their principals' instructional leadership support of EL students'
academic achievement as measured by the PIMRS instrument.

I evaluated Hallinger's (1983) conceptual framework and PIMRS instrumentation
to determine whether or not it aligned with the purpose of this study by ensuring
participants' ratings captured the perceptions of principal instructional leadership as it
supported EL students' academic needs. A review of the literature surrounding EL.

students’ academic achievement showed specific behaviors and practices related to the



overall experience of language proficiency acquisition and the inclusivity of all learners
(Rumberger, 2004; Sanchez & Watson, 2021; Tung, 2013; Wiley, 2014). To ensure
Hallinger’s theory (1983) captured the behaviors and practices referenced in the EL
literature, I expanded the framework by including specific behaviors or practices found in
EL research. Using this research, I combined practices like equity and inclusion and the
phrase English language development (ELD) to include any instructional approaches that
supported EL learning to the three dimensions and 10 functions of the researcher’s
conceptual framework (Cloud et al., 2009; Elfers and Stritikus, 2014; Fry, 2007; Gandara
& Escamilla, 2017; Garcia, 2009; Garcia & Weiss, 2017; Menken, 2010; Ottow, 2015;
Rumberger, 2007, 2011; Sanchez, 2017; Sanchez & Watson, 2021; Tung, 2013). The
principal and teacher forms of the PIMRS instrument’s 50 behavioral items were not
altered as the items align with current literature supporting EL academic achievement. I
also added the following qualifying question: Are you a(n) English learner teacher,
special education teacher, gifted education teacher, or general education teacher? The
instructions of the instruments were slightly altered by including the term English learner
students to reinforce the study's context. An open-ended question was also included to
elicit responses influenced or limited by the instrument's predetermined rating scale.

In this chapter, I introduce the critical problem faced by today's EL students in K—
12 public education, provide the research context for the EL literacy achievement gap,
and discuss principal instructional leadership as conceptualized and measured by
Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) PIMRS instrument. The empirical evidence in this
chapter supported my selection of a quantitative investigation with comprehensive

research questions that examined elementary teachers' perceptions of principals'



instructional leadership support of EL academic achievement. Chapter 1 is divided into
the following sections: (a) the statement of the problem; (b) the purpose and research
questions; (c) the statement of potential significance; (d) the conceptual framework; (e)
the summary of methodology; (f) the limitations; (g) delimitations; (h) conclusion; (i)
definition of terms; and (j) a transition to the literature review.

Statement of the Problem

Effectively addressing the persistent EL English literacy proficiency gap is a
problem faced by many American public school principals (Gandara & Escamilla, 2017,
Gandara et al., 2003). Although it is widely understood that confronting educational
deficits begins in the classroom with curriculum and instruction, educational researchers
consistently report that influential principal instructional leaders play a critical role in
assuring the academic success of all students (Billingsley et al., 2017; Brolund, 2016;
Darling-Hammond et al., 2022; Fullan, 1982; Grissom et al., 2021; Gurley et al., 2016;
Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). According to Leithwood et al. (2004), “leadership is second
only to classroom instruction among all school-related factors that contribute to what
students learn at school,” and its effects are “usually largest where and when they are
needed most” (p. 7). Leithwood et al. (2004) further explained that although “many other
factors may contribute” to school “turnarounds, leadership is the catalyst” (p. 7). Many
scholars agree that resolving the persistent EL English literacy gap is an urgent
educational problem that must be addressed by principals who demonstrate high levels of
instructional effectiveness (Cloud et al., 2009; Fullan, 2005; Gandara & Ee, 2021;
Gandara & Escamilla, 2017; Garcia & Weiss, 2017; Leithwood et al., 2020; Menken,

2010; Menken & Sanchez, 2019; Ottow, 2015, 2019).



When addressing the EL academic achievement gap, “limited attention has been
given to the linguistic needs” of EL students (Munguia, 2017, p. 93). As a result, ELs
often need access to the appropriate instructional curricula and resources necessary for
adequate educational attainment (Elfers & Stritikus, 2014; Munguia, 2017; Sciarra &
Hunter, 2015). For example, immersing ELs in a traditional English class “without well-
trained and well-supported teachers” can deprive them of the specific support and
services needed to master the English language (Elfers & Stritikus, 2014, p. 306). Elfers
and Stritikus (2014) suggested a lack of adequate teaching ability coupled with other
instructional conditions “create serious equity challenges for leaders” attempting to
“provide direction and support for equitable and effective educational opportunities” (p.
306). Successful instructional leaders utilize strategies that expertly align systems,
processes, and structures to support their EL students' academic development and
achievement (Elfers & Stritikus, 2014; Rhim & Redding, 2014).

I examined a substantial amount of literature related to principal instructional
leadership and student-learning outcomes; however, the search provided limited
empirical evidence specific to the effects of principal instructional leadership on the EL
literacy gap or academic achievement. Most literature on bridging and closing the
achievement gap between EL and non-EL students is grounded in teacher practice. For
example, Oberman et al. (2005) and Williams et al. (2005) studied high-achieving
schools with high levels of poverty and EL students in California; however, these
researchers focused on schools and teacher effectiveness rather than exploring principal
instructional leadership effectiveness on EL students' performance. To date, there is

limited empirical evidence to fully substantiate a relationship linking principal



instructional leadership and EL academic achievement; thus, more research is needed to
establish a correlation (Bybee et al., 2014; Gandara & Escamilla, 2017; Ottow, 2015,
2019; Rumberger, 2007, 2011; Sanchez, 2017; Theoharis & O'Toole, 2011; Tung, 2013).

Purpose and Research Questions

Through this study, I aimed to examine the perceptions of principal instructional
leadership as measured by Hallinger and Murphy's (1985) PIMRS in selected schools in
Virginia. Specifically, I examined teachers' perceptions of principals’ instructional
leadership behaviors by analyzing and measuring participants' responses to the PIMRS
questionnaire, and the open-ended question. The open-ended question was created to
draw specific perceptions of the effects of the principal's instructional support of EL
learning. Furthermore, I sought to add empirical research to Hallinger and Murphy's
existing body of principal instructional leadership.

Examining teachers' perceptions of their principals' instructional leadership
behaviors is essential to understanding which behaviors and practices positively and
negatively influence classroom teaching. As an educational leader in an urban Virginia
public school with a growing EL student population, I sought to better understand the
instructional leader's role in improving teaching and learning for EL students. The study
was conducted in Virginia because it is where I live and practice.

Virginia has the ninth largest EL student enrollment in the United States (Migrant
Policy Institute, 2015). Despite the requirements of ESSA, ELs in Virginia continue to
underperform academically compared to their non-EL peers, which may indicate a need
for greater supervision at the school level. In 2022, the Virginia Department of Education
reported that 49% of its EL students progressed toward ELP. To demonstrate ELP in

Virginia, EL students must pass the reading Standard of Learning (SOL) assessment. EL
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students that do not pass the reading SOL may demonstrate growth by showing progress
on the reading SOL from one year to another. Moreover, students that do not demonstrate
growth on the reading SOL may still “demonstrate progress as measured by the ACCESS
for the ELLs 2.0 assessment” (Virginia Department of Education, 2017, p. 8).

In understanding the correlation between instructional leadership and EL
academic attainment, it is essential to consider other relevant factors that may contribute
to the disparities between student groups, such as the pervasive use of standardized tests
that have not been normed on ELs (Menken, 2006). The proponents of state standardized
tests claim the tests are a fair, reliable, and objective measure of student achievement,
while opponents assert that the tests are neither fair nor objective—particularly for EL
students (Caperton, 2009; Siordia & Kim, 2022). According to Tung (2013), causes
attributing to the poor performance of ELs on standardized statewide tests are varied, but
include having to take tests that are not aligned with their LIEPs, primarily because they
were designed for their non-EL peers; thus, they do not address EL students’ educational
attainment. In addition, high-stakes tests are administered in English, which further
disadvantages EL students who have not acquired the English proficiency levels required
to meet designated test performance standards (Menken, 2006, 2010; Soldérzano, 2008).
Moreover, Heritage et al. (2015) posited that the phenomenon characterized as the
“revolving door” further adds to the problematic issue and makes it difficult to obtain
meaningful accountability data for the EL subgroup (p. 115).

The revolving door phenomenon refers to what has been described as the EL
subgroup's constant state of fluctuation due to the continual reclassification of proficient

EL students and the enrollment of new EL students (Heritage et al., 2015). The ESSA
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addressed this fluctuation under Title III, which requires states to monitor and report
indicators of academic achievement by disaggregating the combined EL subgroup into
current ELs, long-term ELs (i.e., ELs who have not attained ELP), and exited from LIEP,
former ELs (i.e., ELs who attained proficiency and exited LIEP), and ELs with
disabilities (U.S. Department of Education, 2015a, 2015b). Disaggregating EL data
reveals patterns or discrepancies masked by the larger aggregate (Nguyen et al., 2015).
Disaggregating EL data is an important step towards increasing EL academic
achievement because the outcomes can be used to target LIEP’s, inform teacher and
principal practice, and “other youth-serving providers about which students are at higher
risk for lower academic success” (National Center for Mental Health Promotion and
Youth Violence Prevention, 2012, p. 1).

The argument surrounding the inequities of high-stakes testing continues, as does
federally mandated accountability. In Virginia, school divisions must meet test
performance standards to maintain accreditation, and all eligible students must meet
division-wide standards, including testing, to be promoted and eventually graduate from
high school. Rather than wait for reform, school leaders must persist, utilizing all
available resources. One such resource is the principal's ability to affect teaching and
learning in their building (The Wallace Foundation, 2012, 2019).

According to Williams et al. (2005), the principal instructional leader's role is
critical to the overall success of the school and its EL students, particularly in overseeing
school improvements, including student assessments, promoting the school's mission, and
driving the restructuring process. Furthermore, Turner et al. (2013) found that although a

“teacher's perception of the principal's overall leadership ability makes no difference in
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student achievement data, the teacher's perception of the principal's instructional
leadership abilities does positively predict student achievement on standardized
mathematics and English/language arts tests” (p. 83). Munir and Usman's (2016)
quantitative research on teachers' perceptions of their principals' leadership behaviors
revealed that teacher perceptions of their principals “came out as one of the most
important determining factors” of the teacher’s academic performance (p. 42).
Additionally, scholars that specifically examined the perceptions of principals' leadership
styles (e.g., servant, transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership) have
found that the more the principals were perceived to encourage, inspire, and motivate
their faculty, the higher the students' academic performance (Even & BenDavid-Hadar,
2021; Fischer & De Jong, 2017).

Considering the stated EL achievement gap, it is necessary to examine the
principal instructional leaders' support of EL students' learning outcomes as perceived by
elementary teachers, given the following:

e The reporting of persistent gaps in elementary EL literacy academic outcomes
(Gandara & Escamilla, 2017; Gandara et al., 2003; Goldenberg & Wagner, 2015;
Goodrich et al., 2021; National Center for Education Statistics, 2022; Wiley,
2014);

e The body of research indicating a positive indirect—and, in some studies,
direct—relationship between principal instructional leadership and student
learning (Darling-Hammond et al., 2022; Fullan, 2005; Leithwood, 1994;

Leithwood et al., 2012; Waters et al., 2003);
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e The research evidencing a positive relationship between teacher perception of
principal instructional leadership behaviors and student achievement (Even &
BenDavid-Hadar, 2021; Fischer & De Jong, 2017); and

e The lack of quantitative research on principal instructional leaderships’
relationship to EL students’ academic needs as perceived by elementary teachers.
I administered Hallinger and Murphy's (1985) PIMRS questionnaire to measure

the perceptions of elementary EL, general education, and special education teachers in
selected school divisions in Virginia with EL student populations greater than 10%. This
study was guided by the following overarching research questions and subquestions,
which were answered by the corresponding close-ended questions in the descriptive
survey, and the open-ended question:

1. To what extent do elementary principals perform instructional leadership
behaviors and practices to support English learners’ academic needs, as measured
by the behavioral statements of the 10 PIMRS functional subscales?

1.1. What are the differences in the elementary principals’ instructional leadership
behavioral statements of the 10 PIMRS functional subscales (a) frames
inclusive school goals; (b) communicates the school’s inclusive goals;

(c) supervises & evaluates ELD;, (d) coordinates LIEP curriculum;

(e) monitors EL student progress; (f) protects ELD instructional time;
(g) maintains high visibility; (h) provides incentives for all teachers; (i)
promotes PD for all teachers; and (j) provides incentives for all students

based on the raters’ role?
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2. To what extent do elementary principals perform instructional leadership
behaviors and practices to support English learners' academic needs, as measured
by the behavioral statements of the three PIMRS dimensional scales?

2.1. What are the differences in the elementary principals’ instructional leadership
behavioral statements of the three PIMRS dimensional scales: defining an
inclusive school mission, managing the ELD, and developing an equitable
school learning climate based on the raters’ role?

3. What instructional leadership behaviors and practices do elementary teachers
perceive as most supportive of English learners’ academic needs?

Statement of Potential Significance

In conducting this study, my goal was to inform policy, research, and practice by
conceptualizing relevant empirical literature and the study's findings within the larger
body of research. Both the persistent EL literacy achievement gap and the relationship
between principal instructional leadership and student learning have been documented in
numerous empirical studies (Darling-Hammond, 2008; Darling-Hammond et al., 2022;
Grissom et al., 2021; Hallinger, 2003, 2013; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Hallinger &
Murphy, 1985; Leithwood et al., 2012). In addition, noted scholars have studied the
impact of instructional leadership on student achievement, concluding that effective
principal instructional leadership behaviors have both an indirect—and, in some
instances, direct—impact on student learning outcomes (Edmonds, 1979; Grissom et al.,
2021; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Leithwood et al., 2012). Moreover, literature
examining ELs literacy proficiency suggested factors that are critical to closing the
achievement gaps include behaviors that closely align with instructional leadership

behaviors deemed effective in supporting positive change in student academics (Annie E.
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Casey Foundation, 2010; August et al., 2012; Bottoms, 2007; Darling-Hammond et al.,
2022; Davis & Boudreaux, 2019; Deussen, 2015; Gandara & Escamilla, 2017; Sanchez,
2017). The findings of the present study furthered this research through the investigation
of the perceptions of principal instructional leadership behaviors and practices.

According to Hallinger (2015), researchers have been examining the
transformation of instructional leadership from a “practice-related construct” into a
“theoretically-grounded, research-based construct” since the 1980s effective schools
movement (p. 1). Yet, the literature offers limited research on the relationship between
principals' instructional leadership support of EL students’ learning attainment. This
study filled a gap in the limited research and provided empirical evidence in the principal
instructional leadership domains. The study may also aid school principals in better
understanding how their instructional leadership behaviors and practices may support the
academic needs of their EL students. Lastly, the current study may inform education
leadership preparation, onboarding, and orientation programs by adding to scholarly and
professional literature. I sought to provide additional empirical evidence for Hallinger
and Murphy's PIMRS theory related to the perceptions of principal instructional
leadership's influence on EL student academic success.

Conceptual Framework

The present investigation of principal instructional leadership behaviors and EL
students’ academic achievement was grounded in Hallinger’s (1983) principal
management theory and the literature regarding effective EL instruction. Hallinger’s
(1983) research was undertaken to fill the gap in the research on principals and
practitioners by addressing the lack of behavioral indicators describing the principal

instructional leadership role. This section begins with a discussion of Hallinger’s (1983)
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theory, which served as the model for the conceptual framework of the current study.

In 1982, while pursuing a doctorate at Stanford University, Hallinger (1992)
conceptualized an instructional management framework. This author developed the
instructional management theory by reviewing the Effective Schools literature and
examining the instructional leadership practices of elementary school leaders linked to
improving student learning and academic outcomes. While conducting the study,
Hallinger and Murphy (1985) observed several characteristics that paralleled in the
literature and positively indirectly and directly affected student academic achievement.
These observations led Hallinger to establish a research based definition of the principal’s
role as an instructional leader supported by critical job behaviors and functions identified
in the literature.

Hallinger’s (1992) research and observational data suggested that principal
instructional leaders were experts of curriculum and instruction; their skills were
cultivated by the considerable amount of time spent managing the processes of teaching
and learning. Essentially, effective instructional leaders were able to mediate directly
with teachers in making improvements in instruction. Thus, the conceptual model of the
instructional management role describes the behaviors of the observed effective school
principals and the variations in their behaviors and the relevant literature of the time.
Hallinger’s instructional leadership role incorporated three dimensions that were further
defined by 10 job functions.

To provide a precise definition and create a viable framework for practitioners,
Hallinger and Murphy (1985) further conceptualized his original conceptual model to

form the PIMRS instrument. The instrument was developed by incorporating the three
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dimensions the researchers found most valuable in principal instructional leadership,
including “defining the schools' missions, managing the instructional program, and
developing a positive school climate” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 1). These
dimensions were further described by 10 instructional leadership subscales or functions
“measured by behaviorally anchored items” that were defined in literature as best
practices demonstrated by principals in schools deemed effective (Gurley et al., 2015, p.
137). Figure 1 shows an illustration of the dimensions (scales) and instructional
leadership job functions of Hallinger and Murphy’s PIMRS framework.

Figure 1

Hallinger and Murphy's PIMRS Framework
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Note. Adapted from Hallinger and Murphy (1986).

The PIMRS instrument is the leading and most frequently utilized scale in
empirical studies addressing the role of the principal in student learning, teacher
performance, and school improvement (Hallinger, 1983, 2008; Hallinger & Heck, 1998;
Leithwood et al., 2004; Munna, 2023). Many noted scholars have established a positive
relationship between school improvement and effective instructional leadership

(Brookover & Lezotte, 1977; Day, 2016; Edmonds, 1979; Even & BenDavid-Hadar,
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2021; Fullan, 1982, 2002; Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1998, 2010; Leithwood,
1982; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Murphy, 1990; Nettles & Herrington, 2007,
Zmuda et al., 2004). There remains a dearth of research, however, related to the
relationship between the behaviors performed by principal instructional leaders in support
of EL students and their academic achievement (Munguia, 2017; Munna, 2023; Oberman
et al., 2005).

The EL student population continues to rise in public education; thus, educational
leaders must be able to address the English language disparities of this heterogeneous
group using researched based evidence. To investigate the behaviors principals
performed in support of EL students’ academic achievement, Munguia (2017) examined
two elementary schools in one school division. This researcher conducted a qualitative
case study using an interview survey and in person interviews to explore specific
approaches, constructs, and procedures that supported teachers and principals serving EL
students. The interview questions were designed to yield descriptive responses, and all
responses were transcribed into text data. The following major topics emerged: (a) “the
importance of culture; (b) structured English language development time; (c) time for
collaboration, data analysis, and targeted planning and instruction; (d) intervention; and
(e) professional development” (Munguia, 2017, p. 96).

Munguia’s (2017) revealed themes that closely aligned with Hallinger’s
instructional management conceptual framework. For example, Munguia found that
principals who had served ELs as instructional leaders in schools for at least five years
not only demonstrated academic achievement, but also supported their teachers by setting

and communicating a shared inclusive vision and goals, developing and monitoring daily
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ELD instruction by continually visiting classrooms and observing teachers, supporting
data analysis specific to EL students learning and providing programs and professional
development sessions addressing EL education core practices, and acknowledging EL
students’ successes. To this end, the conceptual framework for the current study brings
together Hallinger’s instructional leadership conceptual model and the behaviors and
practices that prominent EL scholars, such as Munguia deem most effective for
improving and supporting EL students’ academic achievement. Figure 2 presents this
study’s conceptual framework.

Figure 2

The Current Study's Conceptual Framework
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Note. Adapted from Hallinger and Murphy (1986).
In this study, EL, special, and general education teachers were surveyed to gain a
deeper understanding of their experiences and perspectives of principals’ instructional

leadership support in relation to their job functions. In an attempt to advance inclusive
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education, Zagona et al. (2017) surveyed general and special education teachers to
examine their familiarities and training associated with inclusive education. These
researchers completed quantitative analysis of the teacher groups’ survey data and
qualitative analysis of the semistructured teacher interview transcripts. Zagona et al.
(2017) found that the differing perspectives and philosophies of teachers in different roles
directly affected the level of student support. Exploring instructional leadership behaviors
and practices through the lenses of teachers’ perceptions with varying primary job
functions may contribute to improving teacher and principal practice. —thus, improving
student support. Consequently, the conceptual framework of the current study slightly
altered the three dimensions and ten functions of Hallinger’s (1983) PIMRS instrument to
include equitable and inclusive language. However, the 50 behavioral items were not
altered as the language aligned with the current literature referencing effective EL
instructional leadership behaviors and practices.

Summary of Methodology

In this quantitative nonexperimental design study, I used a descriptive research
approach to describe the participants' perceptions of principals' instructional leadership
behaviors. Johnson (2001) posited that “nonexperimental research is frequently an
important and appropriate mode of research in education,” due in part to the inability to
execute quasi-experiments and randomized experiments (p. 3). Specifically, descriptive
statistics were used to describe the participants' demographic data and analyze the two
levels of the PIMRS instrument: the three dimensions and 10 functions representing the
specific job behaviors or practices of principal instructional leadership. One-way fixed
effects ANOVAs followed by pairwise comparison post hoc tests were used to determine

whether there are any statistical differences between the teacher groups’ perceptions of
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principals’ instructional leadership behaviors performed in support of EL students’
learning outcomes.

The current study’s research is situated in Hallinger’s (1983) conceptual
framework and Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) PIMRS research instrument. The
participant groups were assigned the PIMRS teacher and principal forms and only
experienced one investigational condition. I included an open-ended question to PIMRS
instrument to deepen the understanding of the perceptions of principals' instructional
leadership support of ELs' academic achievement in Virginia. The open-ended question
was not meant to explain sow or why respondents perceive principal instructional
leadership behaviors or practices, but to obtain richer insights than the instrument's
closed-ended questions. I did not seek to examine causality in this study.

The study's participants included a random sample of full-time elementary EL and
general education and special education teachers employed in schools with a minimum
EL population of 10% and at least one full-time EL teacher in Virginia. I reviewed
enrollment data on the Virginia Department of Education’s School Quality Profiles
(SQP) page to determine which school divisions reported large EL student enrollment
and assessment data. Elementary schools were selected that reported an EL student
membership sufficient to yield an ESSA Annual Reading Rate for the 2021-2022 school
year, indicating a greater likelihood of employing at least one EL teacher. Data were
collected electronically, anonymously, and voluntarily using QualtricsXM®. The study's
methodology is thoroughly explained in Chapter 3.

Limitations

The primary goal of this study was to investigate elementary teachers’ perceptions

of principal instructional leadership practices and behaviors; thus, it was necessary to
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gain more knowledge about the practices and behaviors scholars deemed supportive of
teaching and learning. Often used and validated, the PIMRS instrument is what Creswell
(2005) described as an attitudinal measure because it evaluates the participants’
perceptions or viewpoints. Though the PIMRS instrument has been widely administered
in many educational settings, the proposed dimensions and functions of the framework
are comprehensive and do not necessarily assess the frequency with which the
administrator enacts the instructional leadership behaviors or practices associated with

improving student subgroups like ELs academic outcomes.

According to Creswell, perceptions do not always equate with actuality, and maintaining
integrity and accuracy with survey data can be challenging. To minimize this concern, the
instrument was administered to EL, general education, and special education teachers to
capture more inclusive perceptions of the principals’ instructional roles. Moreover,
Hallinger (2008) posited that the PIMRS measures the existence of instructional
leadership behaviors and not instructional leadership effectiveness; thus, no conclusions
were drawn about principals’ instructional leadership effectiveness based on PIMRS
perception data. Therefore, care must be used when generalizing based on the study’s
findings. The following should be considered as limitations when examining the findings
of this study:

1. The data collected were based on perceptions described by teachers; it must be

assumed that the participants reported truthfully; I also allowed for possible bias
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and tried to limit it by allowing all potential respondents a chance to participate in
the survey.

The data were gathered through the PIMRS questionnaire and tested only the
behaviors and practices Hallinger and Murphy found essential to instructional
leadership effectiveness.

Survey participation was voluntary, this may have affected the representativeness
of the participants, as well as the response rate.

The decision to focus on elementary schools rather than secondary schools was
made after research of Virginia school division showed much higher numbers of
EL teachers employed in elementary schools than secondary schools. As this
study sought to examine the differences between the perceptions of three teacher
groups: EL, general education, and special education teachers, elementary schools
were chosen to increase the possibility of a larger sample size to achieve

meaningful results.

Delimitations

The following were the delimitations of this study. I focused only on the

elementary principal’s behaviors and practices that support EL students’ academic needs

in schools in Virginia; therefore, the generalizations of the study may not apply to

secondary principals and other school districts in the country and other countries.

Conclusion

The American public school system's changing student population requires

administrators that are willing and able to meet the needs of all students, particularly

historically marginalized students. ELs are a diverse population with varied academic

needs, and effective principal instructional leadership support is critical to meeting these
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needs and ensuring EL students’ academic achievement. Elementary educators are
charged with providing their students with a quality primary education, which begins
with learning to read. Mastering reading and writing proficiency and a wide range of
knowledge at the primary level is necessary for students to succeed in secondary school
and life. The Annie E. Casey Foundation (2010) found the following:
One in six children who are not reading proficiently in third grade fails to
graduate from high school on time, a rate four times greater than that for
proficient readers. The rates are highest for the low, below-basic readers: 23
percent of these children drop out or fail to finish high school on time, compared

to 9 percent of children with basic reading skills and 4 percent of proficient
readers. (p. 6)

In 2022, the Virginia Department of Education (2022) reported a total on-time
student graduation rate of 92.1% and a dropout rate of 5.2% (para. 1). In the same school
year, the Virginia Department of Education also reported an EL on-time graduation rate
of 72.7% and a dropout rate of 24.6% (para. 1). Individuals without a high school
diploma cost society over $319 billion yearly through lost wages and taxable income, as
well as social welfare services, health care, and incarceration cost (Johnston, 2011; Levin
et al., 2007; Sanchez & Wertheimer, 2011). They are almost twice as likely to be
unemployed and generally earn lower wages due to fewer professional prospects than
high school graduates (Amos, 2016; Johnston, 2011). An NPR article reported that
“Dropouts are more likely to commit crimes, abuse drugs and alcohol, become teenage
parents, live in poverty, and commit suicide” (Johnston, 2011, para. 2).

The Alliance for Excellent Education (2011) proposed that increasing the national
graduation rate to 90% (85.3% in 2022) could have the following positive impact on the
United States economy:

e Create 65,5150 new jobs,
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e Boost gross domestic product by $11.5 billion annually,
e Increase annual earnings by $7.2 billion,

e Increase annual spending by $5.3 billion, and

e Increase federal tax revenue by $1.1 billion. (pp. 1-5)

Kanno and Cromley (2013) conducted one of the first national studies examining
EL students’ admission to postsecondary education (PSE) and their degree of persistence
and completion. The researchers used the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988
(NELS:88), which followed a sample of eighth-grade students for 12 years through
secondary school and PSE (Kanno & Cromley, 2013). The researchers sampled three
groups, which were formed based on a variety of methods of identifying linguistic
background groups: “English-monolingual students (EMs), English-proficient linguistic-
minority students (EPs), and English language learners (ELL)” (p. 95). To determine the
groups’ access and attainment of higher education, Kanno and Cromley (2013) measured
the following predictor variables: “demographic characteristics, family capital, high
school factors, and postsecondary factors” (pp. 100-101).

Kanno and Cromley (2013) found that “EMs have the highest PSE access and
attainment,” yet ELs “lag far behind both EMs and EPs” (p. 109). According to these
researchers, many factors influencing ELs’ chances for higher education can be
categorized as nonmalleable or malleable. The authors suggested that schools and
educators have no control over nonmalleable factors, yet schools and educators “can alter
the conditions or at least mitigate the negative impact of malleable factors” (Kanno &
Cromley, 2013, p. 113). Mitigating malleable factors may include preparing ELs for PSE

by ensuring EL students acquire ELP and assigning them to higher-level, more rigorous
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content and courses. According to Kanno and Cromley (2013), “If 50% of ELs receive no
postsecondary education, let alone a college degree, their chances of achieving stable
employment and middle-class status in the United States will be severely limited” (p.
115).

Practitioners and researchers who have studied the EL high school dropout
problem have reported many reasons for the lack of persistence, including poverty and
the numerous human conditions associated with a lack of sufficient resources to secure
basic needs (Rodriguez et al., 2022; Rumberger et al., 2017; Sugarman, 2019). Moreover,
the large body of related literature has preponderantly identified push factors or school-
related factors such as academic failure due to language barriers, attendance, or
behavioral issues as an impetus for the EL high school dropout rate (Amos, 2016;
Rodriguez et al., 2022; Rumberger et al., 2017; Rumberger & Lim, 2008; Sugarman,
2019). According to Rumberger et al. (2017), highly effective administrators increase
graduation rates by improving instruction and reducing absenteeism and suspensions.
Closing the ELP and the achievement gap is critical for the betterment of EL students’
postsecondary education and earning potential and for the health of America’s economy
(Blasé & Blasé, 2000; Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; May & Supovitz, 2011;
Rumberger, 2007, 2011; Rumberger et al., 2017; Supovitz et al., 2010; Turner et al.,
2013; Waters et al., 2003; Witziers et al., 2003).

Blas¢ & Blasé (2000) indicated that examining teachers’ perceptions of their

EN19

principals’ “everyday instructional leadership characteristics and the impact of those
characteristics on teachers” is essential to understanding which behaviors and practices

positively and conversely, negatively influence classroom teaching (p. 350). The present
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study examined teachers’ perceptions of principals’ instructional leadership behaviors in
elementary schools in Virginia. The conceptual foundation of this research relied on
Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) theoretical framework, the PIMRS instrument, and
empirical literature addressing EL academic achievement.

Chapter 1 included an introduction of the research study, a statement of the
problem, the purpose of the study, the research questions and subquestions, potential
significance of the study, and the conceptual framework. In addition, Chapter 1
underscored the methodology, limitations and delimitations, and assumptions of the
current study.

Chapter 2 begins with a brief historical overview of bilingual education, EL
students, the literacy achievement gap between ELs and non-EL students, and the
influence of NCLB and ESSA accountability standards on state measures. Next, |
describe how the principal instructional leader builds teacher capacity and student
agency. In Chapter 3, I outline and justify the selected research design, including the
research problem, participants, instrumentation, data collection procedures, data handling
procedures, and data analysis. Chapter 4 is a presentation of the study's results, findings,
and subsequent data analysis. Finally, Chapter 5 contains a summary of findings,
conclusions, implications, and my recommendations for further study.

Definitions of Terms

The following key terms are defined to support the contextual understanding of
this study.

ACCESS. s the collective name for WIDA’s suite of summative English

language proficiency assessments (WIDA Consortium, 2022).
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Achievement gap. This refers to any significant and persistent disparity in
academic performance or educational attainment between different groups of students,
such as White students and minorities, for example, or students from higher-income and
lower-income households (Concepts, 2015).

Dual-identified ELs. These are English learners receiving special education
services or in a gifted and talented program (Virginia Department of Education, 2022).

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). The ESSA was
signed into law in 1965 by President Lyndon Baines Johnson, who perceived education
as a prominent national priority. From its inception, ESEA was a civil rights law. ESEA
offered new grants to districts serving low-income students, federal grants for textbooks
and library books, funding for special education centers, and scholarships for low-income
college students. Additionally, the law provided federal grants to state educational
agencies to improve the quality of elementary and secondary education (U.S. Department
of Education, 2021, para. 6).

English Learner (EL). According to ESSA, the term English learner—when used
with respect to an individual—means an individual who:

1. Isaged 3 through 21 years.

2. Is enrolled or preparing to enroll in an elementary school or secondary school.

3. Meets one of the following criteria:

a. Was not born in the United States, or whose native language is a
language other than English;
b. Is a Native American or Alaska Native, or a native resident of the

outlying areas; and comes from an environment where a language
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other than English has had a significant impact on the individual's
level of English language proficiency (ELP); or

c. Is migratory, whose native language is a language other than English,
and who comes from an environment where a language other than
English is dominant.

4. Has difficulties in speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English
language, that may be sufficient to deny the individual...

a. The ability to meet the challenging state academic standards;

b. The ability to successfully achieve in classrooms where the language
of instruction is English; or

c. The opportunity to participate fully in society (National Clearinghouse
for English Language Acquisition, 2020, para. 2).

Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). This is the primary federal law affecting K—
12 education. This bipartisan measure reauthorizes the 50-year-old Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the nation’s national education law and longstanding
commitment to equal opportunity for all students. (U.S. Department of Education, 2021).

Inexperienced teacher. This is a teacher that has less than 1 year of classroom
experience (Virginia Department of Education, 2022).

Limited English proficient (LEP). This refers to students for whom English is a
second language and who are not reading or writing English at their grade level (Virginia
Department of Education, 2022).

Language Instruction Educational Program (LIEP) or English as a second

language (ESL). These terms describe programs of techniques, methodology, and special
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curriculum designed to teach ELL students English language skills, which may include
listening, speaking, reading, writing, study skills, content vocabulary, and cultural
orientation. ESL instruction is usually in English with little use of native language (U.S.
Department of Education, 2020b).

Long-term ELs. This formal educational classification is given to students who
have been enrolled in American schools for more than 6 years, who are not progressing
toward English proficiency, and who are struggling academically due to their limited
English skills (Concepts, 2015).

Monolingual students. These are students who report that people in their home
never speak a language other than English (Kieffer & Thompson, 2018, p. 392).

Multilingual learners (ML). This describes ELs learning the language of
instruction at the same time they are learning rigorous academic content. An example
would be: An ELL student is learning algebra, and an English-speaking teacher is
teaching Algebra in English (Sato, 2015, para. 5).

Multilingual students. These are students who report a primary home language or
languages other than English (Kieffer & Thompson, 2018, p. 392).

Newcomers. This describes English learners in their first year of enrollment in a
U.S. school (Concepts, 2015).

Principal instructional leadership. This involves setting clear goals, managing
curriculum, monitoring lesson plans, allocating resources, and evaluating teachers
regularly to promote student learning and growth (Blasé & Blasé¢, 2000; Hallinger &

Murphy, 1985; Leithwood, 1994; Marks & Printy, 2003).
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Provisional license. This is a nonrenewable license valid for a period not to
exceed 3 years. It is issued to an individual who has minimal competency gaps for full
licensure as set forth by the Virginia Department of Education in the Virginia Licensure
Regulations for School Personnel. The individual must have a minimum of a bachelor’s
degree from a regionally accredited college or university (University of Richmond, 2019,
para. 1).

Revolving door. This phenomenon systematically skews EL subgroup
membership toward lower-performing students and underrepresents academic
performance and growth as reported by subgroup statistics, thereby undermining
meaningful accountability (Rhim & Redding, 2014).

Standards of learning. In the context of this study, these refer to tests in reading,
writing, mathematics, science, and history/social science measure the success of students
in meeting the Board of Education’s expectations for learning and achievement. All items
on SOL tests are reviewed by Virginia classroom teachers for accuracy and fairness, and
teachers also assist the state Board of Education in setting proficiency standards for the
tests (Virginia Department of Education, 2022).

Student academic achievement. This refers to a student's success in meeting short-
or long-term educational goals (Virginia Department of Education, 2022).

Title I1. The purpose of Title II is to improve academic achievement by preparing,
training, and recruiting high-quality teacher, principals, or other school leaders (U.S.

Department of Education, 2021).
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Title I11. A part of the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA of 2015, the purpose
of Title III is to help ensure that English learners (ELs) attain ELP and meet state
academic standards (National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition, 2007).

Title VII. The Bilingual Education Act, Title VII of the ESEA, recognizes the
unique educational disadvantages faced by non-English speaking students. Enacted in
1968, the Bilingual Education Act established a federal policy to assist educational
agencies to serve students with limited-English-proficiency by authorizing funding to
support those efforts. In addition to providing funds to support services to limited-
English-proficient students, Title VII also supports professional development and
research activities (U.S. Department of Education, 2021).

Never ELs. Includes second or third-generation immigrants and recent immigrants
from countries where multiple languages, including English, are commonly spoken (e.g.,
formerly colonized countries such as India, Nigeria, or European countries (Kieffer &
Thompson, 2018).

Proficient. One of the three NAEP achievement levels, representing solid
academic performance for each grade assessed. Students reaching this level have
demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter, including subject-matter
knowledge, application of such knowledge to real-world situations, and analytical skills
appropriate to the subject matter (U.S. Department of Education, 2021).

Standards of accreditation. The informal title of the Board of Education’s
Regulations Establishing the Standards for Accrediting Public Schools in Virginia. These
regulations establish the state accountability system for the commonwealth’s public

schools and set the requirements students must meet to earn a high school diploma,

33



establishes the requirements for instructional programs in elementary, middle, and high
schools (Virginia Department of Education, 2022).

Teacher Quality. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (also known as
No Child Left Behind) requires all teachers of core academic subjects to be “highly
qualified.” The federal law defines a highly qualified teacher as a teacher who is fully
licensed by the state, has at least a bachelor’s degree and has demonstrated competency
in each subject taught. Virginia’s licensure regulations—with their emphasis on content
knowledge—require new teachers to far exceed the federal highly qualified standard.
Under limited circumstances, some special education teachers and teachers not new to the
profession may demonstrate that they are highly qualified through Virginia’s High
Objective Uniform State Standard of Evaluation (HOUSSE; Virginia Department of

Education, 2021, para. 1).
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature

The creation of the school principalship significantly impacted the American
educational system. Before 1883, schools operated with one teacher supervising a group
of students (Rousmaniere, 2013). The introduction of the principal role changed the
schools’ dynamics and redefined the school’s relationship with the emerging state-school
bureaucratic system and the public (Rousmaniere, 2013). The role of the school principal
is ever-changing, due in part to complicated school administrative initiatives, shifts in
student demographics, and reform efforts (Fullan, 2005; Rousmaniere, 2013; Waters et
al., 2003). Twenty-first-century principals must serve as the building managers and
disciplinarians, as well as drive and evaluate instructional practices to ensure academic
achievement for a disparate student population with varied educational needs.

The school principal’s support is critical to ensuring teachers deliver quality
classroom instruction (Darling-Hammond, 2008; Hallinger, 2003, 2013; Hallinger &
Heck, 1998). To increase student learning, principals must address student groups’
achievement and opportunity gaps (Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003; Oakes, 2005).
One of the most pervasive achievement gaps is the disparity between EL students and
their non-EL peers (Counseling@NYU, 2018; Gandara & Escamilla, 2017; Goldenberg
& Wagner, 2015; Kanno & Cromley, 2013, 2016). EL is the official term used in the
ESSA legislation, defined as

students whose difficulties in speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the

English language may be sufficient to deny the individual the ability to meet the

challenging State academic standards, successfully achieve in classrooms where

the language of instruction is English, or the opportunity to participate fully in

society. (National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition, 2020, para.
2)
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Despite programs incorporating language instruction, accommodations, and
specially designed instruction, ELs continue to lag far behind their non-EL peers in
academic growth and graduation rates (National Clearinghouse for English Language
Acquisition, 2020; Tung, 2013). Melzi, a professor of counseling at New York
University, stated educators often “otherize” ELs because “they’re the ‘other kids,’ right?
But if we think about it in terms of a global scale, they’re the future of this country”
(Counseling@NYU, 2018, para. 5). The National Education Association (2022) predicted
that by 2025, ELs would comprise 25%, one out of four of the total K—12 student
population. As principals across the country seek to address and close the academic
achievement gaps, educators and researchers must work to better understand effective EL
teaching and learning practices and behaviors by examining the school principal’s role in
supporting ELs academic needs (Elfers & Stritikus, 2014; Mavrogordato & White, 2020;
Menken & Solorza, 2015; Munguia, 2017; Pérez & Socias, 2008; Theoharis & O’Toole,
2011).

The Literature Search Process

The literature presented in this review relates to the principal’s instructional
leadership support of EL students’ academic achievement. The literature review began
with the review of published literature identified and gathered through searches of
electronic databases from the Gelman Library System in the areas of education, education
administration, education leadership, education policy, leadership, elementary education,
and secondary education from the following databases: ERIC, Education, JSTOR,
ArticlesPlus, Google Scholar, ProQuest Research Library Plus, ProQuest Dissertations,
and Theses Global, Education Statistics, the U.S. Department of Education, and Virginia

Department of Education. This literature review includes peer-reviewed journal articles,
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books, government reports, and memoranda. The extensive review found substantial
literature addressing instructional leadership and its effect on student academic success,
whereas the review revealed a gap in the literature related to the relationship between the
academic achievement of EL students and principal instructional leadership. Several
specific, similar, and related critical terms and phrases were used to obtain a
comprehensive understanding of the impact of principal instructional leadership on
teaching and learning, including (a) instructional leadership; (b) principal leadership; (c)
effective principal leadership; (d) effective leadership styles; (¢) English Learners history;
(f) instructional leadership and English learners academic achievement; (g) language
acquisition; (h) achievement gaps; (i) English learners academic needs; (j) elementary
education; and (k) ESSA. The many searches uncovered Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985)
PIMRS, which provided significant impetus for the current study. I maintained the
integrity of the data by reviewing literature that preferred empirical articles, peer-
reviewed journal articles, books, and dissertations that collectively address the effects of
principal instructional leadership on academic achievement. The search for relevant
literature was continuous until saturation in each category was reached. A protocol was
created to ensure all relevant articles, reports, and dissertations were read, printed, and
cataloged by dates from 1954 to 2022. This protocol also established criteria for
comprising related sources including type and date of publication, participant experience
of interest, study design and setting, method of sampling, sample size, peer review, and
reported outcomes. There is a collection of literature devoted to principal instructional
leadership and its impact on student achievement; however, there is limited research on

the principal’s instructional leadership support of EL academic success (Bybee et al.,
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2014; Géandara & Escamilla, 2017; Garcia & Weiss, 2017; Mavrogordato & White, 2020;
Theoharis & O’Toole, 2011).

Chapter two includes six main areas of knowledge to understand elementary
principals’ instructional leadership support of EL academic achievement in Virginia
schools. The six main areas (a) included a brief history of educating ELs in America,
including an examination of federal and state legal cases that helped to shape current
LIEPs and accountability measures; of the EL student population, and the persistent
achievement gap between ELs and their non-EL peers; followed by (b) a brief historical
overview of the principal instructional leadership role; (c) a comparison of two prominent
educational leadership theories; (d) the emergence of the Hallinger’s instructional
leadership conceptual framework and each of the instruments’ domains; (e) the impact of
effective principal instructional leadership on teacher performance; and (f) finally, the
instructional leader as a multicultural broker that bridges the cultural divide. In
understanding the perceptions of principal instructional leadership and EL academic
achievement, it is essential to know the history of EL students in America, the current EL
student demographics, and their academic needs (Gandara et al., 2003; Garcia & Weiss,
2017; Kafka, 2009).

Educating English Learners in America
Brief History of Bilingual Education

Bilingual education in the United States dates back to the late 1600s (Crawford,
1989). It is estimated that more than 18 languages were spoken in America in the 17th
century, including German, French, and many Native American languages (Crawford,
1989, p. 10). In the early 1800s, several states adopted education laws that authorized the

instruction of bilingual education (Crawford, 1989; Stewner-Manzanares, 1988). In the
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early 1900s, World War I brought about patriotic sentiments for many Americans, and
when the United States entered WWI, the majority of states ratified English only
instruction laws (Bybee et al., 2014; Crawford, 1989; Pavlenko, 2002). German and
French schools were raided, non-English textbooks were burned, and bilingual education
was stopped in all U.S. schools (Olsen, 2010; Pavlenko, 2002).

According to Olsen (2010), most states instituted English-only instructional
policies in private and public schools by the mid-1920s, offering only English immersion
or “sink-or-swim” instructional methods for EL students (jColorin Colorado!, 2020, para
1). English-only institutions continued until the 1960s when the federal government
reestablished support for bilingual programs through the Civil Rights Act, which
prohibited discrimination in all federally assisted programs. In 1968, Congress passed the
Bilingual Education Act under Title VII of the ESEA of 1965 (Stewner-Manzanares,
1988). Title VII was widely seen as a solution for civil rights violations by encouraging
bilingual instruction and promoting cultural awareness. In 1970, the federal Office for
Civil Rights (OCR) mandated guidelines to ensure all school systems utilized effective
EL and ESL programs. On March 6, 1972, President Nixon proposed two specific
measures to expand educational opportunities. The President's first legislation, the Equal
Educational Opportunities Act (EEOA) of 1972, proposed that “no state or locality could
deny equal educational opportunity to any person on account of race, color or national
origin” the Act did not pass at that time (Peters & Woolley, 2020, p. 1).

In 1974, the Supreme Court delivered a significant decision in Lau v.

Nichols, which led to Congress amending ESEA and officially passing the EEOA as a

house bill. In 1971, the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUDS) integrated,
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enrolling nearly 2,856 limited English-proficient Chinese students (Oyez, n.d.-a);
however, the school system only provided supplemental English language material to
about 1,000 students who attended classes taught in English only (Oyez, n.d.-a). Lau and
other Limited English Proficient (LEP) Chinese students that did not receive
supplemental material brought a class action suit against SFUDS's president and other
officials. The students claimed that the district's “failure to provide” them with ancillary
linguistic instructional material “violated the Fourteenth Amendment and the Civil Rights
Act of 1964” (Oyez, n.d.-a, para. 2). The district courts denied relief and the United
States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit affirmed the decision, arguing that “a
uniform policy was used for all students in SFUSD and that the district didn't
intentionally discriminate against students with limited English proficiency,” equal
protection was provided, and the Fourteenth Amendment was not violated (Oyez, n.d.-a,
para. 2).

The students appealed the decision to the Supreme Court, which unanimously
ruled in their favor. The decision rested on Section 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964;
because the school system received federal funding, which required it to provide access
to the curriculum and equal opportunities for all students. Moreover, the Court found that
even though the school district

provided equal treatment for all students, it still imposed an unequal impact on the

non-English speaking students because they were not able to understand the class

instruction as effectively as other students and therefore were deprived of having
a “meaningful education.” (Oyez, n.d.-a, para. 2)

In Lau v. Nichols, the Supreme Court established the right to an ESL program and led to

the passing of the EEOA, which requires school divisions “to take appropriate action to
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overcome language barriers that impede equal participation by [their] students in [their]
instructional programs” (U.S. Department of Education, 2015b, p. 5).

Subsequent federal and Supreme court cases would continue to define English
learners as LEP students, clarify the educational rights of the children of parents with
illegal alien status, and inform districts of how to present and provide ELs with equal
access to educational services (Leos & Saavedra, 2012). First, Lau v. Nichols established
the right to an EL program; then, Castarieda v. Pickard established the criteria for the EL
program. Then, in 1981, the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that a school district
could not segregate students based on racial and ethnic discriminatory standards. In
addition, the Court established three principles for LEP programs: Theory: Is the program
based on an educational theory recognized as sound by some experts in the field or is
considered by experts as a legitimate experimental strategy;

o Practice: Are the programs and practices, including resources and personnel,
reasonably calculated to implement this theory effectively; and

e Results: Does the school district evaluate its programs and make adjustments
where needed to ensure language barriers are actually being overcome? [648 F.2d

989¢g (5th Cir., 1981)] (U.S. Department of Education, 2020b, para. 3)

In 1981, Plyler v. Doe, a class action was filed on behalf of undocumented
children of illegal immigrants in Texas, asking the district court to prevent the defendants
from denying these children a free public education (Oyez, n.d.-b). The case went all the
way to the Supreme Court, and in 1982, the Court found the Texas statute was
unconstitutional as it violated the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment to the

U.S. Constitution. Although the district court concluded that illegal aliens were entitled to
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protection under the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment and that the
Texas legislation violated the clause, the Court of Appeals affirmed the decision. The
school district appealed, and the Supreme Court agreed to hear the case (U.S. Courts,
2022, para. 3). In 1982, The Court issued a landmark decision holding that illegal aliens
and their children, though not citizens of the United States or Texas, are people “in any
ordinary sense of the term” and, therefore, are afforded a free public education (Oyez,
n.d.-b, para. 2).

Over the next 20 years, federal laws and policies continued to evolve for language
minority students. According to Williams et al. (2005), “With every federal
reauthorization of the ESEA before 2001, the importance of bilingual education had
progressively appreciated” (p. i.). Between 1982 and 1988, reauthorizations and
amendments to the Bilingual Education Act, Title VII of ESEA, expanded funding for
LEP programs including programs for EL students requiring special education services,
supported family literacy programs, and created fellowship programs for teacher
professional training (Gandara & Hopkins, 2010; Wright, 2010). In 1994, Title VII was
reconfigured, to “reinforce professional development programs, increase attention to
language maintenance and foreign language instruction, improve research and evaluation
at state and local level, supply additional funds for immigrant education, and allow
participation of some private school students” (U.S. Department of Education, 2018,
para. 8). In 2002, Congress passed NCLB into law through the reauthorization of ESEA.

The passing of NCLB established greater accountability for the academic progress
of ELs in general education classrooms by creating standards for assessments,

instruction, and proficiency and setting earlier identification practices (Menken, 2010;
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U.S. Department of Education, 2006). NCLB introduced Part A of the Title IIT Grant
Program “officially known as the English Language Acquisition, Language
Enhancement, and Academic Achievement Act,” which provided states with federal
financial support for language instruction of ELs and immigrant students to close the
achievement gap (U.S. Department of Education, 2006, para. 3). States were required to
set language proficiency standards and to develop and implement aptitude assessments.
Title III also required divisions to establish and report annual measurable achievement
objectives (AMAO) for student progress and language proficiency. To comply with
NCLB’s Title III student progress and language proficiency mandates, the Virginia
Department of Education developed and reported: “the number and percent of EL
students making progress in learning English (AMAO), the number and percentage of
EL students attaining English proficiency (AMAO:»), and EL students’ making Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) (AMAOQO3)” (U.S. Department of Education, 2009a, para. 1).

In 2018, the U.S. Department of Education released the final Biennial Report on
implementing Title III. This report reinforced the NCLB mandate by calculating the
nation's EL proficiency trends. The report revealed that only five states successfully met
language, reading, and math goals in the 2013 and 2014 school years of the Title III State
Formula Grant Program (i.e., AMAO 3). Virginia was one of the states to meet the goals;
conversely, however, the data indicated declining rates in both English language progress
and proficiency (i.e., AMAOs 1 and 2). For example, in 2012, Virginia’s progress
(AMAOV1) rate was 70%, and in 2014 it fell to 58%; the attainment rate (AMAQO2) was

25% in 2012 and 22% in 2014 (U.S. Department of Education, 2018, p. 199).
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In acknowledgment of the EL subgroup’s heterogeneity, ESSA shifted EL
performance accountability from Title III to Title I, the education title that oversees the
accountabilities of all students. Title I “provides financial assistance to local educational
agencies (LEAs) and schools with high numbers or high percentages of children from
low-income families to help ensure that all children meet challenging state academic
standards” (U.S. Department of Education, 2018, para. 1). Title I led state leaders to
prioritize EL outcomes in their accountability systems. AMAQOs were reconceptualized
by ESSA, giving states more autonomy in defining accountability measures. States were
given discretion in setting EL growth targets and trajectories; however, states still had to
identify schools that did not meet these established targets (U.S. Department of
Education, 2018). In 2016, the U.S. Department of Education (2018) released the ESSA
law’s final “regulations to implement the data reporting, accountability, and state plan
provisions” (para. 11). The U.S. Department of Education’s (2018) final regulations for
subgroup size accountability “allowed states to propose any n-size but maintains the
requirement that states submit justification for n-sizes larger than 30 students” (para. 13).

Initially established under NCLB, ESSA gave states latitude to revisit their
minimum z-size to ensure that states counted as many students as possible while
protecting student privacy (U.S. Department of Education, 2016). However, allowing
states to set subgroup and EL achievement goals may have been premature. According to
Mitchell (2018), the analysis performed by Achieve and Unidos found the following:

More than half of states’ ESSA plans intentionally set lower academic goals for

EL, at least seven states have planned that flout key provisions of the federal

education laws, and nearly 20% of state plans allow schools to earn high ratings

even if ELs are struggling. A coalition of civil rights groups have already accused
U.S. Secretary of Education Betsy DeVos of approving plans that violate the law
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and don’t account for the needs of vulnerable student groups such as English
learners. (p. 4)

As a countermeasure, ESSA mandated that EL student data be further
disaggregated due to the extreme disparity and complexity in how states defined and
established targets for progress and proficiency measures (U.S. Department of Education,
2020a). The U.S. Department of Education gave school divisions more control over how
they classified and determined their EL students’ achievement growth while requiring
greater answerability oversight. ESSA called for the EL aggregate to be separated and
categorized by previously EL and ELs with disabilities or gifted and talented ELs, as well
as requiring divisions to report the number of EL students who continued to receive ESL
services for more than 5 years (U.S. Department of Education, 2018). Disaggregating EL
data revealed patterns that were masked by the added substantial aggregate data and
forced researchers, advocates, ombudspersons, and educators to reexamine the country’s
various EL programs and the allocation of the resources that sustained these programs
(Counseling@NYU, 2018; Gandara & Escamilla, 2017; Sanchez, 2017).

English Learner Instructional Programs

America’s LIEPs have undergone significant change within the last 50 years; each
new law and policy brought new procedures, terms, and acronyms. NCLB and ESSA
made a clear distinction between the various language acquisition programs. ESL
programs are traditionally specialized and usually federally funded. ESL programs utilize
teachers trained to instruct students in acquiring English as a second language. In
contrast, EL students are not pulled out, but rather pushed into mainstream classes for
traditional services. Teachers include EL accommodations within their lessons to

compensate for language deficiencies (e.g., sheltered content-area classes, the use of a

45



dual language dictionary, or additional time on standardized tests) to make the curriculum
accessible to all language learners. The National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE,
2008) suggested that “the terms used to describe ELs and their various programs blur,
overlap, and change with time, as well as with shifting socio-political dynamics” (p. 2).
All students who speak a language other than English at home are included in the ML
category; however, the monikers of the ML subgroups continue to be heavily debated.
Initially created to establish consistency, the terminology is often seen as a hindrance
rather than a simple classification. For instance, the expression English as a second
language (ESL) does not capture the many immigrants who speak English as a third,
fourth, or even fifth language (Garrett & Holcomb, 2005; Wright, 2010).

Others posit that ESL implies that students should learn English as a second
language, not Spanish or Swahili (Wright, 2010). Educators and activists have taken issue
with using the term /imited English proficiency (Gandara & Escamilla, 2017). Many EL
educators argue that the word proficiency has negative connotations, implying that the
students are academically challenged (Menken, 2010; Tung, 2013). The NCTE (2008)
clarified that increasingly, the term English learner is used to describe the population
because it emphasizes learning rather than implying that “non-native- English-speaking
students are deficient” (p. 5). Whereas LEP was used in NCLB, EL was used in ESSA to
avoid the deficit connotation. The constant shift in phrases used to describe EL students
and their educational programs leads to confusion for administrators, researchers,
policymakers, and teachers who may not be immersed in the current EL terminology

(NCTE, 2017). Though this debate endures, many scholars and educators seek to
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understand how to better serve all students by acknowledging the need to value all home
languages.

Many researchers who study in the field of literature seek to illuminate
nonstandard varieties of English or Englishes that do not adhere to what has been
deemed Standard English and challenge why home languages are not valued in American
classrooms (Nero, 2013; Schneider, 2014; Smith, 2016; Smith et al., 2016, 2018).
According to Smith et al. (2016), the term Englishes refers to many different variations of
English and “represents both standard and nonstandard forms” (p. 2). Nonstandardized
forms of English include regional dialects such as Appalachian, ethnic or minority
dialects such as African American Vernacular English (AAVE), Hawaii Creole English
(Pidgin), Gullah, and Chicano English (Schneider, 2014; Siegel, 2012; Smith, 2016;
Wiley, 2014). Given that America is a multicultural society, it is essential to distinguish
between EL and monolingual students. The NCTE (2017) maintained the designation
monolingual:

Is used to refer to people who speak only one language, although often this label

masks speakers’ fluent use of multiple dialects, or variations, of English—an

issue of particular concern when working with culturally diverse students who use

other varieties of English (such as Hawai’i Pidgin or African American
Vernacular) in their lives outside of school. (para. 9)

The monolingual English label is often reserved for native English speakers
(NES), a term that is also misleading and unclear (NCTE, 2017; Schneider, 2014; Siegel,
2012). This label often masks the academic needs of the diverse students classified as
monolingual. Many monolingual students who speak a nonstandard English vernacular
need formal academic or Standard English instruction as much as their immigrant
classmates (Smith, 2016). In the current study, I examined the academic achievement

needs of students identified as ELs who were enrolled in a K—12 school in Virginia
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during the 2021-2022 school year and received ESL or ELL services. All other students
were referred to as non-ELs.

EL Student Population

The EL student population is the fastest-growing subgroup in the American K—12
school system representing 10% of the total student enrollment (Kanno & Cromley,
2016; National Center for Education Statistics, 2022). Today every state in America
provides funding for EL services (National Clearinghouse for English Language
Acquisition, 2020). The majority of America’s EL students, approximately 86.5%, are
natural-born citizens, second-, or third-generation Americans (Mitchell, 2018; NCTE,
2008). Many ELs are educated exclusively in the United States, but are not proficient
enough in English to meet the minimum requirements needed to reclassify as “fluent
English proficient,” thus requiring ongoing language acquisition programs (Batalova &
McHugh, 2010, p. 37).

The EL subgroup is heterogeneous; therefore, ELs may fall into more than one
protected student group, including racial and ethnic, economically disadvantaged,
students with disabilities, or migrant subgroups (Capps et al., 2010; Tung, 2017). In
2017, “approximately 11.2% of the 7.2 million” K—12 students receiving special
education services were “also identified as ELs” (National Clearinghouse for English
Language Acquisition, 2020, p. 17). Some EL students live in homes where English is
not spoken; others come from multilingual homes; some only speak English or a
variation of English, a mixed vernacular (National Clearinghouse for English Language
Acquisition, 2020). EL students’ family dynamics and friends often determine cultural
attachment; some heavily invest in their American culture; others embrace their ancestral

cultures (NCTE, 2008).

48



Description of Virginia’s EL Student Population

Virginia’s EL student population is a diverse group that makes up roughly 13.7%
of the state’s public school population, which is higher than the U.S. average of 10%
(Virginia Department of Education, 2022). Virginia ELs speak over 240 native
languages; with, the top five include Spanish, Arabic, Vietnamese, Urdu, and Korean
(Virginia Department of Education, 2022). In 2022, the Virginia Department of
Education reported a total full-time and part-time student membership of 1,263,580, with
579,975 of those students attending 1,212 designated elementary, primary, intermediate,
and K-8 schools (para. 2). In 2022, the state reported a total EL student population of
172, 913, classifying 90,699 as primary school students (Virginia Department of
Education, 2022). The Virginia EL student membership has steadily increased since
2003, yet enrollment declined during the COVID-19 pandemic (2020-2021 and 2021—
2022 school years; Virginia Department of Education, 2022). In 2022, the Virginia
Department of Education (2022) reported that EL enrollment increased by 11,716
students from the 2021-2022 school year to the 2022—-2023 school year (para. 1).

English Learners’ Academic Achievement Gap

The accountability movement brought about significant gains in such indicators
as graduation and dropout rates; however, the federal government’s call for transparency
in tracking student data uncovered glaring academic inconsistencies between student
groups (Calderon et al., 2011; Sanchez, 2017). Prompted by 4 Nation at Risk (National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) and featured in the federal legislation,
NCLB 0of 2001 and ESSA of 2015, standards-based accountability brought the academic
disparities or gaps among student subgroups to light (Porter, 2015). Achievement gaps are

defined as “any considerable and persistent disproportion in academic performance
y
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between different groups of students’ backgrounds including students’ ethnic, racial,
gender, EL, disability, and income status and their white counterparts” (National
Education Association, 2013, para 4). Gaps are determined based on various data points,
such as national, state, and classroom assessments, chronic absenteeism, college
readiness, high school graduation rates, and dropout rates (Garcia & Weiss, 2017; Lara et
al., 2018; National Education Association, 2013).

The National Education Association (2013) found that the achievement gaps
between EL students and their non-EL peers are “deeply rooted, pervasive, complex, and
challenging and some of the most pronounced achievement gaps of any student groups”
(p. 3). The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), also known as the
Nation’s Report Card, is a congressionally mandated project that is commonly used in the
United States to measure student academic attainment using a four-level rating scale to
measure student achievement, including below basic, basic, proficient, and advanced
(U.S. Department of Education, 2009b, 2018). Local educational agencies (LEA) that
participate in the NAEP testing help to inform decisions about how to improve America’s
educational system by providing “a means of comparing the progress of states in raising
student achievement” (Virginia Department of Education, 2020, para. 1). The Virginia
Department of Education expects that all students in a testing grade, including most EL
students that participate in the Standards of learning (SOL) assessments, also participate
in NAEP testing using the appropriate NAEP accommodations (Virginia Department of
Education, 2020). NAEP scores represent a sampling of the students in each state; though
Virginia uses the scores as another measure of academic progress, it does not report

individual school division findings.
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In 2015, approximately two-thirds of EL fourth graders scored below basic in
reading, and 50% scored below basic in math compared to their never EL peers on the
NAEP (U.S. Department of Education, 2018). In 2017, 72% of non-EL fourth-grade
students scored basic, 40% scored proficient in reading, 32% of EL students scored basic,
and 9% scored proficient (U.S. Department of Education, 2017, 2018). The NAGB of the
NAEP (NCES, 2014) stated that the “national, state, and district results are closely
scrutinized” and “reported as true representations” of all students being assessed (p. 1).
Kieffer and Thompson (2018) suggested that “focusing on the scores of only those
students currently classified as ELs can produce misleading conclusions about whether
education systems are getting better or worse in serving these learners” (p. 391). Kieffer
and Thompson’s brief addressed the inconsistencies in determining and reporting EL
scores using the NAEP data from 2003 to 2015. These researchers suggested that EL
academic growth is obscured when “researchers and policymakers focus only on scores
for students currently classified as ELs” (Kieffer & Thompson, 2018, p. 391). The
students classified as ELs are not fluent in reading or writing in English and do not have
the requisite language skill levels to master content-specific assessments in English
(Kieffer & Thompson, 2018).

Nevertheless, as EL students are promoted through elementary and middle school,
they progress through the stages of second language acquisition and eventually
demonstrate proficient English literacy skills (Kieffer & Thompson, 2018). ELs who
demonstrate English proficiency (usually through proficiency exam scores) and no longer
need language instruction are reclassified as former ELs, exited from the EL subgroup,

and their standardized test scores are excluded from the EL classification. This lack of
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uniformity is problematic for a few reasons: (a) “it implies the US educational system has
made little progress in meeting ELs’ needs;” and (b) “that ELs’ language challenges set
them up for academic failure regardless of the education they receive;” and (c) furthers
the belief that the attainment gap between ELs and non-ELs in standardized assessments
performance cannot be narrowed or even closed (Kieffer & Thompson, 2018, p. 391).

Many scholars have attributed the lack of uniformity in defining and measuring
the academic growth of the EL subgroup, to the dramatic increases in many states’ EL
student populations (Butler & Stevens, 2001; Hopkins et al., 2013; Rhim & Redding,
2014; Saunders & Marcelletti, 2013). According to Hopkins et al. (2013), “the capacity to
support ELs has not kept pace with the growing need” (p. 102). To mitigate the
disproportion and minimize extremes in accountability, the researchers recommended
stabilizing the “identification and reclassification procedures that produce a revolving
door effect, as more proficient students exit and less proficient students enter the EL
subgroup” (Hopkins et al., 2013, p. 102). Reauthorizing reclassification procedures
would include establishing an aggregate EL group, “a Total English Learner (TEL),”
which would include both current ELs and former ELs or anytime ELs (Hopkins et al.,
2013, p. 102). According to the researchers, a collective subgroup would allow school
divisions to recognize and monitor the developmental nature of second language
acquisition at all stages of English attainment and meet the needs of long-term ELs
(Hopkins et al., 2013).

Saunders and Marcelletti (2013) also studied the effects of including and
excluding former ELs from the analysis of EL statewide-standardized test outcomes. The

researchers found that excluding former ELs from reported EL achievement outcomes (a)
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underestimated the entire population of EL students (current and former ELs); (b)
overestimated the achievement gap between ELs and non-ELs; and (c) decreased the
likelihood of detecting progress when positive changes in achievement have taken place
over time (Saunders & Marcelletti, 2013, p. 143). As a result of these and other findings,
states, including Virginia, and federal government agencies, have prioritized examining
and reporting subgroup data (Virginia Department of Education, 2017, 2018, 2019; U.S.
Department of Education, 2006, 2009a, 2009b, 2020a, 2020b).

The NAGB (NCES, 2014) introduced the “NAEP Testing and Reporting on
Students with Disabilities and English Language Learners Policy Statement” to reaffirm
that the assessments produced “valid, comparable data on the academic achievement of
American students” (p. 1). The policy statement (NCES, 2014) reported that in recent
years public confidence “has been threatened by continuing, substantial variations in
exclusion rates for students with disabilities (SD) and English language learners (ELL)
among the states and urban districts taking part” (p. 1). To assuage public confidence, the
NAGB (NCES, 2014) proposed uniform national rules for NAEP testing of SD and ELL
students based on the expert panels’ recommendations, detailed analyses provided by the
U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics, and public
comments. The NAGB stated that the policy guidelines are “intended to maximize
student participation, minimize the potential for bias, promote fair comparisons and
maintain trends” (NCES, 2014, p. 1). The policy brief included implementation
guidelines to govern the testing of all EL students. Accordingly, the National Center for
Education Statistics (2014) suggested that EL students who “have been in United States

schools for one year or more should be included in the National Assessment,” while
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“those in US schools for less than one year should take the assessment if it is available in
the student’s primary language” (p. 4). Furthermore, the NAGB implemented several
guidelines offering accommodations that maximize meaningful student participation and
are responsive to the student’s level of English proficiency.

Whether the combined EL student achievement data were measured and reported
as a student group or as subsets of the student group presents clear implications for
practitioners, policymakers, scholars, and the public. This study, however, examined
principal instructional leaders perceived support of the academic achievement of those
students identified as ELs by Virginia’s state-approved ELP screening assessment,
classified as EL by their school division, and received LEP academic services during the
specified school year. Thus, this study used the reported data for students identified as
ELs in Virginia, which included students identified as ELs, students identified as ELs
within the previous 4 years, ELs with disabilities, ELs in gifted and talented programs,
and students reclassified as English proficient before the fourth year of reclassification.
Under ESSA, Virginia includes student results in the EL “subgroup for not more than
four years after the student ceases to be identified as an English learner” (Virginia
Department of Education, 2018, p. 9).

Literacy and Achievement Gaps

Educational research consistently shows strong correlations between students’
reading levels and academic success in all content areas (Cunningham & Stanovich,
1998; National Center for Education Statistics, 2014). For example, Hernandez (2011)
conducted a longitudinal study of 3,975 third-grade students by tracking their reading
levels for 10 years, finding that “23% of students reading below-basic levels in the third

grade dropped out or failed to graduate on time, compared to 9% of basic and 4% of
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proficient readers” (p. 3). In addition, Cunningham and Stanovich’s (1998) study found
the following:
Reading has cognitive consequences that extend beyond its immediate task of
lifting meaning from a particular passage. Furthermore, these consequences are
reciprocal and exponential. Accumulated over time spiraling either upward or
downward they carry profound implications for the development of a wide range

of cognitive capabilities.
(p. 137)

Literacy is the underpinning of academic achievement, and addressing the
widening divergence between EL and non-EL students involves intensive supervision of
the developmental concepts and processes that govern reading acquisition and ability
(Darling-Hammond, 2012; Saracho, 2017). Increasing EL students’ reading
comprehension and fluency levels begin with revising the curriculum and amending
instructional practices. Modifications such as reframing the school’s reading goals to
consider preliteracy instruction, coordinating the curriculum, and monitoring student
progress can only be facilitated by building instructional leaders (Darling-Hammond,
2012; Hallinger, 2013). As the chief decision-maker of the building, the principal
instructional leader introduces practices that consider student diversity by increasing
faculty competencies to foster quality teaching, which improves learning (Bybee et al.,
2014; Counseling@NYU, 2018; Fitzpatrick & Doyle, 2020; Gandara & Escamilla, 2017).

Closing the EL achievement gap is not just an accountability issue; according to
Haycock (2001), this disparity endures over a lifetime and is commonly attributed to
dropout rates, college enrollment rates, under and unemployment rates, incarceration
rates, and adult mortality. Federal oversight brought about such reform efforts as
preschool interventions, teacher development, instructional modifications, and standards-

based expectations (Porter, 2015). According to Porter (2015), these reform efforts
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initially reduced the gap between black and white students because “they provided
greater opportunities to learn;” however, disparities between marginalized subgroups
continue to linger (p. 8). Whereas Black and Latino students’ academic performance
drastically improved in the 1970s and 1980s, the 1990s saw stagnation and, in some
areas, expanding gaps. EL students experienced small gains during this time; yet, today,
they continue to significantly underperform in reading, math, writing, science, and social
studies (August et al., 2012; Edgerton & Desimone, 2019; Gandara et al., 2003; Movit et
al., 2010; Porter, 2015; Sanchez, 2017). According to Darling-Hammond (2012),
principal instructional leaders play a critical role in supporting teachers’ classroom
practices by fostering good teaching and learning, the impetus of improving academic
achievement.

A Brief History of Instructional Leadership

The Effective School Reform Movement significantly changed the role of the
school principal, increasing the demand for highly productive change-agents who foster
continual instructional improvement. The movement followed the controversial 1966
“Equality of Education Opportunity” report, commonly referred to as the Coleman
Report. The Coleman Report found that school quality had little effect on student
academic achievement; rather, student achievement was impacted by factors such as
family dynamics, peers, and socioeconomics (Coleman, 1966). The federal government
responded to the Coleman report by creating compensatory education, which opponents
claimed focused more on changing the student’s behavior and less on changing education
(Hanushek, 2011). Critics of the report, such as Hanushek and Kain (1972), expressed
“serious questions” about the study’s findings based on the “empirical analysis,” which

they believed was supported by outdated methodology (p. 116). Educational scholars that
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believed schools could impact student achievement by addressing their academic needs
began to search for exemplary schools that produced exceptional results regardless of the
student body’s demographics (Edmonds, 1979; Weber, 1971). Once identified, scholars
worked to isolate the schools’ commonalities; thus, establishing a framework for
effective schools and establishing the Effective Schools Movement.

The term instructional leadership emerged in the early 1980s with the rise of
research regarding effective schools to classify duties and tasks relative to principal
leadership (Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger, 2013; Nettles & Herrington, 2007). The early
instructional leadership models were derived primarily from studies of elementary
principals serving poor students in urban environments (Brookover & Lezotte, 1977;
Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger, 2013; Koball & Jiang, 2018; Weber, 1971). Ronald Edmonds,
credited as the father of the effective schools movement in the United States, was unlike
many of his contemporaries; according to Fullan, Edmonds’ interest was “not research
per se, it was change” (Fullan, 2005, n.p.). This scholar’s research focused on elementary
schools in major American cities serving poor and minority students to push for applied
change by distinguishing and then comparing the characteristics of successful schools
with those of unsuccessful schools (Fullan, 2005). To establish school social indicators,
the researcher performed a broad review of relevant literature elucidating the extensive
range of views held by educators and academics on issues including school
demographics, family and social background, remedial programs, schools facilities,
school finance, teacher experience, teacher race, per student expenditure, and school

change.
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Of 10,000 students attending 20 Detroit inner city schools, Edmonds (1979)
randomly sampled the reading and math achievement scores of 2,500 students and
identified highly successful schools based on the scores and applicable determinants. The
schools were deemed effective if the average test scores exceeded the city’s required
scale score. Of the 20 schools, five were determined to be effective in teaching both
reading and math; eight were effective in teaching math, and nine were effective in
teaching reading (Edmonds, 1979). Additionally, the findings revealed five correlates of
school effectiveness: (a) purposeful principal leadership; (b) a school climate focused on
teaching and learning; (c¢) a school climate focused on high academic expectations for all
students; (d) a safe and orderly climate; and (e) frequent monitoring of student
achievement through rigorous assessments. Edmonds (1979) then established a
relationship between home lineage and school effectiveness. Finally, two of the 20
schools were matched based on 11 social indicators. Students that attended School A
averaged gains well over 3 months above the city’s norm in reading and math. In
contrast, students who attended School B averaged almost 3 months below the city
reading norm and 1.5 months below the city math norm (Edmonds, 1979, p. 20). The
standard social features of the students attending these two schools allowed the researcher
to infer the significance of school behavior in making student learning outcomes separate
from the family background (Edmonds, 1979). According to Edmonds (1979), the
overruling argument is that “in and of itself, pupil family background neither causes nor
precludes elementary school instructional effectiveness” (p. 21). Indeed, successful
schools are responsible for effective teaching to the academic needs of every student

regardless of their family background (Brookover & Lezotte, 1977; Edmonds, 1979;
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Weber, 1971). Lastly, Edmonds (1979) clarified that an effective school’s chief
indispensable characteristic is a vital administrative leader.

Lezotte (1991), a partisan of Edmonds, suggested that the effective school’s
instructional leader represented a highly focused leader who was results-oriented and
data-driven, able to overcome the usual day-to-day obstacles and focus on teaching and
learning. Barth (1986) described these administrators as goal-oriented leaders who could
turn schools around by fostering a culture of high academic standards. According to
Hallinger (2013), these leaders displayed high expectations for students and teachers and
led through shared visions that aligned every action with the school’s academic mission.
Effective instructional leaders focus on managing the learning process by working
directly with teachers to improve teaching practices (Cuban, 2013; Dwyer, 1985;
Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Leithwood, 1994, 1999, 2008; The Wallace Foundation,
2012, 2019).

Research on effective schools has suggested that the principal instructional
leadership role was critical to improving student academics and school outcomes
(Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Lezotte, 1991). According to Hallinger (2013), the
publication of the effective school findings increased the federal government’s interest,
which historically left educational issues up to the individual states. The government
perceived these conclusions as credible, and the principal leadership framework was
formed based on the emergent research on effective schools (Bamberg & Andrews, 1990;
Barth, 1986; Cuban, 1988, 2013; Dwyer, 1985; Hallinger, 2013; Leithwood &

Montgomery, 1982). The findings led the government to create School Leadership
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Academies in every state, which instituted a “one-size-fits-all” instructional leadership
model for all aspiring leaders (Barth, 1986; Hallinger, 2013, p. 3).

Hallinger (2013) suggested that although the government and policymakers
recognized effective schools research, the framework also had its critics. Researchers
questioned whether principals could dedicate the time and effort necessary for
instructional leadership to be effective, given all other assigned duties and responsibilities
(Barth, 1986, 2001; Cuban, 1988, 2013). Critics pointed to the counter findings of the
effective school’s research, that addressed the barriers prohibiting most principals from
assuming the role of the instructional leader as proof that the effective school’s model
was flawed (Barth, 1986; Cuban, 1984). These barriers surrounded the dichotomy of the
principal role and included the expectations of duties that leaders perform daily like
managing human and other resources, and societal factors (Barth, 1986; Cuban, 1984).
Many scholars found a lack of knowledge of curriculum and instruction to also be a
barrier of the instructional leadership model (Barth, 1986; Cuban, 1984; Hallinger, 1983,
1992). Yet, other researchers realized the need to find a model that promoted an effective
balance of responsibilities. Cuban (1988) described the principalship as bureaucratic,
administrative, and instructional, suggesting that all these obligations require substantial
attention to maintain a thriving school.

Hallinger (2003, 2011) reported that the effective school’s instructional leadership
model required a level of expertise that most principals would not be able to obtain. Barth
(1986) described the principal's daily work activities as being succinct, disjointed
activities that are continuously disrupted. This conflicted with the prescribed expectations

of the effective instructional leadership model, which was characterized as focused and
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reflective (Barth, 1986; Marshall, 2013). Perhaps the most crucial argument against the
effective school model was that American schools were diverse, and the role of the
principal is directly related to the needs of the entire student population (e.g., school size,
student socioeconomic status, and language background (Barth, 1986; Hallinger &
Murphy, 1986). Notwithstanding the government’s efforts, the effective school
instructional leadership model did not gain widespread acceptance among practicing
principals (Hallinger, 2013). Leithwood (1994) confirmed that the effective schools
instructional leadership model struggled in the early 1990s when school improvement
scholars began to debate the values of transformational and later distributed leadership in
education.

Kafka (2009) advised that historically, principals have been called upon to enact
building level changes to existing failing systems and or structures. For more than half a
century, prominent scholars have studied educational leaders to determine which
leadership conceptual model best contributes to effective teaching and learning (August
et al., 2012; Gandara et al., 2003; Movit et al., 2010; Sanchez, 2017). Instructional
leadership has become synonymous with teaching and learning, nonetheless; Hallinger
(2003) stated that the debate continued to loom over the most applicable conceptual
models.

Hallinger (2003) clarified that even though instructional leadership “explicitly
focuses on school improvement,” it should be considered transactional as it seeks to
“manage and control” workers towards fixed goals (p. 338). Hallinger (2003) further
explained that current research supports the belief that effective leadership is composed

of elements from both transactional and transformational leadership (p. 338). According
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to Duemer (2017), transactional leadership “addresses the need for rapid change” by
focusing on relationships of exchange to promote “compliance through both reward and
punishment” (pp. 1-3). In addition, transactional leadership promotes subordinates’
compliance through structures that work “better under a clear chain of command”
(Tavanti, 2008, p. 1).

Despite the growing interest in transformational leadership, the influential school
instructional leadership model’s correlates continued to evolve and serves as the
foundation for future instructional leadership models. Hallinger (2013) asserted that the
instructional leadership model resurged during the rise of the NCLB accountability era.
The NCLB accountability movement created global interest in instructional leadership
and introduced new terminology and a new leadership standard for the 21st century
(Davies & Brundrett, 2010; Hallinger, 2013).

The 21st-century instructional leadership model should be grounded in the understanding
that today’s public school students are far more diverse than ever. Whereas
sociodemographics such as socioeconomics correlate with student success, primary
student academic performance derives from school response, and both must be factors in
determining appropriate school learning practices (Edmonds, 1979, 1982).

Principal Instructional Leadership and Student Learning

Educational reform has existed for as long as public education. From Horace
Mann's common-school movement in the 1800s to the 1966 publication of the Coleman
Report, reformers have sought to create changes within the public education system. In
the 1980s, education reformers began to focus all change efforts on one outcome, student
achievement. The effective schools movement introduced the term and concept of

instructional leadership as both a response to the EEO report and an essential
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characteristic of school improvement (Edmonds, 1979; Lezotte, 1991). Although initially,
the instructional leadership role was reserved for the principal; the concept has evolved in
recent years, the principal is still considered the school's instructional gatekeeper and
agent of change for teaching and learning (Blasé¢' & Blasé, 1998; Fullan, 2003; Hallinger,
2003, 2013; Hallinger & Murphy, 1986; Leithwood, 1994; Leithwood & Montgomery,
1982; Southworth, 2002).

Over the past 50 years, much literature has been written about the effects of
principal instructional leadership on student outcomes. Most of the literature examined
school principals' efforts, traits, activities, and effects concerning student achievement
(Hallinger, 2008, 2011; Hallinger & Heck, 2010; Supovitz et al., 2010). The empirical
literature overwhelmingly supports the indirect effect of the principal on student
achievement through the principal's direct effect on teacher instruction (Leithwood et al.,
2004; May & Supovitz, 2011; Supovitz et al., 2010; Waters et al., 2003; Witziers et al.,
2003). For instance, Leithwood et al. (2004) found that whereas formal leaders rarely
interact directly with students, their interactions with teachers directly impact teaching
and learning. Although these and many other scholars have identified behaviors
associated with effective instructional leadership, researchers continue to study how
principal instructional leadership impacts student learning. This section reviews studies
that elucidate principal instructional leadership's direct effect on teacher instruction
changes, effective principal instructional leadership traits or actions, and meta-analyses
on the effects of principal instructional leadership on improving student learning.

Principal Instructional Leadership’s Direct Effect

May and Supovitz (2011) conducted a “two-level log variance model” (p. 333) to

determine the “scope of principal efforts to improve instruction” (p. 34). “Scope of
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principal efforts” refers to the degree to which principals allocate their instructional focus
to faculty to improve instruction (May & Supovitz, 2011, p. 333). The investigators of
this quantitative study hypothesized that the principals' instructional leadership activities
transpire “across a continuum,” ranging from significant influence (e.g., schoolwide
changes) to decidedly focused influence (e.g., improving new teachers’ practices; May &
Supovitz, 2011, p. 334). The longitudinal study lasted from 2005 to 2007 and involved 51
southeastern U.S. primary and secondary schools. The study employed two sources of
data: the principals completed daily web-based activity logs that monitored their
leadership activities (self-report measure), while teacher participants completed surveys
throughout the year focused on their instructional interactions with their principals
(teacher-report measure). The sample of principals were shadowed by researchers who
simultaneously logged the principals’ daily behaviors into the web-based logs for
validation (p. 338). Each principal could have logged up to 36 days of data; yielding a
principal response rate ranging from 67% to 93% (p. 339). A total of 1,608 teachers were
analyzed for this study with an overall response rate of 77%.

The researchers found that the capacity of the principal’s instructional leadership
behaviors and the frequency with which the principals enacted these behaviors produced
significant changes in teachers’ instructional practices. Principals spending more time on
instructional leadership activities during the day did not produce school-wide statistically
significant differences in teacher instructional change for English language arts (ELA) or
math. Suggesting quality and not time is the more significant factor in influencing

changes in instructional practice.
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Supovitz et al. (2010) examined the link between principal leadership and teacher
leaders' effects on teachers' instructional practice and student outcomes. The researchers
used previously collected data from a continuing study of principal leadership
perceptions and professional development data from a teacher survey administered in a
mid-sized southeastern urban U.S. school division. This teacher survey was treated as the
study's independent variable. In addition, achievement data were gleaned from student
standardized test scores in ELA, and math scores from school years 2005-2006 and
2006-2007 served as the dependent variables.

Supovitz et al. (2010) found that principal leadership was a positive and
statistically significant predictor of teacher change in instruction, as evidenced by the
standardized coefficient for both ELA (» = .18) and mathematics (» = .14). The impact of
principal leadership on peer influence showed the most substantial effect on student
achievement with a moderate, practical significance (r = .38) for ELA and (» = .30) for
math. The study's results indicated that when principals concentrate on fundamental
school improvement issues, such as spearheading the school's mission and goals and
developing teacher instruction, they can collaboratively work with and through others to
change student learning positively.

Principal Instructional Leadership Practices and Behaviors

Blasé and Blasé (2000) studied teachers’ perceptions of principals’ everyday
instructional leadership behaviors and the impact of those behaviors on teacher
performance. These researchers conducted a qualitative study, surveying more than 800
teachers in one of three major universities in the Northeastern, Southeastern, and
Midwestern United States. The Inventory of Strategies Used by Principals to Influence

Classroom Teaching (ISUPICT) questionnaire consisted of five open-ended questions
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and was designed to provoke “free expression of personal meanings” on the topics (Blasé
& Blasé, 1998, p. 356). In addition, the survey was designed to give teachers a chance to
“identify and describe in detail” the attributes of principals that improved their classroom
instruction and describe what impact those attributes had on them and their performance
(Blasé¢ & Blasé, 1998, p. 349).

Blasé¢ and Blasé (1998) collected, coded, and analyzed teacher perception data
line-by-line to determine effective and ineffective instructional leadership categories and
subcategories. Common themes emerged in the analysis, and positive and negative
characteristics were clustered. Then, the remaining data were analyzed and coded to
identify the teachers' perceived impact of principal characteristics on their teaching. Blasé
and Blasé recognized the following principal instructional leadership behaviors that
impacted teacher change in instruction: critical communication, support of teacher
growth, and collaboration. The researchers believed that their work aided in expanding
the research supporting the direct effects of principal instructional leadership on teacher
and classroom instruction, suggesting, “Specifically, we have accounted for teacher
changes by describing and conceptualizing principals’ work behaviors and their effects
from the teachers’ perspective” (Blasé & Blasé, 1998, p. 368).

Principal Instructional Leadership and Student Achievement

Witziers et al. (2003) conducted a study to reconsider the academic debate on the
possible direct and indirect effect of principals’ leadership on student academic
achievement. The researchers performed a rigorous quantitative systematic meta-analysis
of almost every study including dissertations that investigated the effects of leadership on
students’ outcomes. According to Witziers et al., almost every study including

dissertations associated with the effects of principals’ instructional leadership behaviors
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on student learning outcomes between the early 1970s and 1998 was reviewed using a
specific criteria for rigorous study design. The researchers reviewed over 5,000 studies
dating back to the 1970s and 70 satisfied the researchers’ requirements. The 70 studies
included the analyses of 2,894 schools, 14,000 teachers, and roughly 1.1 million students
(Witziers et al., 2003).

The meta-analysis generated data that confirmed a sizeable relationship between
leadership and student learning, with an average effect size of .25 expressed as a
correlation (Witziers et al., 2003). In addition, the analysis revealed 21 leadership duties
associated with student achievement. The researchers used the combined findings to
create the balanced leadership framework, a tool to helps educational administrators
improve student achievement by improving their practice (Witziers et al., 2003). This
framework assessed the behaviors consistent with Hallinger’s (1983) framework,
exception for the function visibility, as no equivalency of instrumentation and analysis
existed at that time. The frame also included an additional function, “advice and support,”
as the literature review showed that many researchers assessed the perception of leaders
performing this behavior (Witziers et al., 2003, p. 406). Witziers et al. suggested that the
foundation of balanced leadership framework is a combination of knowledge and skill;
not just knowing what to do, but “knowing when, how, and why to do it” (p. 4). Waters et
al. (2003) also found that leaders positively impact achievement, but negligible or poor
leadership could have an undesirable impact on educational success. Therefore,
influential instructional leaders must understand and embrace their role in improving the
academic achievement of all students by ensuring every student receives research-based,

high-quality instruction in a safe learning environment.

67



Additionally, these researchers performed an analysis using multidimensional
concepts of leadership to investigate the impact of several leadership behaviors on
student achievement (Witziers et al., 2003). Overall, these analyses showed small effect
sizes; however, four of the nine leadership behaviors assessed had a significantly positive
relationship with student learning (Witziers et al., 2003, p. 410). In terms of Z,, these
positive significant relationships relate to the following four behaviors: supervision and
evaluation “(Zr = .02), monitoring (Zr = .07), visibility (Zr = .07), and defining and
communicating the school’s mission (Zr = .19),” supporting the authors’ assertion that
instructional leadership behaviors support and influence student learning.

Hallinger and Heck (1998) reviewed the empirical evidence of several large-scale
educational leadership studies from 1980 to 1995 to link all the studies' conclusions.
These scholars specifically focused on the theoretical foundations of the most relevant
conceptual frameworks, including those of Elmore (2000), Fink and Resnick (2001),
Blasé and Blasé (1998), Leithwood and Montgomery (1982), and Lezotte (1991), to
study the relationship between the models and methods of investigation. Hallinger and
Heck (1998) sought to glean what had been learned about the principal's impact on
teaching and learning. The researchers concluded that school leadership's cumulative
direct and indirect effects on student achievement are small but educationally meaningful.
Hallinger and Heck (1998) found that instructional leaders' intellectual and physical acts
(i.e., what the leader thinks and does) drive the performance of teachers and staff, which
in turn affects student performance. From defining the school’s mission and coordinating

curriculum to maintaining high visibility and directly supervising instruction, principals
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guide quality teaching and learning by understanding, modeling, and supporting proper
instruction.

In 2008, Leithwood and Wahlstrom set out to add to the growing body of
empirical research, asserting that quality leadership influenced students learning by
examining a wide range of empirical research that addressed leadership and its effect on
learning. These researchers purported that “effective leadership, particularly formal
leadership has significant consequences for student learning” (Leithwood & Wahlstrom,
2008, p. 457). They also noted that leadership is “second in strength” only to classroom
instruction (Leithwood & Wahlstrom, 2008, p. 70). In the book Linking Leadership to
Student Learning, Leithwood et al. (2004) provided empirical evidence to support the
commonly held belief that school leadership impacts school effectiveness. In a 5-year
study, Leithwood et al. (2012) used five types of empirical evidence to link leadership to
student learning, including “(1) qualitative case studies, (2) large-scale quantitative
studies of leadership effects on school and students, (3) studies that examine the effects
of specific leadership practices, (4) studies that focus on leadership effects on student
engagement, and (5) research on leadership succession” (Leithwood et al., 2012, p. 3).
For the study, the authors utilized an extensive base of leadership to include each
“organizational level in the school system—classroom, school, district, community, and
state” (p. 3). The scholars defined leadership as “providing direction and exercising
influence,” emphasized that leadership is “all about organizational improvement” (p. 4),
and concluded that school leadership indirectly impacts student learning (p. 14). Formal

leadership positions, such as the school principal, rarely interact with students in direct
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learning settings; alternatively, they impact learning by cultivating an environment
conducive to learning.

DuFour and Mattos (2013) described the role of the principal as contradictory,
moving from administrative managers to building leaders and, eventually, instructional
leaders. Nevertheless, influential school researchers recognized the impact of effective
principals and acknowledged that great leadership was critical to school improvement.
Branch et al. (2013) propose that teachers significantly affect the students in their classes
while building principals affects the entire student body. Branch et al. (2013) conducted
the study School Leaders Matter to measure the principal's influence on student
achievement progress. The authors used a value-added model to measure how the
average gains in achievement differ from principal to principal by determining how much
effectiveness varies from one principal to the other (Branch et al., 2013, p. 2). The
researchers collected administrative information for all Texas schools from multiple
sources to match datasets of students, teachers, principals, and staff to the correct school
to create an accurate portrait of each principals’ schools. These data included student
demographics and socioeconomic status, teacher and principal experience, salary,
education, and school population served (Branch et al., 2013). Branch et al. also observed
7,420 principals and reviewed 28,147 of their annual evaluations, concluding that highly
influential principals increased the achievement of their average students by between 2
and 7 months of learning in a single year, whereas ineffectual principals lower
achievement by the same span.

Highly effective principals can increase standardized test scores, reduce

absenteeism and suspensions, and increases grade promotion and graduation rates
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(Rumberger, 2004, 2011; Waters et al., 2003). DuFour (2002) submitted that successful
instructional leaders foster student learning by ensuring that teaching and learning are the
central focus of the school. The emphasis on proper instruction and school-wide
accountability facilitated increased learning; however, educational disparities persisted
among subgroups. These subgroups included students with disabilities and English
language learners, which suggested principals must make a concentrated effort to identify
the needs of all subgroups and foster an inclusive instructional culture within their
buildings.

Overall, empirical evidence supports the principal instructional leadership role as
it relates to the entire student body, with only one study explicitly reporting subgroup
findings. The consensus among these noted scholars is that effective principal
instructional leaders may exert both direct and indirect effects on student achievement by
improving teaching practices, facilitating fundamental school change, taking a more
expansive leadership approach, monitoring teacher and student outcomes, being visible,
and collaboratively building and modeling an inclusive school mission. Unfortunately,
literature specifically relevant to the relationship between teachers' perceptions of the
effectiveness of principal instructional leadership and EL academic attainment needs to
be more extensive. The following section reviews four seminal studies examining
principal instructional leadership's effects on other marginalized students.

Principal Instructional Leadership and EL Students’ Academic Achievement

Scanlan and Lopez (2012) postulated, “Perhaps the fundamental measure of
success for school leaders is the academic success of traditionally marginalized students”
(p. 1). Improving instructional practices for historically low-performing student groups is

a priority for many schools across the country. Practitioners and educational academics
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continuously seek to understand the dynamics of schools that succeed in serving students
that traditionally struggle academically (Brookover & Lezotte, 1977; Edmonds, 1979;
Hallinger, 2003). To this end, Oberman et al. (2005) utilized the Year 2 findings of
Springboard School's The California Best Practices Study, “which was one of the first to
use California's new test to identify the state's most successful high schools” (p. 5).
Springboard Schools conducted a 3-year study of high-achieving challenging schools in
California to determine common best practices. These challenging schools served high-
poverty neighborhoods with large numbers of EL students. The schools were also
plagued with limited funding; as a result, classrooms lacked adequate resources.
Oberman et al. (2005) selected 10 of the highest-performing schools identified in
Springboard School’s study of California schools with large populations of ELs, Black
and brown, and low income students that “beat the odds,” and “subjected them to in-
depth, on-site analysis” by performing an exhaustive inquiry to determine what the
schools “were doing right” (p. 5). This 3-year inquiry examined dropout rates, academic
performance index (API), average yearly progress targets (AYP), English language
proficiency, and the rate in which students completed higher level course work. The
study’s main finding was that teaching matters; nevertheless, the authors wanted to
describe how principals and school districts could ensure that good teaching is the
standard for every student. The researchers distinguished three key factors that support
learning in high-poverty, high-achieving schools: (a) use a consistent curriculum and
frequent diagnostic tests; (b) find and adopt “best instructional practices;” and (c) invest

in improvement (Oberman et al., 2005, p. 5).
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Moreover, Williams et al. (2005) sought to determine why some students from
similar demographic backgrounds score higher on standardized tests yet others score
much lower. The researchers surveyed the elementary principals and teachers from 257
California schools with comparable student populations to determine which practices and
procedures were associated with higher levels of student academic attainment. Williams
et al. claimed the study was more comprehensive than previous studies in that the
participation rates were very high; the participants included approximately 5,500 teachers
and 257 principals. In addition, the participating schools served a diverse student
population that faced unique challenges; 40% of the 135,673 students were classified as
ELs, 78% received free and reduced-priced meals, and 32% of the student’s parents were
high school dropouts (Williams et al., 2005). This population was selected to compare
schools’ instructional practices with Academic Performance Index (API) growth scores
that varied by as much as 252 points.

The API growth scores were a cross-sectional measure of California Standards
Tests (CST) scores based on a single year and represented the change in a school’s
performance from 1 year to the next. The researchers used the most recent student API
growth scores as the primary measure of student learning which served as the dependent
variable for the study (Williams et al., 2005). The teachers and principals were field
tested using a survey created based on the effective school literature and included a fairly
extensive set of questions around concrete and actionable teaching and learning practices,
school level policies, and best instructional practices for EL students (Williams et al.,

2005). The teacher school level survey data were merged with their principals’ survey
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responses, demographic, CST scores, and other information from many databases to
create school composites or school level files that formed related independent variables.

Once collected and examined, the survey results were extensively analyzed using
regression analysis to determine which activities were common practice at high-
performing schools; the behaviors were then correlated with the higher API growth
scores. The correlation revealed that the following four domains were associated with
high-performing schools: (a) prioritizing student achievement; (b) implementing a
coherent, standards-based curriculum and instruction; (c) using assessment data to
improve student achievement and instruction; (d) ensuring availability of instruction
(Williams et al., 2005, p. 3).

Using regression analysis, the authors separated distinct correlations between
school API scores and the independent variables believed to explain variation in API
scores (Williams et al., 2005). Consequently, the study results indicated that schools that
reported more resolutely that they had performed more of the behaviors associated with
each of the four domains generally generated higher API scores than schools that
reported the behaviors less frequently (Williams et al., 2005).

While attempting to determine whether resource allocation practices affected
educational outcomes, Pérez and Socias (2008) found that “sharp differences” in
customary resource allocations were not able to explain the “sharp differences” in student
achievement among low, average, and high-performing schools with varying
demographics (p. 109). Using quantitative and qualitative components, these researchers
analyzed the resource allocation practices of California’s successful, low-performing, and

average public schools by creating a profile for every public school using several public
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databases. This process included compiling information from 2002—-2005 on all certified
personnel, annual revenue and expenditure figures for all school districts, the number of
students that received or were eligible for free and reduced price meals, the number of
ELs in each school, along with the primary language of each EL, academic performance
measures for English language arts (ELA), number of students with disabilities, and
mathematics scale scores, and the California High School Exit Exam results (Pérez &
Socias, 2008). Once the sample was identified, the researchers analyzed the schools’
resource profile to determine whether the allocated resources played a role in the school’s
“unexpectedly high academic achievement level” (Pérez & Socias, 2008, p. 114). The
researcher conducted one-hour telephone interviews with a sample of successful and low-
performing schools to supplement the school data.

The researchers regressed multiple student subgroup test scores on student
background characteristics, capturing a residual for each school for multiple years.
According to Pérez and Socias (2008), schools that showed “high residuals across
multiple residual distributions” offered sound evidence of “unusually high performance”
and are termed successful (p. 114). If schools yielded “low residuals across multiple
residual distributions,” they were termed low performing (Pérez & Socias, 2008, p. 114).
Control variables included the percentages of students that: received free or reduced
lunch, ELs services, ELs that speak Spanish, students with disabilities, and parental
educations. These researchers observed that successful schools tended to perform about
1.6 standard deviations above low performing schools. Additionally, Pérez and Socias
found that resources matter when used wisely. They reported that high-performing

schools had five common aspects: influential instructional leaders, regular, thorough
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student progress monitoring, parental involvement, communication of shared goals and
fostering of professional communities, and a positive and academically focused school
climate.

Elfers and Stritikus (2014) examined school and division-level leaders to
“uncover the intentional supports put in place for classroom teachers,” working to close
the achievement gap by promoting systems of support for ELs’ learning (p. 306). These
researchers utilized a “qualitative case study design with a strategic sample” to examine
four districts that served diverse EL populations (Elfers & Stritikus, 2014, p. 314). Three
schools were selected from each of the four school divisions: seven elementary schools,
three middle schools, and two high schools (Elfers & Stritikus, 2014). Research teams of
“university faculty and graduate students” conducted an in-depth inquiry through nearly
255 semistructured interviews of teachers, divisions, and school leaders (Elfers &
Stritikus, 2014, p. 315). The research team also conducted classroom examinations and
collected pertinent division and school documents from each of the 12 schools for 4
months during the 20082009 school year (Elfers & Stritikus, 2014).

The researchers found that leadership at both the school and district levels play a
crucial role in creating and sustaining support systems for classroom teachers working
with EL students (Elfers & Stritikus, 2014, p. 318). Elfers and Stritikus (2014)
underscored five central themes based on the observed systems of support used to
advance the teaching and learning of linguistically diverse students by providing better
support for general education teachers. Elfers and Stritikus’s EL instructional change
themes align closely with Hallinger’s (1983) conceptual framework, the PIMRS

dimensions, and the findings of the current study: (a) resolving fragmentation by focusing
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on high quality instruction; (b) creating a productive blend of district and school level
leadership initiatives; (c) communicating a compelling rationale; (d) differentiating
support systems at elementary and secondary levels; and (e) using data for instructional
improvement (p. 318). Although there is limited literature identifying what constitutes
effective school instructional leadership for EL students, these studies revealed standard
identifiers of critical factors that impact the learning of all students, particularly
marginalized students. These identifiers all provide guidance and support good teaching
and student academic achievement.

The principal is deemed the gatekeeper of academic success; accordingly,
divisions must determine what constitutes principal instructional leadership effectiveness.
Although several surveys measure principal effectiveness, the PIMRS is the most utilized
instructional leadership instrument in empirical research. Similarly, the identifiers
revealed in the stated research line up with the PIMRS instructional leadership behavioral
dimensions. To further demonstrate the alignment of EL instructional research and
Hallinger’s conceptual framework, Table 1 presents supporting studies. The following
section reviews the study's conceptual framework and Hallinger and Murphy's (1985)
PIMRS, a questionnaire that measures instructional leadership behaviors and assists

principals in their professional growth.
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Table 1

Summary of English Learner Research Supporting Hallinger and Murphy’s PIMRS

Supporting English Learner Literature

PIMRS Defining the School Mission
Subscales
Frame Oberman Elfers & Munguia, Williams et Menken Theoharis . Pérez &
School etal., Stritikus, 2017 al., 2005 Solorza, O’Toole, Socias,
Goals 2005 2014 Carrejo et 2015 2011 2008
al., 2010
Communicate Oberman Elfers & Munguia, Williams Menken Pérez & Theoharis
School Goals et al., Stritikus, 2017 et al., & Socias, &
2005 2014 Carrejo et 2005 Solorza, 2008 O’Toole,
al., 2010 2015 2011
Managing the Instructional Program
Coordinate the  Oberman Elfers & Munguia, Williams Menken Theoharis Pérez &
Curriculum et al., Stritikus, 2017 etal., 2005 & & Socias,
2005 2014 Carrejo et Solorza, O’Toole, 2008
al., 2010 2015 2011
Supervise & Oberman Elfers & Munguia, Theoharis Menken Williams Pérez &
Evaluates et al., Stritikus, 2017 & & etal., Socias,
Instruction 2005 2014 Carrejo O’Toole, Solorza, 2005 2008
etal., 2011 2015
2010
Monitor Oberman Elfers & Munguia, Carrejoet Menken Williams  Theoharis
Students et al., Stritikus, 2017 al., 2010 & etal., &
Progress 2005 2014 Pérez & Solorza, 2005 O’Toole,
Socias, 2015 2011
2008
Developing the School Learning Climate Program
Protect Williams Elfers & Munguia, Carrejoet Menken Theoharis Pérez &
Collaborative et al., Stritikus, 2017 al., 2010 & & Socias,
Instructional 2005 2014 Solorza, O’Toole, 2008
Time 2015 2011
Provide Oberman Munguia, Carrejo et
Incentives et al., 2017 al., 2010
for Teachers & 2005
Students
Promote Oberman Elfers & Munguia, Carrejoet Menken Theoharis Williams
Professional et al., Stritikus, 2017 al,, 2010 & & et al.,
Development 2005 2014 Solorza, O’Toole, 2005
2015 2011
Maintain High  Williams Elfers & Munguia, Pérez & Menken Theoharis
Visibility et al., Stritikus, 2017 Socias, & &
2005 2014 2008 Solorza, O’Toole,
2015 2011
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The PIMRS Conceptual Framework

In the 1980s, two dominant instructional leadership conceptual frameworks
emerged in the United States. Bossert et al. (1982) developed a framework to identify
principal leadership’s central issues by examining what was known about effective
instructional management. These authors reviewed related research and literature that
highlighted the importance of principal instructional leadership to develop a model that
would describe how specific “management or leadership acts” became “concrete
activities, which help children succeed in school” (Bossert et al., 1982, p. 34). According
to Hallinger and Wang (2015), Bossert and colleagues conceptualized the “actions and
strategies employed by principals” that were necessary to impact the school’s
instructional management and improve the school’s learning environment (p. 27). The
term instructional management was chosen because managing the tasks of coordinating
and controlling curriculum and instruction were central to the principal’s managerial role.
Instructional leadership would later become the preferred term by practitioners and
academics, given the implication of the “source of power” exerted by the principal to
accomplish the desired outcomes (Hallinger & Wang, 2015, p. 27).

Far West Lab Instructional Leadership Model gave priority to the principal’s
instructional management, which was shaped by the principal’s characteristics and
framed within the school’s organizational context (Cuban, 1993; Hallinger & Heck,
1998; Hallinger & Murphy, 1986; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999). This research was
influential in exploring the concepts of instructional organization and school climate and
established that the principal’s management behavior had indirect effects on student

learning.
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Bossert et al.’s (1982) instructional management model was developed as an
alternative to the effective school researchers seeking to establish the direct effects of
instructional leadership on student learning (Witziers et al., 2003). The Far West Lab,
Instructional Leadership Model, gave considerable weight to schools' community and
institutional context as variables that originated externally influencing the principal's
leadership. The community domain refers to the school’s external factors, including
socioeconomics, and the institutional domain refers to the organizational policy system
embedded within the school. Hallinger et al. (1996) explained that both factors are
heavily influenced by societal culture; however, culture is not a part of the framework.
The model broadly interpreted the principal’s primary role in the school, although it
lessened the leader’s instructional impact on student achievement.

In contrast, Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) Principal Instructional Management
Rating Scale (PIMRS) situates the principal directly within the instructional process as
the questionnaire was developed to categorize the principals’ instructional behaviors
concerning student outcomes. The PIMRS instrument was developed to measure
Hallinger’s (1983) conceptual framework. In creating the PIMRS, Hallinger sought to
uncover the practices and behaviors comprising effective school research's broad domains
and descriptors. Additionally, most early instructional leadership studies were performed
in urban, low-income elementary schools using standardized student tests as the criterion
of school effectiveness. Although these sociodemographic variables do not diminish the
results' validity, they limit the ability to generalize results to schools with different
sociodemographic factors. Designed by Hallinger and Murphy (1985), the original

PIMRS model consisted of 11 instructional leadership behavioral functions used by
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principals to rate their performance. The model was later edited to 10 functions and
supplemented with a rating scale to precisely measure the foci. Hallinger and Murphy
(1985) set out to identify and enumerate the behavior of instructional managers. The
authors were granted permission to conduct their research in the school district of a
superintendent who wanted access to an instrument that would measure the instructional
practices of his principals (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). As a result, the scholars designed
a principal instructional management appraisal instrument based on their research
findings from a questionnaire and other related data.

The researchers administered a questionnaire to 10 elementary principals, their
teachers, and the division leadership team. In addition to the participants surveyed, the
academics collected related school artifacts such as teacher evaluations and school
handbooks. Hallinger and Murphy (1985) also observed the principals performing daily
duties to better understand their behavior and offer a real-world measurement of the
study's hypothesis. The collected data were then evaluated and classified into 10 principal
job behaviors, described as instructional leadership functions; 72 items were developed to
differentiate the classifications further. Each of the 72 items were coupled with 4 to 11
corresponding statements. Hallinger and Murphy would later reduce the 72 items to 50
(five under each of the 10 instructional leadership functions).

The current PIMRS model includes "three dimensions” limned into “ten
instructional leadership functions” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 27). The three
dimensions established the research-based context, delineated into 10 instructional
leadership functions that “describe the scope of the principal's responsibilities concerning

leading and learning;” finally, the 50 behavioral statements “describe the principal's job
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practices and behaviors” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 35). The following section
examines the three dimensions and the 10 instructional leadership functions to establish
and substantiate a basis for the current study's conceptual framework.

Define the School’s Mission

Hallinger and Murphy (1985) suggested that an essential part of the principal's
responsibility is defining and communicating the school's mission. As the instructional
leader, the principal's mission is an essential and reliable data source if it is central to the
primary purpose of teaching and learning (Stemler et al., 2011). The principal's role in
defining the school's mission involves encapsulating student data-driven school-wide
goals and consistently communicating these goals to the entire school community to sway
practice and convey fundamental values (Gabriel & Farmer, 2009; Stemler et al., 2011).

Southworth (2002) compared a principal working without a clear mission to
taking a journey without choosing a destination. A school's mission and the acts resulting
from the mission begin with the school leader and then develop into the vehicle for the
desired objectives and necessary change (Maxwell, 2011). As mission statements drive
core business, principal instructional leaders must create inclusive missions that align the
school's vision and goals with actions that address the needs of the entire student body.

Frame the School Goals

Schools that demonstrate high levels of student mastery often define learning
goals that focus on academic success. These goals are determined by performing data-
driven needs assessments to collect and examine information about school-related issues.
Hallinger and Murphy (1985) suggested that principals must lead their schools through
the goal-setting process, in which student achievement data are analyzed to determine the

gaps between current and desired conditions. Appropriately, EL achievement data must
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be used to improve EL academic outcomes and LIEP programs; thus, principals must
provide structures to support EL data analysis. In addition, all teachers in the school must
readily understand the established school goals to ensure cooperation in achieving school
improvements. Principals must also urge their teachers to analyze student data to inform
their instructional practices.

Communicate the School Goals

The shared understanding of school goals and activities creates a sense of
purpose or vision and engenders a purposeful school culture. Therefore, the principal
must communicate school goals and model them to further a shared understanding.
Relevant communication must be in context, occurring often, and conveyed formally and
informally to the greater school community. Empowered teachers assume ownership in
the process and empower students to take ownership of their learning (Darling-
Hammond, 2012).

Manage the Instructional Program

Supervise and Evaluate Instruction

Influential leaders monitor student and teacher progress. According to Drucker
(1954), “What gets measured gets improved” (n.p.). Impactful principals routinely
observe classrooms, attend grade level and curriculum meetings, and monitor student
progress data to ensure academic growth. Fink and Resnick (2001) suggested that
effective principals evaluate and assess quality teaching and reflect on best practices with
teachers to improve student learning. Leaders of schools with EL students must support
culturally and linguistically responsive teaching while fostering a school-wide focus on
crucial instructional areas (Elmore, 2000; Fink & Resnick, 2001; Ladson-Billings, 1995;

Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Murphy, 1990; Smith, 2016).
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Great principals recognize that excellent teaching must be cultivated. Instructional
leaders help teachers develop the knowledge and skills necessary to improve EL students'
academic outcomes. Darling-Hammond (2012) posited that feacher quality could be
defined as instruction that empowers all students to learn and is the most significant
school-related aspect that can advance teaching and student learning. Principals build
teacher quality capacity through appropriate support and training that can only be
actualized through authentic supervision and evaluation (Goldring et al., 2008, 2020;
Leithwood, 2008; Leithwood & Wabhlstrom, 2008; Marshall, 2013). To support ELs’
academic progress, principal instructional leaders must have a working knowledge of
effective EL instructional strategies, multilingual pedagogy, and access to resources that
encourage student engagement resulting in English language acquisition (Gandara &
Escamilla, 2017; Garcia & Weiss, 2017). According to Naegele et al. (2016), one of the
most beneficial EDL models is the inclusion co-teaching model. Naegele et al. (2016)
defined co-teaching as “two or more professionals delivering substantive instruction to a
diverse blended group of students in a single physical space” (p. 1). Effective
instructional leaders ensure inclusive co-teacher training and mentoring are integrated
into the institutionalization of EDL norms and best practices (Friend & Cook, 2009;
Géandara & Escamilla, 2017; Naegele et al., 2016).

Coordinate the Curriculum

As building leaders, principals shape a vision of academic success by improving
instruction by creating a climate conducive to learning. DuFour (2002) suggested that
principals should be an instructional resource for the faculty. Knowledgeable leaders
exercise significant influence on teachers and teaching practices. Leithwood et al. (2012)

found that formal school leadership has a robust effect on teacher performance related to
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student outcomes. The researcher suggested that formal leaders affect teachers by
motivating and inspiring them to continue learning, improving their skills, and providing
favorable working conditions, including physical and mental demands.

According to Bottoms (2007), school leaders need to understand the “big ideas”
about curriculum, instruction, and assessment (p. 1). From unpacking and aligning
curriculum standards to having a working knowledge of research-based, student-centered
educational practices, principals must have a current instructional understanding to
support teachers in fostering student learning (Barth, 2001; Blasé¢ & Blas¢, 2000;
Murphy, 1990). In addition, to improve ELs' language development, principals must
ensure that the school’s LIEP and Core Content Programs (CCP) curricula are rigorous
and focus on high-quality instruction (Elfers & Stritikus, 2014).

Monitor Student Progress

Instructional leaders strive to create data-informed instructional communities
within their schools. Due to NCLB’s increased accountability, Fenton and Murphy
(2008) indicated that principals began using data to help drive instructional practices.
They further explained that utilizing data to improve instruction merely uses information
about students obtained through test scores or teacher and principal observations to guide
classroom practices. In his research, Elmore (2000) found that influential instructional
leaders use data to assess student performance, determine problems, guide instructional
focus, and inform teacher professional development needs. Effective leaders encourage
teachers to use data to inform classroom instruction by providing a professional work
environment that is free from blame, but highlights strengths and areas of opportunity

(Bowers, 2021; Elmore, 2000; S. McLeod, 2005; Rumberger, 2004).
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Although differences exist about what procedures are included in the data-driven
instructional process, many academics include the following: cultivating a data-driven
climate, collecting quality assessment data, interpreting or analyzing the data, and
implementing findings or taking action (Bedwell, 2004; Fenton & Murphy, 2008;
Halverson et al., 2007; Stevens et al., 2016). Analyzing student data allows instructional
leaders to adjust resources and support equitable practices throughout the school
(Fitzpatrick & Doyle, 2020; Rumberger, 2004; Rumberger et al., 2017).

Develop a Positive School Learning Climate

Today's curriculum promotes problem-solving skills and critical thinking and
encourages students to understand the instructional material more profoundly. Marzano
(2003) suggested that effective time management can maximize student learning and
achievement. Schools exist to instruct students, and any infringement upon instructional
time is a breakdown in the system. Administrators should protect EL instructional time to
ensures ELs have targeted English acquisition through quality instruction that maximizes
their access to meaningful and enriching student learning opportunities (Munguia, 2017).
School leaders ensure that noninstructional time is kept to a minimum and that the
majority of instructional time is reserved for core subjects. Effective principals shield
teachers from unnecessary distractions and encourage productive time usage by
coordinating and planning other essential school affairs around the most productive
learning schedule. The erosion of instructional time is not limited to unavoidable
interruptions such as student illness or a fire drill (Leonard, 2008). Avoidable disruption,
such as unscheduled parent visits and ineffective meetings, distracts student engagement.
Protecting instructional time means supporting every effort to maintain teaching and

learning tasks. Leonard maintained that instructional leaders must preserve a school's
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institutional culture where unencumbered instructional time is nonnegotiable and the
entire faculty is invested in protecting teaching and learning.
Maintain High Visibility

The principal’s visibility has been identified as another characteristic that is
necessary for student success. Simply being visible is not sufficient, however; principals
must authentically engage students, teachers, and parents. Interactional leaders support,
motivate, and develop their people by remaining visible and accessible to all internal and
external stakeholders. Smith and Andrews (1989) identified principal visibility as one of
the four areas of planned interaction shown by instructional leaders that result in higher
levels of student achievement. Whitaker (1997) synthesized the findings of several
prominent effective school researchers to identify the most effective instructional
leadership practices as it relates to visibility:

To create a visible presence in day-to-day activities, principals must model

behaviors consistent with the school’s vision; live and breathe their beliefs in

education: organize resources to accomplish building and district goals;

informally drop in on classrooms; make staff development activities a priority:

and, most of all, help people do the right things and reinforce those activities.
(Andrews et al., 1991, p. 100)

In a search for the most appropriate leadership role for principals, Hallinger
(2003) found many similarities between instructional and transformational leadership
models. Principal visibility was one of those similar characteristics. Hallinger (2003)
recommended that principal instructional leaders have a “visible presence,” as high
visibility models a vision of caring relationships and fosters the school mission of
academic excellence (p. 15). As more research is needed about EL students and principal
visibility, existing research supports the merit of instructional leaders' visibility (Barth,

1986; Edmonds, 1979; Lezotte, 1991). Ruder (2006) posited that principal visibility and
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approachability are invaluable resources that aid instructional leaders in gaining teacher
and student trust. Principal visibility breeds familiarity and reassurance, personal qualities
essential to building healthy learning communities for all students, especially ELs, who
may struggle in school, feel like an outsider, or may suffer from anxiety, low self-
confidence, or low self-esteem (Mifsud, 2015; Wright, 2010).

Provide Incentives for Teaching and Learning

The incentive theory proposes that behavior is motivated by a desire for positive
tangible or intangible reinforcement, rewards, or incentives. Fundamentally, the behavior
is governed by the favorable external incentives within the person's environment; people
are extrinsically motivated. The incentive motivation psychologies (IMPs) monograph
series by Brewer et al. (1995) found that extrinsic incentive motivation could help
students who struggle with understanding the desired learning outcomes. Day (2016)
proposed that B.F. Skinner believed behavior is shaped and maintained by its
environmental consequences. Skinner (1968) defined operant conditioning as the
learning process through which reward or punishment changes a person's behavior.
According to Skinner (1968), a fundamental aspect of operant conditioning is that if a
supporting incentive or reward follows the operant or response, then the “frequency of
response will increase” (p. 61). Hallinger (2003) suggested that influential instructional
leaders foster a school climate shaped by positive public incentives and rewards for
teaching and learning.

Promote Professional Development

Teacher professional development is critical to increasing student learning
outcomes. Effective professional development must result in a change in teacher practices

and improved student learning outcomes (Bowers, 2021). Professional development
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refers to various educational experiences associated with a person's career. The Interstate
School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC, 2008) standards state that principals can
promote the learning of all students by promoting the professional growth of faculty
members. When teachers learn new teaching approaches and strategies via professional
development, they increase their expertise, allowing them to improve their lessons to suit
their students' needs (Bredeson & Johansson, 2000; Darling-Hammond, 2012).
Darling-Hammond (2012) suggested that the reform movements and
reauthorization of acts such as ESEA prompted extensive changes to EL teacher practices
that require significant time and resources. Teachers of ELs must meet both the
instructional and linguistic needs of their students; however, the rapid growth and
diversity of the EL population present significant challenges for efficient professional
development. Research addressing the instructional leader's role in providing professional
development for EL teachers is sparse; however, many studies address EL teacher
effectiveness. Darling-Hammond (2008) stated that much is known about schools that
have narrowed the achievement gap, including the impact of well-qualified teachers that
can effectively teach diverse students. U.S. Department of Education’s National
Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition convened a roundtable panel of experts
to address EL teacher knowledge and skill base and their access to appropriate
professional development (Ballantyne et al., 2008) The experts discussed the key features
of the EL population and the capacity of current EL teachers to address the learning
needs of this diverse student group (Ballantyne et al., 2008). The committee made the

following recommendation for preservice and practicing teachers of linguistically diverse
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students: PD is ongoing and integrated throughout the working life of educational
personnel;
e I[s effective and relevant along a continuum of teacher education for staff
development tailored to novice teachers, experienced teachers, and experts;
e [s effective and relevant for all educational personnel, including paraeducators,
teachers, and principals;
e Involves collaborative, active learning within professional learning communities;
e Is driven by research and data and is continually evaluated and refined;
e Attends to multiple dimensions of diversity and fosters cross-cultural learning;
and
e Results in improved student outcomes and a narrowing of the achievement gap for

English language learners. (Ballantyne et al., 2008, p. 1)

In meeting these recommendations, principal instructional leaders have the power
to leverage standards that yield quality teaching. Instructional leaders are the linchpins in
delivering or facilitating professional development that help teachers reflect, refine,
strengthen, and enhance their professional practice. Principals must also support the
changes in teachers’ classroom practices by modeling expected behaviors, providing
relevant and timely feedback, coaching towards improvement, and reinforcing the new
practices (Bredeson & Johansson, 2000; Darling-Hammond, 2012; Darling-Hammond &
Sykes, 2003; Elmore, 2003).

PIMRS Contextual Concerns

Although the PIMRS is the most widely used instructional leadership instrument

in empirical research, it is not without criticism. One key issue relates to the length and
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difficulty of the behavioral statements (Krug, 1990). Another criticism is that not much is
known about the sensitivity of the instrument to variances resulting from such
“demographic factors as school type (elementary, middle, secondary), school size,
gender, or age” (Krug, 1990, p. 6). Critics have also questioned why the PIMRS does not
attempt to assess background factors that “might moderate or influence the interpretation
of individual scores,” even though Murphy insisted the context in which instructional
leadership occurs is vital to fully understand its effects (Krug, 1990, p. 6). These factors
are essential to the current research because of the specific contextual factors unique to
EL students and their schools. For example, many EL students live in poverty and attend
urban schools with limited resources. In addition, urban school divisions commonly serve
racially and ethnically diverse student bodies and more immigrant and linguistically
diverse populations (Barth, 1986).

The Role of the 21st Century Instructional Leader

There may be schools out there that have strong instructional leaders, but are not
yet effective; however, we have never yet found an effective school that did not
have a strong instructional leader as the principal.

— Ron Edmonds, Effective Schools (1982)
Edmond's quote and research elucidate the theory that strong principal

instructional leadership advances student academic achievement; therefore, it must be
thoroughly explored concerning the most underserved student groups. The role of the
American school principal has always been complicated and multifaceted. According to
Kafka (2009), today's principalship is more problematic, laborious, and essential than
ever. Kafka also argued that the expectations of principals have changed over the years to
a more individualistic ideal responsible for student achievement; however, principals

have historically been expected to fill many managerial and leadership roles. As a result,
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educators and scholars have developed many behaviors, practices, and priorities to
explain instructional leadership. As there is not one standard agreement on what
constitutes effective instructional leadership, several qualifiers are considered significant
factors of effective leadership (Bass, 1985; Nettles & Herrington, 2007; Yukl, 2012).

Principal Instructional Leadership and Teacher Performance

Various studies have referred to principal instructional leaders as leaders of
leaders, a shared action in which principals encourage teachers and subordinates to take
leadership initiative to improve learning (Barth, 2001). According to Bredeson and
Johansson (2000), instructional leaders considerably impact teacher learning. Brewer and
Marmon (2000) proposed that principals should embody a positive presence in their
buildings and communities, exude self-confidence, have a positive attitude and work
ethic, build healthy, productive relationships, and nurture a positive school climate.
Marzano (2003) asserted that effective principals serve as role models for staff and
students every day. Teachers look to their principals for guidance and support. Thus,
instructional leaders must be pedagogical experts and understand student learning.
Instructional leaders successfully manage capacity within their buildings by managing
school resources, particularly scarce resources like highly qualified teachers (Davis et al.,
2005).

Human Resources

The recruitment, hiring, and retention of excellent teachers can be challenging,
particularly in hard-to-staff schools. Scholars have suggested that approximately 44% of
all teachers leave the profession within the first 5 years of teaching (Ingersoll et al.,
2018). Ingersoll et al. (2014) calculated the cost of teacher turnover and found that

teacher attrition costs the United States more than $2 billion each year. Whereas some
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school divisions may have an abundance of impressive applicants, other districts are less
fortunate. Many rural, urban, and high-poverty districts face teacher shortages every year.
Schools with an impoverished student population often have the most significant staffing
issues (Darling-Hammond, 2012; Ingersoll et al., 2014). Ingersoll et al. (2018) posited
that the turnover rate of teachers in public high-poverty schools is much higher than in
schools with low poverty. According to Ingersoll (2001), the failure of school systems to
staff classrooms with highly qualified teachers is related to social class struggles. Teacher
shortages disproportionately affect poor students. High-poverty school divisions need
help competing for well-trained teachers and employing more adequately prepared
teachers. High-poverty school districts find it hard to compete with wealthier school
divisions due to their inability to pay higher salaries, offer comprehensive benefits
packages, and supply teachers with innovative resources (Ingersoll et al., 2014).
Haberman (1991) referred to effective urban teachers as “Star teachers of children in
poverty” and created “dimensions of effective teaching” characteristics he suggested
could be assessed by his structured interview procedures (p.10) These dimensions include
(a) persistence; (b) organization and planning; (c) values student learning; (d) generating
the desire to learn in others; (e) taking responsibility for the learning of at-risk students;
(f) forming generalizations from specific practices; (g) taking a professional rather than
personal approach to the classroom; (h) knowing what they must do to satisfy the school
system and avoid burnout; (i) an awareness that teachers and students alike make serious
errors; (j) physical/emotional stamina; (k) a disposition to coaching, rather than direct
instruction; (1) and an emphasis on student effort, rather than ability (Bracey & Molnar,

2003, p. 10). These characteristics are essential to hiring the right candidate but also serve
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as important indicators for instructional leaders. Understanding teachers’ behaviors
allows leaders to shape their practice directly or indirectly, mediating the teaching and
learning processes.

The lack of quality teachers, hence quality teaching, is a critical factor in the
student achievement gaps and, ultimately, student work-related outcomes such as
unemployment (Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003; Kozol, 1991; Oakes, 2005; Wilson,
1990). The most alarming fact, however, is that 50% of the teachers lost through attrition
are among the most influential teachers in the field (Ingersoll et al., 2018; The New
Teacher Project [TNTP], 2012). TNTP is an American nonprofit organization that works
to ensure marginalized students have equal access to effective teachers. TNTP (2012)
refers to the country's best teachers as “irreplaceable” and claims that the irreplaceable
teachers often disappear from schools due to “neglect” and “inattention” (TNTP, p. 2).
Exceptional teachers far out-pace poor-performing teachers in student outcomes. Students
of highly effective teachers show educational gains of as much as 6 months from year to
year (Elmore, 2003; TNTP, 2012). Highly effective teachers possess exceptional content
knowledge and typically majored or minored in the subject area they teach (Stronge,
2011). Great teachers usually have 5 or more years of teaching experience and are
certified to teach in their content area (Elmore, 2003; Stronge, 2011). There are many
reasons teachers burn out and leave the profession; however, many scholars believe that
principal support, through the implementation of effective retention strategies, can
significantly reduce teacher flight (Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003; Elmore, 2003;

Hallinger, 2008; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999; Loeb et al., 2005).
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Public schools have always faced challenges, given the country's unique social
setting. Today's K—12 schools are confronted with even more significant challenges, due
in part to the growing number of EL students (National Center for Education Statistics,
2022). As stated by the National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition (2020)
in 2014, Virginia employed 1,240 certified EL teachers and would need at least 700
additional EL teachers within the next 5 years due to rapid growth. The growing EL
population presents a unique set of circumstances, given the student's diverse
characteristics and varied needs. The U.S. Department of Education (n.d.) reported that
60% of EL students live in poverty, and 13.8% of all ELs identify as students with
disabilities. These issues, coupled with the fact that most EL students attend low or
underperforming schools, impede principals’ ability to hire and retain good EL teachers.

Highly skilled EL teachers understand that EL students must acquire the English
language to succeed in school. EL teachers help students gain knowledge across subject
areas while acquiring proficiency in a new language (Loeb et al., 2005). EL teachers,
sensitive to multicultural diversity, recognize the importance of growing their EL
students' literacy skills in English and their native languages. Retaining highly qualified
EL teachers is essential to meeting EL students' language and learning needs. Other
retention indicators include quality administrative support, vital preparation programs,
teacher autonomy, and involvement in the classroom decision-making process (Boyd et
al., 2011; Ingersoll, 2001; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Loeb et al., 2005; Weiss, 1999).

Unfortunately, there needs to be more information about EL teacher recruitment
and retention in both public and college education (Diaz & Mahadevan, 2011; Weiss,

1999). In their mixed method study, Diaz and Mahadevan (2011) found that the shortage
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of highly qualified EL teachers may be attributed to budget cuts, lower wages and
benefits, stressful work environments, lack of proper support and assistance, qualified
minority candidates choosing careers in other fields, and low enrollment in EL teacher
preparation programs. Diaz and Mahadevan (2011) also found that principals must
prioritize recruiting highly qualified EL teachers by personally reaching out and
partnering with surrounding colleges to contribute valuable input in preparation
programs. Sutcher et al. (2016) warned principals to refrain from making short-term
decisions or not putting their students' best interests first. Hasty decisions such as hiring
teachers who need to be adequately trained may lead to higher teacher turnover, creating
more costly issues (Sutcher et al., 2016). Whereas many studies have focused on
retention issues that principals have little or no control over, like teacher pay and teacher
preparation programs, principals play an enormous role in reducing teacher turnover. As
Bracey and Molnar’s (2003) empirical synthesis suggested, recruitment and retention
solutions must prioritize student learning (Deussen, 2015; Sutcher et al., 2016; Weiss,
1999).

Supporting General Education Teachers

Learning English is often difficult for various reasons, including the multiple
exceptions found in the English language, word meaning changes due to inflection, and
differences in regional dialects (Brown et al., 2015). Addressing the EL literacy
achievement gap in the classroom requires proper teacher preparation and professional
development, effective instructional leadership, and an understanding of the challenges
faced by EL students (Bracey & Molnar, 2003; Deussen, 2015; Diaz & Mahadevan,
2011; Sutcher et al., 2016). ESL teacher training programs are designed to include

pedagogical theories of teaching and learning processes unique to EL students. These
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programs focus on the methods, strategies, and techniques that are effective in teaching
EL students (Virginia Department of Education, 2018). General education teachers need
to benefit from this type of educational training. According to Samson and Collins
(2012), “To date, there has been relatively little attention paid to the essential standards,
knowledge, and skills that general education teachers ought to possess in order to provide
effective instruction to ELs placed in their classroom” (p. 2). Sergiovanni (2009)
suggested, “When principals emphasize the building of effective learning and caring
communities for teachers within the school, teacher learning improves, and student
achievement benefits as a result” (p. 57). Thus, principal instructional leaders must
clearly understand the evidence-based English acquisition instruction models designed to
increase EL educational outcomes (Brown et al., 2015; Munguia, 2017; Naegele et al.,
2016). According to Munguia (2017), successful principal instructional leaders enact
behaviors that foster EL students' academic achievement by supporting high-quality
English Language Development (ELD) instruction with fidelity. Anderson (1990)
suggested that leaders who practice through the lens of educational equity influence new
meaning-making within their schools by facilitating an understanding and appreciation of
diversity and inclusion.

Conclusion of the Literature Review

In this study, I examined the perceptions of principals’ instructional leadership
practices and behaviors enacted in support of EL students’ academic achievement by
providing a comprehensive review of the existing empirical literature and surveying EL,
general, and special education teachers employed at elementary schools in selected
divisions in Virginia. In addition, this chapter reviewed historical literature on the

American bilingual education systems and federal and state oversights established to
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ensure EL students are afforded an equitable education. Finally, I briefly described the
United States and Virginia's EL student subgroup, further elucidating that the EL student
population continues to be the fastest-growing student population in the American public
school system (Gandara & Escamilla, 2017; Kieffer & Thompson, 2018; National Center
for Education Statistics, 2022).

Next, I presented literature on the achievement gap between ELs and their non-EL
peers by explaining a perceived connection between the literacy gap and ELP
achievement disparities (Porter, 2015). The subsequent section of the chapter presents a
discussion of the literature surrounding Hallinger and Murphy's (1985) conceptual
framework and PIMRS instrumentation. The literature demonstrated that the PIMRS
instrument has yielded the most valid and reliable instructional leadership data in
empirical educational research addressing the role of the principal in student learning and
school improvement (Hallinger, 2008; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood et al., 2004).

According to Bush and Glover (2014), “instructional leadership is one of the most
enduring” leadership models (p. 487). For more than 40 years, many academics have
found the school principal to be the single most significant influence on school
effectiveness and student academic achievement (Blasé & Blasé, 2000; Edmonds, 1979;
Elmore, 2006; Fink & Resnick, 2001; Hallinger, 2011; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982;
Lezotte, 1991; Nettles & Herrington, 2007; Weber, 1971).

Behaviors and practices may vary; still, much of the literature reviewed for this
study support Hallinger and Murphy's (1985) three instructional leadership behavioral
dimensions: Defines the School's Mission, Manages the Instructional Program, and

Develops a Positive School Climate (Nettles & Herrington, 2007). The literature
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suggested that instructional leadership expertise enacted through behaviors such as (a)
framing and communicating the school's goals through a mission; (b) promoting
standards-based learning; (c¢) monitoring teaching for learning improvement; (d) data-
based decision-making; and (e) cultivating an inclusive learning environment are among
the most critical behaviors and practices of the principal instructional leadership model
(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003;
Leithwood & Wabhlstrom, 2008; Williams et al., 2005). Effective principal instructional
leaders provide the necessary instructional support and guidance their schools need to
improve and sustain academic attainment. ELs continue to lag their non-EL peers in
terms of performance; thus, if principals are to close the achievement gap, building
leaders must assume an inclusive instructional leadership role that supports EL students'
learning needs (Gandara & Escamilla, 2017; Goldenberg & Wagner, 2015; Saunders &
Marcelletti, 2013). Table 2 summarizes how the literature in this study aligns with

Hallinger and Murphy's (1985) PIMRS instrument.
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Table 2

Summary of Literature Supporting Hallinger and Murphy's PIMRS

Defining the School Mission

PIMRS Sub- Supporting Literature
scales
Frames Hallinger & Stemler et Southworth, Hallinger,
School Goals Murphy, 1985 al., 2011 2002 2003, 2008
Managing the Instructional Program
Coordinates Fink & Zmuda et DuFour, Leithwood et  Bottoms,
the Resnick, 2001 al., 2004, 2002, al. 2012 2007
Curriculum Barth, 2001 Murphy, Blas¢ &
1990 Blasé, 2000
Supervises &  Fink & Zmuda et Elmore, Leithwood &  Hanushek,
Evaluates Resnick, 2001  al., 2004 2000 Jantzi, 1999 2011
Instruction Darling- Rivkin et al., Barth, 2001  Bredeson & Brewer &
Hammond, 2005 Johansson, Marmon,
2012 Marzano et 2000 2000
al., 2005
Monitors Fenton & Leithwood Fullan, 2002 Bedwell, 2004 K.
Students Murphy, 2008 & Riehl, Zmuda et Elmore, 2000 McLeod,
Progress 2003 al., 2004 2005
Halverson et
al., 2007
Developing the School Learning Climate Program
Protects Fullan, 2002 Leonard, Hallinger & Marzano,
Instructional Grissom et al., 2008 Murphy,1985 2003
Time 2013
Provides Hallinger & Brewer et Day, 2016 B.F. Skinner,  Hallinger,
Incentives Murphy,1985  al., 1995 1968 1992
Promotes Blas¢ & Hallinger & ISLLC, Bredeson & Darling-
Professional Blasé, 1998 Murphy, 2008 Johansson, Hammond,
Development ~ Darling- 1985 2000 2008
Hammond &  Elmore,
Sykes, 2003 2003
Maintains Niece, 1993 Smith & Whitaker, Andrews et Edmonds,
High Hallinger, Andrews, 1997 al., 1991 1979
Visibility 2003 1989 Lezotte, Movit et al., Ruder,
Ruder, 2006 Barth, 1986 1991 2010 2006
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Chapter 3: Methodology

The primary purpose of this quantitative nonexperimental design study was to
examine the perceptions of principals' instructional leadership support of EL students’
learning outcomes in chosen school divisions in Virginia. Specifically, I used descriptive
and inferential statistics to examine elementary teachers' perceptions of the degree to
which principal instructional leaders' behaviors and practices support EL students'
academic achievement using Hallinger and Murphy's (1985) PIMRS instrument to
measure and analyze teacher group responses. This study also sought to contribute to the
existing body of knowledge relating to Hallinger and Murphy's PIMRS, principal
instructional leadership, and EL academic achievement by addressing the gaps in the
literature areas of principal instructional leadership and EL student academic
achievement.

An extensive review of relevant literature established that principal instructional
leadership has a direct and, in some instances, an indirect impact on student learning
(Blasé & Blasé, 1998; Hallinger, 1983; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Hallinger & Murphy,
1985; Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Leithwood et al., 2012; Supovitz et al., 2010; Uysal &
Sarier, 2018). In addition, I identified literature that examined the relationship between
principal instructional leadership and the academic achievement of student subgroups,
including racial or ethnic identification, socioeconomic status, and learning disabilities
(Supovitz et al., 2010). Most of the literature examined the effects of principals'
instructional efforts, traits, and activities on improving teaching and learning, with
scholars finding that these efforts had a direct effect on teacher instructional practices,
thus, an indirect effect on student academic outcomes (Leithwood et al., 2012; May &

Supovitz, 2011; Supovitz et al., 2010; Waters et al., 2003; Witziers et al., 2003).
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Principal instructional leadership behaviors and practices are essential in
supporting and determining student achievement (Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Heck, 1990;
Leithwood et al., 2004; Marzano et al., 2005). According to Mitchell et al. (2015),
instructional leaders' effect on teachers setting high expectations for student
understanding substantially affects academic achievement. Nonetheless, students
classified as EL continue to “lag behind their peers in nearly every measure of
educational success,” including consistently struggling on performance-based
assessments (Public Impact, 2018, p. 5).

Highly effective principal instructional leaders can increase student standardized
test scores and increase the performance of students with the greatest needs by
influencing the learning conditions for teachers and students (Waters et al., 2003). In
addition, a better understanding of the effects of principal instructional leadership on EL
students' academic achievement would serve to inform and improve teaching practices,
therefore improving student academic attainment (Blasé & Blasé, 1998; Bybee et al.,
2014; Géandara & Escamilla, 2017; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood et al., 2012;
Supovitz et al., 2010; Witziers et al., 2003).

Hallinger and Murphy's PIMRS teacher questionnaire was administered to a
sample of principals, EL, general, and special education teachers in select elementary
schools in divisions in Virginia. Lavrakas (2008) posited that “a cross-sectional survey
collects data to make inferences about a population of interest at one point in time”
(para.l). The principal and teacher surveys measured the raters’ self-perceptions or
perceptions of principals’ instructional leadership practices and behaviors and the rate

with which they performed those practices and behaviors. The PIMRS was distributed
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online using QualtricsXM®. Hallinger and Murphy's PIMRS survey measures principal
instructional leadership performance levels based on the 10 most effective job functions
and three dimensions in the literature associated with the effective schools movement.

York et al. (2015) explained, “the proliferation of studies concerned with
identifying constructs that promote academic success is likely connected to the overall
assessment movement and increasing pressures for institutions to evidence student
learning and development” (p. 1). Virginia's accreditation standards define and measure
student academic achievement by evaluating school-quality indicators. In 2015, the
ESSA required all states to report EL students' reading rates for annual testing in Grades
3-8 and once in high school (Virginia Department of Education, 2018). To meet this
directive, Virginia's Board of Education revised the Standards of Accreditation (SOA) to
include the overall EL annual target rates in reading and writing. Virginia also measures
individual schools' overall “proficiency in English, overall proficiency in math and
science, achievement gaps among student groups in English and math, and absenteeism;
high schools are also evaluated on graduation and completion indices and dropout rates”
(Virginia Department of Education, 2018, para. 2).

As practitioners work to close the achievement and opportunity gaps that continue
to hold many ELs back from attaining academic success, the academy must work to
provide evidence-based research that supports educators' efforts. This study's findings
may inform actions and practice, particularly in schools and divisions that serve EL
student populations. In this chapter, I present the study's research methods and plan,
including the research questions, research design, population, instrumentation, data

collection, management, analysis, and ethical considerations.
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Research Questions and Subquestions

In this quantitative nonexperimental design study, I provided insight into
elementary teachers' perceptions of their principals' instructional leadership behaviors
performed in support of EL students' academic achievement in school divisions in
Virginia as measured by Hallinger and Murphy's PIMRS instrument. Hallinger’s
framework was strengthened by combining the dimensions and functions with behaviors
EL scholars found supportive of EL academic achievement. However, I did not alter the
50 items of the PIMRS instrument as the ifems aligned with current EL literature
surrounding EL academic achievement. The conceptual framework of the current study
defines instructional leadership in three dimensions: (a) defining an inclusive school
mission; (b) managing the English Language Development (ELD) instruction;
and (c) developing an equitable school learning climate program (Hallinger & Murphy,
1985, p. 4). The specific instructional leadership functional subscales that support each of
the three dimensions are as follows (a) frames inclusive school goals; (b) communicates
the school’s inclusive goal; (c) supervises and evaluates EDL; (d) coordinates LIEP
curriculum; (e) monitors EL student progress; (f) protects EDL integrated instructional
time; (g) provides incentives for all teacher; (h) provides incentives for all
students; (i) promotes English language development professional development for all
teacher, and (j) maintains high visibility (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 5).

I conducted a quantitative study with a causal comparative design utilizing
descriptive statistics and one-way fixed effects ANOVAs followed by pairwise
comparison post hoc tests to examine the comprehensive research questions and
subquestions that guided this study of elementary school principals in school division

with EL student populations greater than 10%:
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1. To what extent do elementary principals perform instructional leadership
behaviors to support English learners’ academic needs, as measured by the
behavioral statements of the 10 PIMRS functional subscale?

1.1. What are the differences in the elementary principals’ instructional leadership
behavioral statements of the 10 PIMRS functional subscales (a) frames
inclusive school goals; (b) communicates the school’s inclusive goals;

(c) supervises and evaluates ELD;, (d) coordinates LIEP curriculum;

(e) monitors EL student progress; (f) protects ELD instructional time;

(g) maintains high visibility; (h) provides incentives for all teachers; (i)
promotes English language development PD for all teacher; and (j) provides
incentives for all students based on the raters’ role?

2. To what extent do elementary principals perform instructional leadership
behaviors and practices to support English learners' academic needs, as measured
by the behavioral statements of the three PIMRS dimensional scales?

2.1. What are the differences in the elementary principals’ instructional leadership
behavioral statements of the three PIMRS dimensional scales: defining an
inclusive school mission, managing the ELD, and developing an equitable
school learning climate based on the raters’ role?

3. What instructional leadership behaviors and practices do elementary teachers
perceive as most supportive of English learners’ academic needs?

Research Design

A quantitative nonexperimental design was used to investigate principals assigned
to elementary schools in selected divisions in Virginia. I sought to determine, on average,

how EL, general, and special education teachers who serve EL students perceived their
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principals’ performed the instructional leadership behaviors and practices that literature
from the Effective Schools Movement deemed supportive of student learning. I also
sought to understand whether differences existed between elementary teachers'
perceptions. Thus, ANOVAs were applied to assess for differences in perception levels
between teacher groups. The present study's dependent variable, PIMRS scores, has 10
functional and three dimensional levels defined by the assigned groups' professional
roles: EL teacher, general education teachers, and special education teachers. Each
participant was tested once, contributing multiple score to the dataset.

The school divisions in Virginia were selected for both professional research
interests and a perceived need better to understand Virginia's EL students' academic
needs. I used the Virginia Department of Education’s School Quality Profile (SQP) pages
to determine which divisions serve the largest EL student population. Given that this
study requires a sample with two distinct characteristics—an EL student population
greater than 10% and fulltime EL teachers employed in selected elementary schools—I
performed a classification method to sort the school divisions’ student membership and
teacher role data to identify the relevant school divisions. Once the desired school
divisions were determined, I completed the process of requesting permission to survey
teachers and principals in each of the chosen school divisions.

I sought to accurately understand elementary teachers' perceptions of principal
instructional leaders’ behaviors as measured by Hallinger and Murphy's (1985) PIMRS
instrument; still, perception data may have been exaggerated; thus, biases may have
affected the survey's results. Nonexperimental research effectively establishes

perceptions of preexisting groups; nevertheless, some influences were beyond my
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control. According to Salkind (2010), the following limitations are associated with
nonexperimental research design:

e The members of the groups are not randomly assigned, and the experimenter does
not manipulate an independent variable; thus, no conclusions about causal
relationships between variables in the study can be drawn.

e Generally, little attempt is made to control for threats to internal validity in
nonexperimental designs.

e Nonexperimental designs are used to answer questions about groups or about
whether group differences exist. The conclusions drawn from nonexperimental
research are primarily descriptive. Any attempts to draw conclusions about causal
relationships based on nonexperimental research are done so post hoc. (p. 910)

Additionally, there are other limitations associated with quantitative research methods;
thus, the following may be limitations of this study:

e The use of descriptive statistics limits the study in that it only allowed me to make
summations about the participants and their perceptions measured by the PIMRS
instrument.

e Another major limitation of a between-subjects design is that “there is less control
of nuisance variables, and therefore the error variance is larger than in other
designs” (Myers et al., 2010, p. 169). Each score is obtained from different
individuals with different characteristics, such as personality, gender, ability,
background, motivation, and age. Thus, it is “more difficult to assess the effects

of conditions;” they may become confounding variables and can produce high
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variability in the scores (Myers et al., 2010, p. 169). I did not seek to investigate a
cause-and-effect relationship between the independent variable groups.

Participants and Recruitment

Virginia has eight regions with 132 localities or school divisions serving
1,251,970 K—12 students (Virginia Department of Education, 2022). There are 1,212
elementary, primary, intermediate, and combined schools in Virginia, serving
approximately 567,500 elementary students (Virginia Department of Education, 2022).
Approximately 45.6% of Virginia’s total student population is classified as economically
disadvantaged and eligible for free or reduced meals (FRME; Virginia Department of
Education, 2022, para. 1). Commensurate with many other states, Virginia schools
serving high poverty populations have the highest percentage of teachers that are not
properly licensed or endorsed, provisionally licensed, or inexperienced (Darling-
Hammond, 2008; Porter, 2015; Rumberger, 2007; Virginia Department of Education,
2022).

According to the MPI (2015), Virginia has the ninth highest concentration of EL
students in K—12 public schools. Furthermore, the state's growth rate has remained
comparatively steady, is roughly “double that of the U.S. immigrant population,” and “far
outpaces the growth rate of the native-born population” (MPI, 2015, p. 1). Given the
continual increase in Virginia's EL student population and the noted achievement gap
between ELs and all students, it is essential to better understand how principal
instructional leadership supports EL students' learning. Consequently, I sought to
examine the perceptions of elementary EL, general, and special education teachers who

serve a large EL student population.
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I began the process of determining the study’s participants by examining the
enrollment data of the state’s school divisions utilizing Virginia’s SQP site. The Virginia
Department of Education’s SQP site reports Virginia’s educational data for the state’s,
divisions’, and schools’ teacher quality and provisionally licensed teachers. Of the 132
divisions, 72 reported not applicable or no data for group (EL students), and 28 of the
divisions reported a group below state definition for personally identifiable results for the
ESSA Annual Current reading rate; therefore, these divisions could not be considered for
this study (Virginia Department of Education, 2022). According to the U.S. Department
of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics (2010),

Reporting requirements state that subgroup disaggregation of the data may not be

published if the results would yield personally identifiable information about an

individual student or if the number of students in a category is insufficient to yield

statistically reliable information. (p. 1)

The ESSA Annual Current reading rate data were not used in this study for statistical
analysis but rather as an indicator of which schools have sufficient EL student population
to warrant employing fulltime EL teachers. Eleven of the remaining 33 divisions reported
an EL student population ranging from 10.6% to 47.10% (Virginia Department of
Education, 2022). A review of the divisions' websites confirmed that 7 of the 11 divisions
placed moratoriums on conducting research due to COVID-19 mandates. Two of the four
divisions did not respond to the three emails requesting information about their
procedures for conducting research (no information could be located on their websites).
The remaining two divisions granted permission to conduct research in their elementary

schools, and these divisions are in central and the eastern edge of Virginia. Matrices were
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created to catalog the divisions' information in the following categories: the total
population of students, the total EL student population, the percentage of EL students,
and the ESSA EL elementary annual current reading rates for all students and EL
students.

Description of Participant Roles

Public school elementary principals’ self-perceptions and EL and general
education teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ instructional leadership served as the
study’s original role groups. The principal group was omitted from the sample due to
nonresponsiveness (only one principal partially responded) for greater clarification, two
additional rater roles—special education teacher and gifted teacher—were added to the
teacher group. Gifted teacher was omitted from the teacher group due to
nonresponsiveness. EL teacher refers to teachers specializing in English as a second
language, instructing students for whom English is not their native language. Virginia
requires EL teachers to “complete a certification process that includes earning a degree in
Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL), passing Virginia’s required
tests and receiving a teaching license and TESOL certification” (Virginia Department of
Education, 2018, para. 4).

Kindergarten through third grade general education teachers are responsible for
teaching “reading fluency and comprehension standards that are organized into three
strands: oral language, reading, and writing” (Virginia Department of Education, 2019,
para. 2). Upper elementary English teachers (grades fourth and fifth) are responsible for

13

teaching the state's “standardized English curriculum through communication strands:
speaking, listening, media literacy, reading, writing, and research” (Virginia Department

of Education, 2019, para. 3). Upper elementary math, science, and social studies teachers
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are responsible for “instruction that meets the Commonwealth's Standards of Learning
and prepares children for elementary success” (Virginia Department of Education, 2019,
para. 7). Virginia requires all general education teachers to “complete a bachelor's degree
from a state-approved teacher preparation program and to pass the Virginia
Communication and Literacy Assessment (VCLA) and the Praxis Subject Assessment”
(Virginia Department of Education, 2019, para. 2).

According to the Virginia Department of Education (2022), prospective special
education teachers must complete a “state-approved teacher preparation program at an
accredited institution offering a course of study that includes all Virginia Department of
Education coursework requirements for licensure, and any classes necessary to qualify
for an endorsement in a specific area of special education” (para. 2). The Virginia
Department of Education (2022) defined special education as “specially designed
instruction to meet the unique needs of a child with a disability, including instruction
conducted in a classroom and in other settings” (§ 22.1-213 of the Code of Virginia; 34
CFR 300.39, para. 5). Specially designed instruction is defined as the adaptation of
instructional content, methodology, or delivery to ensure that the child can meet
performance standards. EL students that require special education services are entitled to
protection under federal law based on both statuses. Special education teachers are
critical to developing an individualized education program (IEP), determining appropriate
services and goals, and developing individualized specially designed instruction methods
to support dual-identified EL students receiving special education services.

All Virginia licensed teachers are responsible for meeting and maintaining

professional competencies set forth by the Code of Virginia. Individuals holding the 5-
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year renewable initial licensure must complete 180 professional development points to
renew their licensure. Otherwise, renewal of licensure is the same for all teachers and
includes completing 270 professional development points within a 10-year validity period
and meeting all statutory renewal requirements (Virginia Department of Education,
2022). According to the Virginia Department of Education, individuals that hold a
bachelor’s degree in the content area, but do not have a Virginia teaching license, may be
granted provisional teaching licensure if they are first hired by a school division.
Individuals holding provisional licensure “must complete the professional teacher’s
assessments within the three-year validity of the initial provisional license” (Virginia
Department of Education, 2021, para. 1). Teacher quality is identified as the “percentages
of teachers who are teaching out of field (not fully endorsed for the content they are
teaching) or who are inexperienced (less than one year of classroom experience)”
(Virginia Department of Education, 2021, para. 2). The Virginia Department of
Education presents the percentages of all teachers who are teaching with a provisional
license. As the Virginia Department of Education identifies EL teacher quality and
licensure status in the aggregate percentage, English Learner was added to the
demographic question (c) of the teacher PIMRS form Years of experience as a teacher at
the end of this school year, to determine the professional status of the EL teacher
participants. In 2022, the Virginia Department of Education reported that approximately
169,578 K—12 fulltime and part time students received special education services of
which, roughly 23,310, 14% also received EL services. Approximately 10,121 (44%) of
the total EL student population receiving special education services are elementary

students.
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The sample surveyed for the present study was limited to elementary EL, general,
and special education teachers in schools with EL student population greater than 10% in
Virginia. The two school divisions chosen for this study serve approximately 10,008
students and reported a combined EL student membership of approximately 4,477
students, speaking over 100 native languages (Virginia Department of Education, 2021,
para. 1). Table 3 shows the demographic data of the two school divisions chosen for this
study.

Table 3

Demographics of School Divisions

Students EL Students

Division Student S tu]flle;n ts EL Dual- Reading Reading
Number Enrollment Percent 1identified  Rates* Rates*
Enrollment RLs*
State 1,298,338 160,267 12.80% 23,310 77% 57%
1 6,508 2,825 43% 300 63% 48%
2 3,500 1,652 47% 244 69% 59%

Note. *The students and EL students’ current reading rates columns display the
percentage of elementary students in each division that have met the ESSA’s reading
requirements in Grades 3 through 8 retrieved from the Virginia Department of Education
SQP (2020).

Descriptive statistics and ANOV As followed by pairwise comparison post hoc
tests were used to address the study's overarching research questions and subquestions;
this study’s independent variable splits the sample into three teacher levels. The desired
sample size for this study was computed using the G*Power Program, Version 3.1.
G*Power is free software that offers the ability to calculate a variety of statistical power
(Kornbrot, 1997). The G*Power calculations indicated that a total sample size of 159 was

appropriate, using standard social science values of an alpha level of .05, power .80, a
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minimum effect size in the population (Buchner et al., 1997).

Oversampling is recommended to achieve the targeted sample size of 159
participants (Alreck & Settle, 1995). One of the participating school divisions requested
to issue the surveys anonymously using their schools' servers; as this created two sample
frames, I refer to the divisions as Divisions 1 and 2 for clarity. With a typical response
rate for research surveys between 30% to 40%, I oversampled Division 1's elementary
teacher population to achieve the targeted sample size of 159 (Baruch & Holtom, 2008;
Fry, 2007; Porter, 2015). The number of surveys distributed to each school was based on
the number of EL, general education, and special education teachers employed in each
school. The following random sampling method was used to help ensure the sample's
representativeness.

Division 1’s employee database list served as the initial sampling frame. Every
third full-time general education teacher beginning with the sixth teacher on the schools’
databases, and every second EL and special education teacher starting with the second EL
and special education teacher on the schools’ databases, were surveyed. There were no
gifted teachers listed on any of the schools’ databases and none of the respondents
identified as a gifted teacher; thus, the level was not included as a teacher group. |
emailed 185 surveys, 60% of Division 1’s 308 fulltime teachers in the six elementary
schools (30 surveys to one school and 31 surveys to each of five schools); 71 surveys
were returned, yielding a Division 1 response rate of 62%. The two elementary schools in
Division 2 requested to anonymously issue the surveys via the schools' servers through
selective distribution. I emailed the principals a copy of the survey link and instructions,

who then mass distributed them to the appropriate teachers using the schools' server. A
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total of 37 surveys were returned from Division 2; unfortunately, an overall response rate
could not be calculated because I could not verify the exact number of surveys that were
distributed through the schools’ servers. I emailed eight surveys to the principals of the
eight schools. Only one survey was returned partially completed; thus, I removed the
principal group from the sample. Sample participants were informed that all data
collected were used solely for the study's intended purpose. Data were kept securely on
my personal computer. No personally identifiable information was collected.

Instrumentation

The PIMRS (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985) instrument was utilized in this study
(Appendix B & C). According to Hallinger (2018), “the PIMRS framework and
instrument have been used in 500+ studies of principal instructional leadership conducted
in more than 35 countries” (p. 106). Permission was requested and received from Dr.
Philip Hallinger to use, adapt, and publish the PIMRS in this study. Hallinger and
Murphy (1985) created this research-based conceptual framework to describe the
principal's instructional leadership role and effective behaviors and practices.

I slightly changed the demographic questions in Part I, and the instructions in
Part II to fit the study's context and included an open-ended question written to elicit
specific perceptions of the principal's instructional behaviors performed to support EL
learning. As the current study included a small sample of eight schools from two school
divisions, I determined that the demographic information be omitted to ensure
confidentiality.

Part I of the PIMRS survey, presents the demographic questions of the survey.
Questions asking about (a) district name and (b) school name were omitted and replaced

with: Are you a(n) English learner teacher, general education teacher, or special
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education teacher? Part 11, the questionnaire: the instructions included the

term concerning the school's EL students: You are asked to consider each question
regarding your observations of the principal's leadership support of the schools' EL
students over the past school year. The survey consisted of 50 behavioral statements or
items; these multiple-choice items “describe principal job practices and behaviors” and
anchor the job functions (Hallinger, 2018, p. 1). The 50 behavioral items of the PIMRS
questionnaire remain identical to the original PIMRS instrument (Hallinger, 2018). The
instrument used the original instrument's 5-point frequency rating scale with the
following response choices and values: Almost Always =5, Frequently = 4, Sometimes =
3, Seldom =2, and Almost Never = 1 (Hallinger, 2018).

Validity and Reliability

It is critical to assess the validity and reliability of the PIMRS instrument to
ensure the questionnaire's effectiveness and usefulness. Validity refers to the instrument's
ability to measure what it is intended to measure. Litwin (1995) defined reliability as “a
statistical measure of how reproducible the survey instrument's data are” (p. 2).
Hallinger's (1983) original PIMRS validation study was recorded in his dissertation and
involved collecting data from divisional leaders and 10 elementary schools in a California
school division. The study was designed to establish the “most efficient tool for collecting
data on the relevant instructional leadership dimensions and job functions” (Hallinger &
Wang, 2015, p. 51). Hallinger and Wang (2015) described efficiency as the capacity of
the scale to collect the highest quality data with the least number of items. Additionally,
Hallinger and Wang’s (2015) validation study included numerous steps to evaluate the
PIMRS' reliability and validity. Hallinger (1983) used several measures to evaluate the

validity and reliability of the PIMRS instrument, including face validity, content validity,
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reliability coefficient, discriminant validity, and construct validity.

To establish content validity, Hallinger (1983) tasked four principal instructional
management experts “knowledgeable in the domain of instructional leadership” from the
California school division (three principals and one assistant principal) with classifying
potential management roles from a random list of 93 items into one of 11 appropriate
function categories (p. 36). The survey's items of the subscales had to demonstrate
“relevance to the critical requirements of the job, and each item assigned to a subscale
had to achieve a minimum average agreement of .80 among the group of expert raters”
(Hallinger, 1983, p. 39). The items that met this standard were used to construct the
instruments subscales.

After the initial assessment, the 93 ifems were reduced to 81. Reviewing the
remaining data with the school division's superintendent eliminated additional items to
“balance the number of items across functional categories and reduce the overall length
of the questionnaire” to 72 items (Hallinger & Wang, 2015, p. 91). According to
Hallinger and Wang (2015), the 72 items assigned to “11 functional categories were then
assigned to three dimensions by the judges with a 100% level of agreement™ (p. 91).
After subsequent revisions, Hallinger reduced the 72 items and 11 functional subscales of
the original PIMRS instrument to 50 items and ten subscales (Hallinger & Murphy,
1986).

The teacher form was used to test the instrument’s reliability. Hallinger surveyed
104 teachers, 10 elementary principals, and three divisional leaders, including the
superintendent, deputy superintendent, and the director of instruction (Hallinger & Wang,

2015, p. 65). Each group was given the same instrument; however, the surveys were rated
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under differing conditions and at varying times (Hallinger & Wang, 2015). As Hallinger
(1983) followed the procedures recommended by Latham and Wexley (1981), each
subscale had to have a reliability of .80 (Hallinger & Wang, 2015). The subscales’ size of
the alpha coefficients spanned from a low of .78 (Incentives to Improve Teaching) to a
high of .90 on three subscales (Supervises and Evaluated Instruction, Coordinates
Curriculum, and Monitors Student Progress) with 10 of the 11 functional subscales
exceeding the reliability standard of .80 (Hallinger & Wang, 2015, p. 65). Ensuing
revisions of the instrument reduced the subscales from 11 to 10 and the behavioral
anchored items from 72 to 50 to create a more efficient tool (Hallinger & Wang, 2015).
Hallinger (1983) also claimed the questionnaire met discriminant validity
measures, proposing that the “variance in principal ratings within schools must be less
than the variance in ratings of principals between schools;” thus, if the between groups
subscales’ variances were notably greater than the within groups variances, then the
instrument was considered to differentiate principal instructional leadership behaviors (p.
6). Table 4 shows the discriminant validity measures from Hallinger’s initial validation

study.
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Table 4

Discriminant Validity Measures

Hallinger’s Initial Study

Subscale F Value P value
Frames Goals 6.01 .00001
Communicates Goals 6.12 .00001
Supervision/Evaluation 2.23 02661
Curricular Coordination 3.13 00241
Monitor Progress 2.66 .00871
Protects Instructional Time 2.84 .00521
Visibility 3.12 00251
Incentives for Teachers 3.49 .00101
Professional Development 1.46 17291
Academic Standards 1.78 08291
Incentives for Learning 4.18 .00011

Note. Adapted from Hallinger (1983).

Three of the seven criteria that Hallinger (1983) used to establish content validity
and reliability were conducted to evaluate the instrumentation's adequacy. To
demonstrate content validity, an expert group of five veteran EL teachers were assembled
to review the conceptual framework and PIMRS’s functions to determine if they
measured what they were intended to measure: principal instructional leaders' behaviors
performed in support of EL students' academic achievement. The professionals were
given a list of the survey's 50 randomly arranged items and one document with the 10
function subscales and asked to assign each item to the corresponding function. Data

extracted from the expert panel about the relevance of the function’s items were used to
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compute two scale levels of indices. The total or universal agreement (SCVI)
demonstrated the proportion of the total items within the subscale found to be valid,
achieving a rating of three (relevant ) or four (very relevant). The total average expert
agreement (I-CVI) represented the average percentage of items found relevant across the
five experts. The experts' agreement for each function met the .80 criteria ranging
between 80% and 96%. Overall, the content validity of the current study's measures was
strong, as the panel of instructional leadership experts indicated. Table 5 displays the
average agreement between Hallinger's original PIMRS questionnaire and the current
study. Consequently, the only recommendation from the expert panel was to include the
roles of Special Education Teachers and Gifted Teachers in demographic question (A).
According to one of the experts, “special education and gifted teachers might not respond
to the survey because they are not EL teachers or general education teachers, but their
opinions matter because sometimes they are in classes with our students more than we

are” (Anonymous, personal communication, July 13, 2021).
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Table 5

Content Validation: Average Agreement Among Item Raters

Hallinger (1983) (N =4) Current Study (N =5)
Subscale Total Average Total Average
Agreement Expert Agreement Expert
(SCVI) Agreement (SCVI) Agreement
(I-CV]) (I-CVD)
Frames Goals 6 91% 4 96%
Communicates Goals 6 96% 3 92%
Supervision/Evaluation 11 80% 4 96%
Curricular 7 80% 3 88%
Coordination
Monitor Progress 8 88% 3 92%
Protects Time 5 85% 4 92%
Incentives for Teachers 4 100% 2 80%
Professional 10 80% 5 100%
Development
Academic Standards 5 95% - -
Incentives for Learning 4 94% 3 92%
Maintains High - - 4 92%
Visibility

Note. Adapted from Hallinger (1983).

To assess the instrument’s reliability in the current study, I conducted a pretest in an
elementary school in southeastern Virginia. Following the procedures recommended by
Latham and Wexley (1981), the pretest was administered to 28 general education
teachers employed at an elementary school that served most of the division’s K—5 EL
students. The expertise of the 28 general education teachers assessed the competence

with which the survey items adequately and representatively sampled the content area to
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be measured. Specifically, the experts’ scores determined that the survey’s dimensions
and subscales covered all aspects of the measured constructs. The data collected from the
pretest were calculated to assess the survey’s reliability. The Cronbach’s alphas were
used to approximate the internal consistency of the instrument’s 10 functional subscales
ratings, which were analyzed using Microsoft Excel software version 16.59. All 10
subscales, each composed of five items, met the minimum alpha coefficient standard of
.70, ranging from a low of 80% for the subscale Provides Incentives for Teachers to a
high of 94% for the subscale Frames Inclusive School Goals. As the sample of the
present study was N = 28, it must be noted that N = 30 is the standard for yielding stable
Cronbach’s alphas. Table 6 contains reliability coefficient estimates for the 10 functional
and three dimensional scales of the pretest, current study, and previous studies. Hallinger
(1983) collected data from elementary teachers in a California school division. Gurley et
al. (2016) surveyed elementary, middle, and high school teachers in a midsized school
district located the southeastern region of the United States. Antoniou and Lu (2018)
studies middle school teachers in the Haidian District of Beijing, China. Fromm et al.
(2017) administered a Spanish language version of the PIMRS instrument to primary and

secondary Chilean teacher.
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Table 6

Internal Reliability for PIMRS Research-Teacher Survey Comparisons

Instructional Hallinger Hallinger Gurley Fromm Antoniou Current Current
Leadership Scale 1983 2013 et al. et al. & Lu Pretest ~ Study
Levels (N=531) (N=6,465) 2016 2017 2018 (N=28) (N=98)
(N=407) (N=595) (N=311)
Dimension
Scales
DISM - 98 .93 97 - - .83
MLELD - .98 .93 .98 - - .83
DESLCP - 98 .94 .98 - - .89
Function
Subscales
FISG .89 .96 .90 .96 .93 .89 .76
CSIG .89 .96 .83 .94 94 .80 .84
SELD .90 .94 .80 .94 94 94 .63
CLC .90 95 .89 .94 .93 92 .70
MELD .90 95 75 .96 .90 .87 .88
PLIT .84 93 - .83 .82 .88 .70
MVH 81 91 .84 92 93 .88 .82
PIAT 78 95 .90 .98 .93 .86 81
PPDAT .86 .93 .80 .96 94 .80 79
PIAS .87 .93 .88 .98 .92 .90 .82

Note. Defining an Inclusive School Mission (DISM), Managing the ELD (MELD), and
Developing an Equitable School Learning Climate Program (DESLCP), Note. Frames Inclusive
School Goals (FISG), Communicates the School’s Inclusive Goals (CSIG), Supervises &
Evaluates ELD (SELD), Coordinates LIEP Curriculum (CLC), Monitors EL Student Progress
(MELSP), Protects ELD Instructional Time (PLIT), Maintains High Visibility (MHV), Provides
Incentives for All Teachers (PIAT), Promotes PD for All Teachers (PPDAT), Provides

Incentives for All Students (PIAS).
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The aim of this study was to yield similar reliable and valid data using the PIMRS
questionnaire to measure teachers’ perceptions of principal instructional leadership
behaviors and practices performed in support of EL academic achievement. I also sought
to offer a model for other researchers interested in preparing the PIMRS instrument for
isolating the achievement of specific student groups such as EL, special education
students, or disadvantaged students.

Procedures

Approval was granted from Hallinger to use the PIMRS (Appendix B). I received
permission from the George Washington University Institutional Review Board (IRB) to
conduct the research (Appendix E). Upon receiving approval from the school divisions
(see Appendix F), the selected teachers received an electronic invitation to solicit
participation in the survey (Appendix G). Teachers’ email addresses were only used to
establish where to email the questionnaires. The submission of a completed online survey
demonstrated the participants’ consent. The informed consent explained that the survey
was voluntary and confidential and encouraged respondents to complete the survey
within 30 days. The link took participants to the PIMRS survey, which was electronically
delivered through the use of QualtricsXM®, a web-based survey tool that allows users to
conduct and evaluate research.

QualtricsXM® program services were utilized in the current study to email
surveys and to collect and download the responses. Part I of the PIMRS questionnaire
included demographic questions about the teacher respondents. The teacher questions
established years of experience, the number of years the teacher worked with the current
principal, and their principal's gender. Part two of the PIMRS survey comprises 50 items

that describe principal instructional leadership practices and behaviors.
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A general concern of survey research is the low response rates (Roberts & Allen,
2015). Saleh and Bista (2017) examined various related survey response rates in
educational research to determine high response rate influencers. The authors found that
participants' interests, survey structure, communication methods, and assurance of
privacy and confidentiality highly influenced response rates. The survey response time
was 2 months, and three reminder emails were sent to all participants that did not respond
after the first week, one email every 2 weeks until the eighth week. The reminder emails
were generated from QualtricsXM® and two of the schools’ servers to protect the
respondents’ confidentiality. The reminder emails were delivered via internal school
servers to the teachers in Division 2; hence, I cannot certify that the teachers in Division
2 received the reminder emails.

The current study's consent form indicated that the survey should take
approximately 15 minutes to complete and that all information would remain
confidential. De Leeuw et al. (2008) explained that informing participants of the time
commitment may increase the response rates. Lastly, the participants who completed the
survey were offered a copy of the results as an incentive and assured privacy and
confidentiality (Saleh & Bista, 2017). The collected data were logged in QualtricsXM®
and stored according to the George Washington University's detailed procedures. Further,
the data yielded from the completed PIRMS questionnaires were securely stored on an
external hard drive.

Data Cleaning

Van den Broeck et al. (2005) suggested that data cleaning should be a part of the
study design, errors occur despite carefully planned study designs; consequently, it

should be an essential part of the research process. According to Ritter and Sue (2007),
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data cleaning includes “screening the data file for patterns of missing data,
inconsistencies in data, strange patterns in distribution, and extreme values” (p. 53). Data
were cleaned and monitored to prepare for analysis during the study to ensure quality and
study validity. Van den Broeck et al. (2005) recommend a three-stage data cleaning
process consisting of “repeated cycles of screening, diagnosing, and editing suspected
data abnormalities” (p. 967). These authors suggested that noticing errors by vigorously
and intentionally searching for them is more effective. I systematically screened all data
for suspect features such as eliminated surveys and missing data, and once diagnosed,
data were corrected, deleted, edited or left as it was. I also conducted real-time data
cleaning with QualtricsXM®, which gives the user access to data as the information
becomes available. Missing data decreases the sample's representativeness and can
consequently distort implications about the population (Kang, 2013).

According to Kang (2013), “Missing data (or missing values) is defined as the
data value that is not stored for a variable in the observation of interest” (p. 402). Kang
also suggested that researchers should expect some quantity of missing data. Missing
values may have consequences on the validity and reliability of the study. All attempts to
reduce missing data were reported in the study and in all tables and charts and included
(a) ensuring data collection procedures were not overly complicated; (b) surveying the
appropriate population; (c) only collecting data that were essential to the study; (d)
considering all likely circumstances that could result in missing data; (e) anticipating
missing data; and (f) specifying the methodical strategies for dealing with missing data a
priori (Kang, 2013). Surveys missing 25% or more of the responses were excluded from

the data analysis, and missing demographic data were treated as missing. I had planned to
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impute the item’s modal responses for surveys missing fewer than 25% of its responses;
however, this process was not necessary as there were no missing responses.

Data Reduction

To reduce and summarize respondents' data, I moved the raw data into the
appropriate subscales and dimensions, yielding 10 mean subscale scores and three mean
scale scores. Although ordinal, the data gathered from the PIMRS were treated as interval
data (Harwell & Gatti, 2001). Demographic data were collected and arranged into
categories to include (a) teacher role; (b) years, at the end of this school year, that the
teacher had worked with the current principal; (c) years of experience as a teacher at the
end of this school year; and (e) principal's gender (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 1).

Data Analysis

This investigation used a quantitative approach to analyze participant responses
and address the study's research questions. Data collected for this study were analyzed
using descriptive statistics and ANOV As. Descriptive statistics were used to calculate,
describe, and summarize the data collected using the PIMRS instrument, which provided
the basis of the study's data analysis. The survey data were analyzed on two levels: the
three dimensions of instructional leadership levels and the 10 instructional leadership
functions that further define the three dimensions. The PIMRS measured three dimensions
of instructional leadership and were further delineated into 10 job function subscales,
each comprising five of the 50 instructional leadership behavioral statements. The 50
instructional leadership behavior statements were not modified, as they align with the job
practices and behaviors that noted EL scholars regard as being most effective for

increasing EL academic achievement (Cloud et al., 2009; Elfers & Stritikus, 2014;
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Géandara & Escamilla, 2017; Menken, 2010; Rumberger, 2011; Rumberger et al., 2017;
Sanchez, 2017; Tung, 2013).

Research Question 1

To what extent do elementary principals perform instructional leadership
behaviors and practices to support English learners’ academic needs, as measured by the
behavioral statements of the 10 PIMRS functional subscales? This question and its three
supporting subquestions were answered by calculating the mean and standard deviation
for each of the 10 instructional leadership function subscales. A function that yielded a
higher score indicated that raters perceived their principals as actively engaging in an
instructional leadership practice associated with academically effective schools
(Hallinger, 2013, 2014). To address the subquestions, ANOVAs followed by Tukey HSD
post hoc tests were used to determine whether there were differences between elementary
EL, general, and special education teachers' perceptions of whether the principals enacted
instructional behaviors and practices that have previously been associated with
supporting ELs' academic needs by comparing the means of the three roles groups, for

each of the 10 functions. The effect sizes were calculated from the ANOVA output using

2

n-.
Research Question 2

To what extent do elementary principals perform instructional leadership
behaviors and practices to support English learners' academic needs, as measured by the
behavioral statements of the three PIMRS dimensional subscales? Descriptive statistics
were used to describe the instructional leadership behaviors of the three PIMRS
dimensions, and ANOV As followed by Tukey HSD post hoc tests were used to determine

whether there were differences between the elementary EL, general, and special
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education teachers’ perceptions of their principals performance of instructional behaviors
and practices in support of ELs academic needs by comparing the means of the three role
groups. The effect sizes were also calculated from the ANOVA output using 1.
Furthermore, to meet the assumptions of all the ANOVA tests, I performed Levene’s test
to analyze the homogeneity of the variance-covariance matrices assumption. Moreover, |
randomly selected the study’s participants to meet the assumption of independence, and a
sufficient sample size satisfied the normality assumption. All statistical analyses used the
standard social science value of a .05 level of significance.

Research Question 3

What instructional leadership behaviors and practices do elementary teachers
perceive as most supportive of English learners’ academic needs? This question was
answered by analyzing the teacher groups' responses to the open-ended question: What
behaviors and practices do your principals perform that support your school's English
learners' academic needs? An analysis of word frequency was conducted to discover
patterns within the question responses by synthesizing the list of words, categorizing
similar words, and counting the number of times each category occurred (Merriam,
2009). The resulting word frequency list was coded and further analyzed using the
International Business Machines Corporation (IBM) SPSS Test Analytics to
quantitatively uncover essential themes (IBM, 2022).

Human Participants and Ethics Precautions

I received approval to conduct this study from the George Washington University.
The National Commission for the Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedical and
Behavioral Research (1978) published the Belmont Report, which outlined three ethical

principles guiding the conduct of research with human subjects. The three ethical
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principles are for (a) persons, (b) beneficence, and (c) justice. I ensured that all
participants were treated with the utmost respect, which began with obtaining voluntary
informed consent from all potential participants. Because research could harm its
participants, I practiced care to ensure the participants’ welfare was a goal of the study.
By practicing with care, I further ensured that participants were chosen for this study
because of their relationship to the studied problem and not their availability, position, or
impressionability. An ethical statement accompanied each survey as part of the informed
consent document. This statement informed all participants of the survey completion
procedures. Lastly, because online surveys may present privacy concerns, all data were
anonymously and securely backed up and stored electronically using an external hard
drive (de Leeuw, 2012). The study’s data storing guidelines were thoroughly explained to
respondents in the consent form.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to investigate elementary EL, general education,
and special education teachers’ perceptions of principal instructional leadership and EL
academic achievement as measured by the PIMRS instrument in selected school divisions
in Virginia. I also sought to contribute to the existing body of knowledge by addressing
the gaps in the literature areas of principal instructional leadership and EL student
academic achievement. A quantitative nonexperimental design was conducted utilizing
an online version of Hallinger and Murphy’s PIMRS instrument. The PIMRS instrument
was used as the data source to answer the study’s research questions addressing teachers’
perceptions of principals’ instructional leadership support of EL academic achievement.

Descriptive statistics and one-way fixed-effects ANOVAs were conducted to assess the
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responses. The knowledge gleaned from this study may be used to inform both practice

and future scholarly endeavors.
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Chapter 4: Results

In this quantitative nonexperimental design study, I investigated elementary EL,
general, and special education teachers' perceptions of principal instructional leaders'
support of the academic achievement of EL students in chosen Virginia school divisions.
Hallinger and Murphy's (1985) principal instructional management conceptual
framework was “fully operationalized” in the PIMR questionnaire instrument (p. 13). The
research data were collected using the PIMRS instrument. In addition, the questionnaire’s
dimensions and functions were slightly modified to ensure the ratings captured the
perceptions of principal instructional leadership, as it supports EL students’ academic
needs and aligned with the job practices and behavioral characteristics that noted EL
scholars have regarded as effective in increasing EL academic achievement (Cloud et al.,
2009; Elfers & Stritikus, 2014; Gandara & Escamilla, 2017; Menken, 2010; Rumberger,
2011; Rumberger et al., 2017; Sanchez, 2017; Tung, 2013).

Response Rates

A G*Power calculation was performed for a one-way ANOVA with an
independent variable and levels using standard social science values of an .05 alpha level,
power of .80, and a minimum effect size in the population (Buchner et al., 1997). The
calculation indicated that a total sample size of 159 was appropriate for the current study.
In September 2021, shortly after receiving approval from the George Washington
University Institutional Review Board, I began requesting to conduct research in Virginia
school divisions with large EL student populations. The process was complicated, as
many divisions had imposed moratoriums on conducting new or external research due to

the pandemic. Other divisions denied requests, believing that it might place an undue
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burden on their teachers as they returned to in-person learning after nearly 16 months of
school closure, virtual learning, and learning loss.

In March 2020, “the World Health Organization (WHO) declared the COVID-19
outbreak a pandemic” (Mayo Clinic, 2021, para. 2). On March 13, 2020, by Proclamation
9994, President Biden “declared a national emergency concerning the coronavirus
disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic” (The White House, 2021, para 1). Virginia's
governor Northam ordered all K—12 schools remain closed through the end of the 2019—
2020 school year to battle against COVID-19 (Virginia Department of Education, 2021).
The pandemic forced school divisions to initiate remote learning options for all students.
Virtual learning was challenging for many students, particularly the most vulnerable
student groups, who have historically faced bureaucratic, structural barriers, including
students of color, students with disabilities, and students learning English for the first
time. The U.S. Department of Education (2021) reported,

Data collected before and during the COVID-19 pandemic have shown that in-

person learning, on the whole, leads to better academic outcomes, greater levels

of student engagement, higher rates of attendance, and better social and emotional

well-being, and ensures access to critical school services and extracurricular
activities when compared to remote learning. (para. 2)

Accordingly, Virginia state law required all public schools to offer students in-
person learning during the 2021-2022 school year under “recommended CDC mitigation
strategies, to the greatest extent practicable” (Virginia Department of Education, 2021,
para 2). The return to in-person learning marked a return to normalcy for most students
and staff; nonetheless, school leaders encountered many unexpected barriers. According
to Kuhfeld et al. (2022), since returning to in-person learning,

Schools have faced severe staff shortages, high rates of absenteeism and
quarantines, and rolling school closures. Furthermore, students and educators
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continue to struggle with mental health challenges, higher rates of violence and
misbehavior, and concerns about lost instruction time. (p. 1)

Hence, school leaders have worked to mitigate the widening academic gaps by
reestablishing school norms, managing unforeseen mental health and behavior issues,
utilizing available resources to support student learning losses, and supporting students
and staff's social and emotional wellbeing. As Virginia administrators faced these
unanticipated challenges, the state reinstated accreditation ratings to resume for the 2022—
2023 school year based on the 2021-2022 school year data. As a result, school
achievement data from 2019-2020 and 2020-2021 were excluded from the multiyear
accreditation calculations; however, improvement criteria remained focused on the data
from the 2018-2019 and 2021-2022 school years—essentially, a comparison of pre- and
post-COVID-19 school years. In addition, superintendents rolled out their divisions'
strategic plans and announced accreditation expectations. This change compelled
principal instructional leaders to fiercely prioritize and protect K—12 education's core
business of teaching and learning.

After an exhaustive research request process of the 33 school divisions in Virginia
that served an EL student population of 10% or more, two school divisions granted me
permission to distribute surveys at eight elementary schools serving an EL student
population ranging from 44% to 63%. The divisions that agreed to participate in this
study have served EL student populations ranging from 23% to 49% for more than 20
years. The divisions' population included 439 K5 teachers who served a combined
population of 10,168 elementary students. I sampled 60% of Division 1's combined
elementary schools' full-time teacher population, electronically distributing 185 surveys

to six schools (30 surveys to one school and 31 each to five schools). The principals of
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School Division 2 requested to distribute the survey through an anonymous mass
distribution to the teachers identified as meeting the study's requirements. Of the surveys
distributed to participants, 117 were returned during the 8-week response period. I
excluded 19 of the 117 surveys from data analysis due to 25% or more missing values.
Ninety-eight of the 117 surveys were usable; unfortunately, an overall response rate
could not be calculated because I could not verify the exact number of surveys distributed
to the schools in Division 2.

I extended the survey response time to accommodate COVID-19 restraints from
the customary 4 weeks to 8 weeks to keep prospective respondents manageable. The
principals in Division 2 electronically distributed the survey to the teachers using the
schools’ servers. Three reminder emails were sent in 2-week intervals. As I did not email
the reminders directly to the teachers in Division 2, I cannot state with certainty that the
teachers in Division 2 received the reminder emails. Within the first 2 weeks of the
survey period, 18 participants responded. The first two reminders yielded the most
significant gains, with an additional 42 responses after the first 2 weeks and then 31
participants' responding to the survey at the 4-week mark. The third reminder resulted in
an additional 17 responses after 6 weeks. The final 9 of the 117 responses trickled in
during the extended period between the seventh and eighth weeks. The survey remained
open to capture additional responses; however, there were no other responses after 8
weeks. Thus, I could not determine the response rate per school for both divisions. The
response rate of the schools from School Division 1 varied from 11% to 100%, with
participation from all six schools. For the above reasons, the overall response rate could

not be calculated.
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Description of the Sample
Descriptive Analyses

Kaur et al. (2018) posited that descriptive statistics are used to “summarize data in
an organized manner by describing the relationship between variables in a sample or
population” or simply providing a means of summarizing variables (p. 60). This study's
sample (N = 98) initially included elementary principals, EL, and general education
teachers. I omitted the principal rater group from the sample due to the lack of responses
(only one principal partially responded). For greater clarification, I added two additional
rater roles to Demographic Question A: special education teacher and gifted teacher.
These changes were based on the recommendation of the expert team, who established
the survey's content validity. According to the experts, “special education teachers and
gifted teachers may not think the survey is for them; they do not typically identify as
general education teachers” (Anonymous, personal communication, July 13, 2021). The
EL student group is diverse and requires access to the same diverse and inclusive learning
environments as its non-EL students' peers; to that end, it was essential to capture the
perceptions of all teachers that serve the population. Therefore, special education teachers
were added to the teacher-rater group to add another professional perception to the study.
The following demographic information was requested of each participant: teachers' role,
years working with the current principal, years of teaching experience, and gender of
their principal. The participants' demographic data were computed with the SPSS Version
28 and are displayed in Table 7.

Teachers’ Role. Respondents reported their teacher roles according to their
current assigned position: EL, general education, or special education teacher. Of the 98

responses, 20.4% (f'= 20) of the teachers identified as EL teachers and 64.3% (f= 63)
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identified as general education teachers. None of the respondents identified as gifted
teachers, and 15.3% (f = 15) identified as special education teachers.

Years Working with Current Principal. The sample (N = 98) of elementary
teachers reported the years they worked with their current principal at the end of this
school year. Of the 98 respondents, 26.5% (f'= 26) of the teachers worked with their
current principal for 1 year at the end of the current year. Only four teachers worked with
their current principals for more than 15 years, of which 50% (f = 2) were identified as
general education teachers and 50% (f = 2) as special education teachers. Additionally,
22.4%(f = 22) of the respondents reported working with male principals; whereas 77.6%
(f=76) of the teachers reported working with a female principal.

Years of Teaching Experience. The respondents were asked to report their years
of teaching experience at the end of the current school year. Of the 98 responses, 10.2%
(= 10) had been teaching for 1 year, and 24.5% (f = 24) had been teaching for more than
15 years. Of the (N = 98) respondents, 27% (f = 17) general education teachers, 33% (f=
5) special education teachers, and 10% (f = 2) EL teachers had 15 years or more of
teaching experience. Both EL teachers with 15 years or more of teaching experience
noted that they earned their EL teacher certifications through a state-supported career
switcher program. A one-way fixed-effects ANOVAs were performed to compare the
mean differences among the groups regarding the teacher's tenure at the end of the
current year. The ANOV As revealed that there were no statistically significant
differences in mean experience scores between the three groups (£ (2, 95) =.105, p =

941).
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Gender. Participants reported the gender of their current principal. Of the sample
(N =98), 22.4% (f=22) of participants indicated that their principals were male and
77.6% (f = 76) reported that their principals were female. [ was prompted to use two
additional levels for gender by the experience management company: nonbinary/third
gender and prefer not to say. Respondents also had the option to self-describe and were
assured that their answers would remain anonymous. No respondents selected either of
these options. Demographic data for each teacher group are summarized in Table 7.

Table 7

Demographic Information of Teachers (N =98)

Variables English General Special Education
Learners Education Teachers
Teachers Teachers
f % F % f %
Teachers’ role 20 20.4% 63 64.3% 15 15.3%

Years working with
current principal

1 3 15% 19 30% 4 27%
2-4 9 45% 21 33% 6 40%
5-9 8 40% 15 24% 2 13%
10-15 - - 6 10% 1 7%
More than 15 - - 2 3% 2 13%
Years of experience as a -
teacher
1 3 15% 6 9.5% 1 7%
2-4 2 10% 15 24% 3 20%
5-9 5 25% 19 30% 6 40%
10-15 8 40% 6 9.5% - -
More than 15 2 10% 17 27% 5 33%
Gender of principal
Male 6 30% 5 33.3% 11 17.5%
Female 14 70% 10 67% 52 83%
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Reliability of the Instrument’s Scales
Reliability

I calculated Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the PIMRS to assess the
instruments’ internal consistency reliability. In his initial study, Hallinger (1983)
established a minimum acceptable reliability standard of .70 for the PIMRS instrument,
explaining that “a higher standard of reliability is necessary if the instrument is to be used
for the purpose of personnel appraisal,” but “a less exacting standard is generally
acceptable if the instrument is to be used for research purposes” (p. 39). The minimum
acceptable reliability standard for assessing the instrument’s internal consistency was
later set at .80 (Latham & Wexley, 1981). The scale values for the reliability statistics
demonstrated a wide range among the 10 functional subscale scores, ranging from a = .63
to a = .88. Table 8 contains reliability coefficient estimates for the 10 function and three
dimensional scales of the current study and previous studies. The studies participants
include primary and secondary teachers from the United States, Spain, and China.

Appendix I presents the Cronbach’s alpha estimates for the individual total scale items.
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Table 8

Internal Reliability for PIMRS Research-Teacher Survey (N=98)

Instructional Hallinger Hallinger = Gurley = Fromm Antoniou  Current
Leadership Scale 2012 2013 et al. et al. & Lu Study
Levels (N=531) (N=6,465) 2016 2017 2018 (N=98)

(N=407) (N=595) (N=311)

Dimension Scales

DISM - .98 .93 .97 - .83
MLELD - 98 .93 98 - .83
DESLCP - 98 .94 98 - .89
Function Subscales

FISG 78 .96 .90 .96 .93 76
CSIG 81 .96 .83 .94 .94 .84
SELD .69 .94 .80 .94 .94 .63
CLC .54 .95 .89 .94 .93 .70
MELD .83 .95 75 .96 .90 .88
PLIT .80 .93 - .83 .82 .70
MVH 75 91 .84 92 .93 .82
PIAT .83 .95 .90 .98 .93 .81
PPDAT 72 .93 .80 .96 .94 .79
PIAS 723 .93 .88 98 .92 .82

Note. Defining an Inclusive School Mission (DISM), Managing tﬁe ELD (MELD), and
Developing an Equitable School Learning Climate Program (DESLCP), Note. Frames Inclusive
School Goals (FISG), Communicates the School’s Inclusive Goals (CSIG), Supervises &
Evaluates ELD (SELD), Coordinates LIEP Curriculum (CLC), Monitors EL Student Progress
(MELSP), Protects ELD Instructional Time (PLIT), Maintains High Visibility (MHV), Provides
Incentives for All Teachers (PIAT), Promotes PD for All Teachers (PPDAT), Provides

Incentives for All Students (PIAS).
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Primary Results

Three research questions and subquestions guided this study underpinned by
empirical research and Hallinger and Murphy’s PIMRS (1985) conceptual framework.

Research Question 1: To what extent do elementary principals’ instructional

leadership behaviors support English learners’ academic needs, as measured by

the behavioral statements of the 10 PIMRS functional subscales?

Hallinger (2015) posited that the PIMRS is scored by calculating the mean
responses for each survey item among groups resulting in a “profile that describes
perceptions of principal instructional practice on measured sub-scales” (p. 9). Thus, to
answer Research Question 1, I calculated descriptive statistics and examined the mean
responses of each of the PIMRS’s 10 instructional leadership function subscales. The 50
items of the teacher form PIMRS instrument are rated on a 5-point scale that captures
teachers’ perceptions of the frequency with which their principals exercise certain
instructional leadership activities. The mean of the five items comprising each subscale
was averaged to yield 10 function scores based on the PIMRS instrument’s scale: almost
never =1, seldom = 2, sometimes = 3, frequently = 4, and almost always = 5.

The function frames inclusive school goals generated means suggesting that the
teacher groups perceived their principals almost always employed behaviors or practices
associated with developing, framing, and using an inclusive school goal; EL teacher (M =
4.41, SD = .545), general education teacher (M = 4.35, SD = .542), and special education
teachers (M = 4.45, SD = .715). The individual teacher group means for the
function provides incentives for all teachers ranging from 3.70 (SD = 1.15) to 4.07 (SD =
432), indicating respondents perceived their principals’ frequently reinforced,

acknowledged, and rewarded teacher performance. Finally, the function maintains high
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visibility generated teacher means ranging from 3.64 (SD = 1.12) to 3.91 (SD = .922),

signifying that the raters perceived their principals frequently visit classrooms, attend

extra-and co-curricular activities, and take time to talk to students and teachers. Table 9

presents the minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation for each of the 10

subscales and three rater groups representing the teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s

support of their EL students’ academic achievement.

Table 9

Descriptive Statistics of Teacher Raters PIMRS Function Scores

Function Items Min & Max All EL Teacher Gen Ed Sp. Ed
Statistics Teachers (n=20) Teacher Teachers

(N=98) (n=63) (n=15)
Min Max M D M SD M SD M SD
FISG 5 3.00 5.00 438 .567 441 545 435 542 445 715
CSIG 5 220 5.00 416 779 432 577 411 766 4.16 1.05
SELD 5 2.00 5.00 397 .765 4.17 598 3.89 818 4.03 .721
CLC 5 2.50 5.00 4.03 .639 412 705 4.00 .589 4.03 .774
MELD 5 220 5.00 395 772 413 474 386 .842 4.05 .769
PLIT 5 140 5.00 395 .700 4.03 532 391 .692 4.03 .935
MHV 5 1.20 5.00 371 1.03 376 .701 3.64 1.12 391 922
PIAT 5 1.20 5.00 3.82 .998 4.07 432 370 1.15 3.99 .787
PPDAT 5 240 5.00 4.15 .681 422 652 4.16 .627 4.05 .936
PIAS 5 140 5.00 376 1.01 404 721 365 1.08 3.83 1.03

Note. Frames Inclusive School Goals (FISG), Communicates the School’s Inclusive

Goals (CSIG), Supervises & Evaluates ELD (SELD), Coordinates LIEP Curriculum

(CLC), Monitors EL Student Progress (MELD), Protects ELD Instructional Time (PLIT),
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Maintains High Visibility (MHV), Provides Incentives for All Teachers (PIAT),
Promotes PD for All Teachers (PPDAT), Provides Incentives for All Students (PIAS).

Research Subquestion 1.1: What are the differences in the elementary

principals’ instructional leadership behavioral statements of the 10 PIMRS

functional subscales: (a) frames inclusive school goals; (b) communicates the
school’s inclusive goals; (c) supervises & evaluates ELD; (d) coordinates LIEP
curriculum; (€) monitors EL student progress; (f) protects ELD instructional time;

(g) maintains high visibility; (h) provides incentives for all teachers; (i) promotes

PD for all teachers; and (j) provides incentives for all students based on the

raters’ role?

To answer the subquestions associated with Research Question 1, I performed
ANOVAs to calculate the mean differences between the teacher roles across the
instructional leadership functions of the PIMRS instrument. The assumption of
independence was met, as I used a random sampling method to obtain random selections
of elementary EL, general, and special education teachers for each of the three groups.
The sample size of the present study was sufficient. The assumption of homogeneity was
not met by four of the 10 functional subscales using an alpha of .05. The Levene’s test of
homogeneity of variance indicated significance for the following functional
subscales communicates the school’s inclusive goals (F = 5.251, p = .007), provides
incentives for all teachers (F = 4.501, p = .014), provides incentives for all students (F =
10.069, p = <.001), and maintains high visibility (3.581, p =.032). Welch’s tests were
performed because of the unequal group sizes and the unequal variances among four of

the functional subscales. The results of the analyses indicated no statistical differences
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among the four function subscales that violated the assumption of homogeneity:
communicates the school’s inclusive goals, provides incentives for all teachers, provides
incentives for all students, and maintains high visibility. The estimated eta-squared scores
indicated small effects. One-way fixed-effects ANOV As revealed no statistically
significant differences between the mean scores of the three teacher groups across the
remaining instructional leadership function subscales. The ANOVA results are presented

in Table 10.
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Table 10

Analysis of Variance PIMRS Summary by Job Function

DF MS F p n?
FISG Between Groups 2 .073 225 799 .005
Within Groups 95 326
Total 97
SELD Between Groups 2 .615 1.052 353 .022
Within Groups 95 .585
Total 97
CLC Between Groups 2 107 258 773 .005
Within Groups 95 414
Total 97
MELSP  Between Groups 2 639 1.075 346  .022
Within Groups 95 .595
Total 97
PLIT Between Groups 2 155 312 733 .007
Within Groups 95 498
Total 97
PPDAT  Between Groups 2 120 254 776 .005
Within Groups 95 417
Total 97
DF MS  Welch p n?
PIAS Between Groups 2 123 281 .024
Within Groups 37.77
Total 37.77
CSIG Between Groups 2 433 571 4332
Within Groups 28.84
Total 28.84
MVH Between Groups 2 208 320 .625°
Within Groups 33.56
Total 33.57
PIAT Between Groups 2 .625 .649 1232
Within Groups 35.63
Total 35.63

Notes. * Assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated. Note. Defining an
Inclusive School Mission (DISM), Managing the ELD (MELD), and Developing an
Equitable School Learning Climate Program (DESLCP), Note. Frames Inclusive School
Goals (FISG), Communicates the School’s Inclusive Goals (CSIG), Supervises &

Evaluates ELD (SELD), Coordinates LIEP Curriculum (CLC), Monitors EL Student
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Progress (MELSP), Protects ELD Instructional Time (PLIT), Maintains High Visibility
(MHV), Provides Incentives for All Teachers (PIAT), Promotes PD for All Teachers
(PPDAT), Provides Incentives for All Students (PTAS)

Research Question 2: To what extent do elementary principals perform
instructional leadership behaviors and practices to support English learners’ academic
needs, as measured by the behavioral statements of the three PIMRS dimensional scales?
Descriptive statistics were performed to further average the 10 PIMRS function subscale
mean scores yielding the PIMRS instructional leadership dimensional scale: defining an
inclusive school mission, managing the ELD, and developing an equitable school
learning climate. The mean of the items comprising each of the scales were averaged to
yield three dimension scores based on the PIMRS instrument’s scale: almost never =1,
seldom =2, sometimes = 3, frequently = 4, and almost always = 5. Descriptive statistics
showed that the mean score for the dimensional scale defining an inclusive school
mission was 4.28 (SD = .627), indicating that the teachers perceived their principals as
more frequently promoting an inclusive school mission. The dimension managing the
ELD yielded (M = 3.98, SD = .630) and the dimension developing an equitable school
learning climate generated (M = 3.88, SD = .758), both indicating that the teachers
perceived the principals frequently performed the behaviors associated with the Effective

Schools research. The descriptive statistics are presented in Table 11.
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Table 11

Descriptive Statistics of Teacher Raters PIMRS Dimension Scores

Elements Total EL Teacher Gen Ed Teacher  Sp. Ed Teachers
(N=98) (n=20) (n=063) (n=15)
Dimension  Items M SD M SD M SD M SD
DISM 10 428 .627 437 535 4.24 591 431 874
MELD 15 398 .630 4.14 465 3.91 .664 4.04 .669

DESLCP 25 3.88 758 4.02 445 3.82 828 3.96 784

Note. Defining an Inclusive School Mission (DISM), Managing the ELD (MELD), and
Developing an Equitable School Learning Climate Program (DESLCP). All ratings are
based on a 5-point frequency rating scale from 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always,
Hallinger, 1983).

Research Subquestion 2.1: What are the differences in the elementary

principals’ instructional leadership behavioral statements of the three PIMRS

dimensional scales: defining an inclusive school mission, managing the ELD,

and developing an equitable school learning climate based on the raters’ role?

One-way fixed effects ANOV As were performed to answer the corresponding
research subquestions by determining whether a statistically significant difference exists
among the mean scores of the rater groups on the PIMRS instructional leadership
dimensions. The assumption of normality was evaluated prior to conducting the
ANOVAs, and was determined to be satisfied with the sufficient sample size. In addition,
the assumption of independence was met as each sample was collected using random
sampling.

I conducted Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances to test the homogeneity of
the variance-covariance matrices assumption (Field, 2009). The results of Levene’s F' test

suggested that the variance associated with two of the three dimensions were statistically
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significantly different (a = .05): the dimensions: defining an inclusive school mission (F =
3.56, p = .03) and developing an equitable school learning climate program (F = 6.15, p
=.003). Because the assumption of equal variances was not met, [ performed the Welch’s
tests. The findings of this robust test revealed that the differences in means between the
dimensions were not statistically significant; therefore, the null hypothesis could not be
rejected. The ANOVAs revealed that there were no statistically significant differences in
the PIMRS instructional leadership dimension mean score between the teacher groups for
the dimension managing the ELD (F(2, 95), 1.031, p = .360). The estimated eta-squared
scores revealed small effect sizes for each dimension. All statistical analyses used the
standard social science value of a .05 level of significance Data displayed in Table 12
indicate the ANOVA findings.

Table 12

Analysis of Variance PIMRS Summary by Dimensions

Dimension DF  MS F p n?

MLIEP Between Groups 2 410 1.031 .360 .021
Within Groups 95  .390

Total 97

DF MS Welch p n?

DISM Between Groups 2 356 .650 .007
28.96
28.96

DESLCP Between Groups 2 .693 353 .014
Within Groups 34.76
Total 34.76

Notes. Significant at a =.05 level. Defining an Inclusive School Mission (DISM),
Managing the ELD (MELD), and Developing an Equitable School Learning Climate

Program (DESLCP).
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Research Question 3: What instructional leadership behaviors and practices do
elementary teachers perceive as most supportive of English learners’ academic
needs?

The open-ended question asked participants to share their thoughts concerning
principal instructional leadership behaviors and practices that they perceived as most
effective in supporting EL students’ academic achievement. The open-ended question
was examined utilizing SPSS Text Analytics. According to IBM (2022), this software
analyzes a “set of phrases and sentences whose grammatical structure provides context
for the meaning of the response” using “natural language processing (NLP) technologies
specifically designed for survey text” (para. 4). Once analyzed, the software classified the
text into critical perceptions and themes and further transformed the themes into
quantitative data. I evaluated the themes using Hallinger’s conceptual model and the
current literature and found the topics to be credible and aligned with current practice.

Of 98 participants, 39 (39.7%) responded to the open-ended question. Most
responses were short and direct (e.g., be visible or more collaborative PD); other
responses were more comprehensive and mentioned two or more behaviors and practices.
Nine EL teachers responded with multiple ideas supporting the five themes. One general
education teacher responded with two ideas supporting two themes. Two special
education teachers responded with two or more ideas supporting three themes. Many
participants responded to the questions by describing their principals’ behaviors and
practices. For example, a general education teacher wrote the following:

To support our ELL students, our principal has hired more ESOL teachers to meet

the needs of our students. She is very supportive of this program and has even

helped our ESOL team make Newcomer intervention groups to help ELL students
work on social and academic language skills.
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The most frequently mentioned themes were professional development (f = 15)
and instruction (f = 15). More specifically, teachers expressed a need for more
collaborative professional development and the need to protect EL students’ instructional
time. A total of five themes were mentioned 54 times by the teacher participants (n = 39).
The five themes align closest to the developing an equitable school learning climate
dimension, which is composed of the five job functions that support an academic press
for the school teaching and learning goals: protects ELD integrated instructional time,
provides incentives for all teachers, provides incentives for all students, promotes
English language development and culturally relevant professional development for all
teachers, and maintains high visibility. The only theme that was not represented in the
PIMRS conceptual framework was planning (f = 12). The themes instruction (f = 15),
and professional development (f = 15) were the only themes mentioned more often than
planning. General education teachers mentioned the theme planning (f = 6) more than
any other theme. The themes and the frequency with which the teacher raters mentioned
each theme are presented in Table 13.

Table 13

Open-Ended Question Responses Regarding Principal Instructional Leadership

# Of Times  EL Teacher General Ed Special Ed

Theme Mentioned )] Teachers Teacher
() 0)
Visibility 7 2 3 2
Instruction 15 8 3 4
Planning 12 5 6 1
Professional 15 6 5 4
Development
Relationships 5 2 2 1
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Of the 39 teachers that responded to the open-ended questions, 28% (f=11) were
EL teachers, 13% (f'= 5) were special education teachers, and 59% (f'= 23) were general
education teachers. The findings of the five principal instructional leadership behavioral
themes that teacher respondents perceived as most supportive of EL students' academic
success are further explained below.

Professional Development (PD)

The professional development theme was underpinned by two main ideas:
collaborative and develop and grow people. This theme aligned with Hallinger and
Murphy’s PIMRS job function: promotes language development PD for all teachers. Of
the 15 teachers who responded PD, 40% (f = 6) were EL, 33.4% (f=5) were general
education, and 26.6% (f' = 4) were special education teachers. Teachers’ responses about
PD included:

More collaborative P.D.
Setting aside time to meet with ESOL teachers to build upon skills.

Tries to have as much support for ELs as feasible. PD meetings to help teachers
connect with students.

Instruction

Fifteen (38%) respondents perceived the topic instruction to be supportive of the
academic needs of EL students. Five main ideas supported the theme of instruction:
protect instructional time, appropriate resources, accommodations, data-driven
instructional decision making, and EL teachers and support staff. The topic of
appropriate resources was cited by 67% of the participating EL teachers and 33% of the

special education teachers; however, neither group specifically described the types of
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resources they perceived necessary to support the academic progress of EL students.
Comments made about resources included:

Ensure teachers are supported with PD, resources, and time to plan.

She is committed to making sure our ESOL students receive the support they
need, whether through increasing our staffing or providing us with resources to
support them.

Respondents that mentioned the theme EL teachers and support staff cited the need for
specialized expertise in supporting EL students’ academic progress. The teacher groups
perceived EL teachers, EL support staff such as tutors, and the principal’s ability to
manage barriers to access as essential support necessary for EL students’ academic
attainment. Specific respondents’ comments about EL teachers and support staff
included:

Students are place [sic] in classes with ELL in mind. They have support staff in

those classes to assist them. Also, students with ELL status have multiple
opportunities for additional support in the learning lab.

Allowing them to have access to small groups w/EL teacher.

The ESOL team is given lots of freedom to do what they think needs to be done.

Setting aside time to meet with ESOL teachers to build upon skills.
Planning

Three ideas supported the theme planning: protect planning time, collaborative
planning, and common planning. Of the 12 teachers that responded planning, 50% (f = 6)
were general education teachers, and 42% (f= 5) were EL teachers. Most of the
responses pertaining to planning simply stated protect planning time or common
planning; one EL teacher wrote:

Make sure EL teachers are scheduled to plan with their teams. This way we can
collaborate and differentiate the lesson as it is being planned.
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Relationships

The topic relationship was supported by two ideas: positive relationships and
school culture. Hallinger and Murphy (1985) did not discuss relationships in their initial
study or the PIMRS instrument; however, several behavioral items anchoring the job
functions—provides incentives for all teachers, provides incentives for all students, and
maintains high visibility—support the behaviors and practices many scholars claim
integral in cultivating positive relationships with both teachers and students. Five
respondents mentioned relationships, 40% (f'= 2) were EL teachers, 40% (f'= 2) were
general education teachers, and 20% (f'= 1) were special education teachers.
Respondents’ comments about positive relationships and school culture included:

Always lets us know that it really is family first,

Building relationships and meeting students where they are.

Visibility

The theme of visibility was supported by two ideas: open door policy and being
visible. This theme is addressed in the PIMRS instrument under the instructional
leadership job function: maintains high visibility. Seven teachers mentioned visibility,
28.5% (f=2) were EL teachers, 43% (f'= 3) were general education teachers, and 28.5%
(f=2) were special education teachers. Raters’ responses about visibility included:

Our principal is continually present in all classrooms.

Having an open-door policy to ensure each staff member [sic] well as students
have a way of having their voice heard.

Summary

Chapter 4 included a brief description of the participants' characteristics and the

findings regarding elementary teachers' perceptions of their principals' instructional
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leadership support of EL students' academic achievement measured by the PIMRS
instrument. Hallinger and Murphy's (1985) PIMRS questionnaire measures the
perception of principal instructional leadership job practices and behaviors (Hallinger,
2018). Of the 98 teachers that participated in the survey, 20.4% (f'= 20) were EL
teachers, 64.3% (f'= 63) were general education teachers, and 15.3% (f = 15) were
special education teachers from eight elementary schools in two school divisions serving
EL student populations ranging from 44% to 63% in Virginia.

Descriptive statistics were conducted to answer Research Questions 1 and 2. The
mean scores showed that the teachers perceived their principals frequently to almost
always enacted the instructional leadership behaviors and practices that supported their
EL students’ academic achievement. To answer the corresponding subquestions, |
conducted ANOV As that compared the mean differences between the teacher roles for
each instructional leadership functions and dimensions of the PIMRS instrument. The
analyses revealed no statistically significant differences between the mean scores of the
three teacher groups across the 10 instructional leadership functions and the three
instructional leadership dimensions scales. Findings related to Research Question 3
revealed five instructional leadership themes encapsulating principal practices and
behaviors that the respondents perceived as essential to supporting EL students’ academic
progress. Chapter 5 contains a discussion and interpretation of the findings of the PIMRS

instrument.
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Chapter 5: Interpretations, Conclusions, and Recommendations

In this quantitative nonexperimental design study, I examined elementary EL,
general education, and special education teachers' perceptions of principals' instructional
leadership support of EL students' academic achievement as measured by Hallinger and
Murphy's (1985) PIMRS instrument in selected school divisions in Virginia. Hallinger’s
instructional leadership conceptual framework undergirds the empirical findings of
the Effective School Movement (Brookover & Lezotte, 1977; Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger,
1983). Based on Effective School findings, the researchers operationalized the framework
creating the PIMRS instrument, subdividing the instructional leaders' role into three
general dimensions that were further delineated into 10 functions, measured by 50
behavioral items using a 5-point frequency rating scale (Hallinger, 1983, p. 11; Hallinger
& Murphy, 1985). The PIMRS instrument included an open-ended question to fit the
context of the current study.

The data collected from the teacher groups were measured using Hallinger and
Murphy’s (1985) PIMRS instrument in selected school divisions in Virginia. One-way
fixed-effect ANOVAs were conducted to determine whether statistically significant
differences existed between the teacher groups across the instructional leadership
dimension and function subscales as measured by the PIMRS instrument (Hallinger &
Murphy, 1985). The study included additional background variables (teacher role, years
of experience with current principal, years of teaching, and principals' gender) that
provided demographic information about the sample of elementary teachers employed in
the selected Virginia school divisions.

Of the 33 school divisions that met the criterion of an EL population greater than

10%, two school divisions agreed to participate in the current research. I randomly
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administered the survey to teachers at all eight elementary schools in the two chosen
school divisions serving EL student populations ranging from 44% to 63%. The
participating school divisions have served EL student populations greater than 30% for
over 20 years. Division and school information relating to EL membership and annual
current reading rates were accessed and gathered through the Virginia Department of
Education's Virginia School Quality Profiles webpage

(https://schoolquality.virginia.gov/).

Chapter 4 contains a summary of the study's statistical data yielded from the
PIMRS instrument; in Chapter 5 I first present the three research questions,
corresponding subquestions, and relevant empirical literature. I also consider the research
problem relating to teachers’ perceptions of principals’ instructional leadership. Lastly, I
present recommendations for further research, and limitations, and conclude the study
with an overview of the results.

Summary of the Problem

Many EL students continue to need help accessing quality instruction. These
barriers impede EL students' English language acquisition, progress, and proficiency. In
2015, Virginia established reading annual targets and long-term goals under ESSA to
determine which students demonstrate grade-level proficiency by passing state reading
Standards of Learning tests. In the pre-COVID-19 school year of 2018-2019, Virginia
reported that 36.20% of EL elementary students showed English proficiency by passing
their reading grade-level SOL, whereas 78.48% of their non-EL peers demonstrated
proficiency. Additionally, ELs continue to be the fastest-growing student subgroup, and
the National Center for Education Statistics (2022) predicted that ELs will constitute

roughly 25% of America's total K—12 student population by 2025. Closing the
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achievement gap is critical to decreasing EL high school dropout rates and increasing EL
college enrollment and persistence rates (Haycock, 2001; Kanno & Cromley, 2013).
According to Kanno and Cromley, the achievement gap limits EL students' ability to earn
a college degree, which limits their chances of achieving stable employment and entering
middle-class status. Given the imbalances in English proficiency, the impending growth
of the subgroup, and the implications of the disparities, educational leaders must address
the academic gaps between ELs and non-EL students.

Many prominent scholars have suggested that improving academic achievement
requires principals that exhibit strong instructional leadership skills and expertise; which
are the catalyst of good teaching, learning, and positive outcomes in student academic
achievement (August et al., 2012; Gandara et al., 2003; Hallinger, 2011; Hallinger &
Heck, 2010; Leithwood, 2008; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Movit et al., 2010; Robinson et
al., 2008; Sanchez, 2017). Empirical data have shown that effective principal
instructional leadership behaviors and practices indirectly—and in some instances,
directly—impact the academic achievement of all students, particularly historically
marginalized students (Blasé & Blasé, 1998; Edmonds, 1979; Elfers & Stritikus, 2014;
Hallinger, 1983; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Hallinger & Wang,
2015; Leithwood et al., 2012; May & Supovitz, 2011; Supovitz et al., 2010; Uysal &
Sarier, 2018; Waters et al., 2003; Williams et al., 2005; Witziers et al., 2003). Moreover,
the principals' instructional leadership support—whether direct or indirect—is critical to
the academic success of linguistically diverse students, especially given the
unprecedented educational challenges associated with the COVID-19 pandemic (Dorn et

al., 2021; Elfers & Stritikus, 2014; Williams et al., 2005).
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The U.S. Department of Education (2021) recently reported that emerging
evidence continues to note how “widely and inequitably the pandemic appears to have
impacted America's students” (p. 1). According to the U.S. Department of Education’s
Office for Civil Rights (ORC) (2021), EL and immigrant students' access to learning was
severely impacted by COVID-19 due to reduced language services, inadequate or
interrupted technological access, and a myriad of other factors all contributing to the
unfinished learning epidemic. One of the nation's largest school divisions, Fairfax County
Public Schools (FCPS), serves the eighth largest EL student population in the United
States. In 2020, FCPS reported that EL students experienced a significant increase in
course failures during remote learning. The division's EL failure rate rose by 106%, with
35% of the division's EL students earning “at least two F's” (Natanson, 2020, p. 3). In
addition, FCPS found that EL students saw far more significant drops in math and
English than any other subgroup: “47% underperformed in math, and 53%
underperformed in English” (Fairfax County Public Schools, 2020, pp. 7-8). Virginia
recently released English academic achievement and progress rates for all schools.
According to the Virginia Department of Education (2022),

The combined rate used to evaluate academic achievement in English in

elementary schools includes students who passed state tests in English and non-

passing students who showed significant improvement, including non-passing
English learners making progress toward learning English. (para. 4)

Figure 3 illustrates the data sources used to measure English academic achievement and

progress rates.
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Figure 3

Example of Virginia Department of Education English Academic Achievement and
Progress

English Academic Achievement: All Students
Percentage of Students

Data Source Percent Percent Passing With  Percent Showing  Percent Showing EL Accreditation No Proficiency or
Passing Recovery Growth Progress or Proficiency Combined Rate Growth

Current Year 67 8 12 6 92 8

Previous Year 75 6 3 7 91 9

Cumulative 3 74 6 6 5 91 9

Year

Note. Adapted from Virginia Department of Education (2022) website.
In contrast to nationwide reports of widened gaps and unfinished learning, the

academic achievement and progress rates of the schools that participated in the current
study showed mostly slight declines—and, in some instances, significant increases—in
the scores of the schools’ most vulnerable student populations. The ELs and
disadvantaged students (ED) attending the eight elementary schools met Virginia’s 75%
combined achievement rate for the 2022 school year. Furthermore, EL students far
surpassed the state’s achievement and full accreditation rates of 75%, with an average
rate of 95%. Thirty-five percent of the combined schools’ EL students showed progress
or English language proficiency. These gains occurred during the pandemic, whereas
many other school divisions reported “widened preexisting opportunity and achievement
gaps” for historically marginalized students (Dorn et al., 2021, p. 1; Fairfax County
Public Schools, 2020; Natanson, 2020). The students with disabilities (SWD) group met
the indicator in four of the eight schools. The 2021-2022 school year academic
achievement and progress rates of the eight schools represented in the current study are

displayed in Table 14.
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Table 14

Virginia Department of Education Academic Achievement and Progress Rates for
Participating Schools

All Students Disadvantaged Students with English Learners
Percentages Students Disabilities Percentages
Percentages Percentages

School 19 20 22 19 20 22 19 20 22 19 20 22
Years

School 88 87 92 83 85 92 * 92 91 98 98 96
Scliool 81 84 8 81 82 84 45 45 72 99 9% 87
Scl?ool &89 91 8 8 &9 82 & 78 72 97 99 97
Scl?ool &8 89 89 89 &9 87 74 68 81 9% 97 95
chool 89 91 83 88 &9 82 89 89 65 96 96 99

5

School 89 89 8 80 81 85 65 67 8 96 99 97
6

School 100 97 92 89 89 8 74 68 & 100 97 92
7

School 96 97 95 85 86 79 63 79 72 9% 97 95
8

Note. * Unavailable Small Value. **Accreditation Waived for the 2021 School Year.
Data Virginia Department of Education SQP (2022).

The overarching aim of this quantitative study was to inform action and practice
by contextualizing relevant empirical literature and the research findings within the larger
body of research concerning principal instructional effectiveness and EL academic
achievement. I also sought to provide additional empirical knowledge for Hallinger and
Murphy’s (1985) PIMRS instrumentation related to teachers' perceptions of principal
instructional leaders' support of EL students' academic success.

Hallinger’s instructional leadership conceptual framework was grounded in the
empirical findings of the Effective School Movement (Brookover & Lezotte, 1977;

Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger, 1983). Hallinger and Murphy’s PIMRS instrument included
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an open-ended question to fit the context of the current study. Hallinger’s (1983) research
on school effectiveness suggested that the principal instructional leadership role could be
segmented into three primary dimensions by 1 critical job functions (see Figure 1). The
job function subscales narrowly define the principal's direct and indirect instructional
roles. The 10 job functions were further delineated into five behaviorally anchored

scale items representing the larger sample of critical behaviors identified in school
effectiveness literature. The authors posited that data yielded from the PIMRS instrument
are scored by calculating the respondents' means for the full scale, three dimensions, and
10 function subscales using a 5-point frequency rating scale with "1 representing a/most
never, 2 representing seldom, 3 representing sometimes, 4 representing frequently, and 5
representing almost always” (Hallinger, 1983, p. 11; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). A high
mean dimension or function score indicates the principal was perceived to have actively
exercised “instructional leadership behaviors associated with principals in effective
schools” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1986, p. 138).

In the current study, the data obtained from the PIMRS instrument were evaluated
on the function subscale and dimension levels using descriptive and inferential statistics.
The function levels were further analyzed using ANOV As to examine differences. The
study's results were analyzed at the three dimension levels using ANOVAs to calculate
the mean differences in the respondents' perceptions across the three dimension levels.
This study was guided by the following three research questions and corresponding

subquestions.
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Research Questions: Subquestions and Research Hypotheses
Research Question 1

The first RQ asked: To what extent do elementary principals perform instructional
leadership behaviors and practices to support English learners’ academic needs, as
measured by the behavioral statements of the 10 PIMRS functional subscales? The
findings in the present study indicated that the teacher groups perceived the principals
frequently to almost always (M = 4.45, SD = .751) actively enacting the behaviors and
practices of principals associated with Hallinger’s conceptual framework in support of
EL students.

Frames Inclusive School Goals (FISG) and Communicates the School’s
Inclusive Goals (CSIG). FISG and CSIG are the two instructional leadership
functions defining the principal's role in the dimension: defining the school's inclusive
mission composed of items 1-5 and 6-10, respectively. According to Hallinger (1983),
instructional leaders frame school goals by developing focus areas and ensuring that staff
understand their responsibility for achieving the objectives. Equally crucial to creating a
purposeful mission are the “ways in which the principal communicates” the critical
school mission to staff, students, and stakeholders (Hallinger, 1983, p. 14). The results of
the present study provided evidence consistent with Hallinger's (1983) conceptual
framework. The results indicated that the respondents perceived the principals
frequently to almost always enact the behaviors and practices associated with framing an
inclusive school goal, yielding a mean score of (M = 4.38, SD = .567, N = 98). Similarly,
the combined respondents' mean scores for function CSIG showed that the teachers
perceived the principals frequently communicated the schools' inclusive goals (M =

4.15, SD = .681, N = 98). School missions describe and convey the school's purpose and
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its commitment to that purpose. Once established, the mission must be systematically
implemented by creating a shared understanding and unifying the staff around the
common objectives (Mucinskas et al., 2022). Supovitz et al. (2010) found that principals
who engage in essential school undertakings such as framing and communicating the
school's mission and goals were associated with teachers who reported making more
meaningful changes to their instructional practices. Cronbach’s alpha was used to
measure the PIMRS instrument’s reliability. The FISG and CSIG functions fell in the
acceptable .76 and the good .84 levels, respectively, indicating that the ifems were
sufficiently consistent.

The current results are consistent with Hallinger and Murphy's framework and
support previous research that examined challenging schools serving diverse student
populations (Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger, 1983; Leithwood, 1982; Pérez & Socias, 2008).
Effective principals establish appropriate school goals that compel staff to act irrespective
of barriers to meet all student needs (Elfers & Stritikus, 2014). Andrews and Soder
(1987) found that as the communicator, the principal models commitment to the school's
standards by articulating the vision and goals and adhering to the guidelines to support
student learning. Communicating goals that address the needs of EL students can be
challenging, as these communications must be guided with a persuasive rationale to
garner a shared responsibility for EL students' learning outcomes (Elfers & Stritikus,
2014; Rumberger et al., 2017).

Coordinates LIEP Curriculum (CLC). The job function CLC is one of the three
functions comprising the Managing the ELD (MELD) dimension and

comprises items 16—20. School divisions define and develop curriculum at the division
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level to ensure all students have access to the same high-quality learning; thus, this
function involves the coordination of division-wide curricular initiatives at the school
level (Bottoms, 2007; Hallinger, 1983; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Marzano, 2003).
Hallinger (1983) posited that principals monitor district-wide instructional objectives by
drawing upon school-level data. The teacher respondents of the current study reported
mean scores, suggesting that they perceived the principals frequently communicated,
monitored, and assessed the implementation of the LIEP curriculum (M = 4.03, SD =
.639, N = 98). Cronbach’s alpha for the CLC function (a = .70), even though generally
recognized as evidence of acceptable reliability, the current study’s alpha was
significantly lower than previously published studies as shown in Table 8.

Many prominent scholars have posited the importance of principals supervising
curriculum in support of quality instruction (Blasé & Blasé, 2000; Hallinger & Heck,
1998; Williams et al., 2005). According to Hallinger and Wang (2015), principals that
positively impact student achievement operate as curriculum experts and exert positive
influence, rather than formal authority. Williams et al. (2005; N = 5,757) surveyed
principals (n = 257) and teachers (n = 5,500) in California schools with large EL and low-
income student enrollment to determine best practices associated with a high academic
scholarship. The results of their regression analysis identified correlations among
variables and found four practices linked to high-performing schools. Chief among these
practices was ensuring the implementation of a standards-based curriculum to guide
quality teaching and enhance learning (Williams et al., 2005). Moreover, instructional
leaders must have foreknowledge of effective EL instructional strategies, pedagogy, and

language acquisition resources to ensure EL students have access to robust and rigorous
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curricula (Gandara & Escamilla, 2017; Garcia & Weiss, 2017). The present study's
participants reported mean item scores that suggested the principals frequently exercised
the behaviors supporting previous research on the direct effect of principal instructional
leadership, such as monitoring classrooms and participating actively in curricular reviews
(Witziers et al., 2003). Moreover, the teachers' mean item scores suggested that the
principals frequently exerted indirect influence on teacher practice by clarifying
curricular expectations and drawing upon assessment results to support curricular
objectives. These practices are critical to ensuring the LIEP curricula are closely aligned
with what is taught in all classrooms.

Promotes English Language Development and Culturally Relevant PD for
All Teachers (PPDAT). The job function PPDAT is one of the five functions comprising
the dimension: of developing an equitable school learning climate program—and is
composed of items 41-45. According to Hallinger (1983), “principals usually select in-
service activities consistent with their stated goals™ and actively support the use of the
skills acquired during staff development in the classroom (p. 64). The teachers' mean
scores related to this function supported Hallinger's findings, revealing that the teachers
perceived the principals frequently ensured that school-level professional development
was relevant, consistent with the school's goals, supported faculty concerns, and
supported incorporating the new skillset in the classroom (M = 4.15, SD = .681, N = 98).
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient .79 suggested acceptable reliability. Instructional leaders
build teacher capacity and support teacher agency by providing teachers with appropriate

professional training designed to improve the school's instruction programs (Frost, 2006;
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Hallinger, 1983; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Leithwood, 2008; Leithwood & Wahlstrom,
2008; Ottow, 2015; Tung, 2013).

Research Subquestion 1.1

The first research subquestion was: What are the differences in the elementary
principals’ instructional leadership behavioral statements of the 10 PIMRS functional
subscales (a) frames inclusive school goals; (b) communicates the school’s inclusive
goals; (c) supervises and evaluates ELD;, (d) coordinates LIEP curriculum; (€) monitors
EL student progress; (f) protects ELD instructional time, (g) maintains high visibility;,
(h) provides incentives for all teachers; (i) promotes PD for all teachers; and (j) provides
incentives for all students based on the raters’ role? The analyses failed to find a
difference between the EL, general education, and special education teacher groups
across the 10 PIMRS functional subscales, failing to provide evidence that differences
existed between the teacher groups' means.

The two school divisions employing the teacher respondents have a long history
of serving EL student enrollments greater than 30%. This fact makes the present teacher
groups atypical of the intended population of this study. The principals in the two
divisions may benefit from pedagogical knowledge and a deeper understanding of EL
students' academic needs. The schools' history of experience with EL students suggested
a greater likelihood that the principals have extensive knowledge of English language
acquisition systems designed to ensure ELs attain English proficiency and achieve
academic success. Moreover, the EL students' English academic achievement scores
showed higher rates of English growth, progress, and proficiency than the state during a
time when most divisions saw significant learning losses (Virginia Department of

Education, 2021).
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The experience gleaned from working with veteran teachers and principals can be
invaluable; of the current 98 respondents, 39% (n = 38) of the teachers reported teaching
for 10 or more years at the end of the school year. Sixty-one (n = 98) respondents
reported working with their principals for 2 to 9 years; 11 teachers reported working with
their principals for 10 or more years. Many scholars from multiple disciplines have
suggested that expertise is developed through dedicated practice (Persky & Robinson,
2017); however, many principals working with EL populations may not have access to
the level of expertise garnered by the principals represented in the current study (Darling-
Hammond et al., 2022; Grissom et al., 2021). Synthesizing two decades of research,
Grissom et al. (2021) found that highly effective leaders are not distributed equitably
among schools.

Research Question 2

RQ2 asked: To what extent do elementary principals' instructional leadership
behaviors and practices support English learners' academic needs, as measured by the
behavioral statements of the three PIMRS dimensional scales? The findings of the current
study revealed that overall, the raters perceived the principals frequently employed the
instructional leadership practices and behaviors associated with the three dimensions in
support of EL students’ academic achievement.

Defining an Inclusive School Mission (DISM). Hallinger (1983) suggested that
effective instructional principals generally lead schools that promote student achievement
through clearly defined academic missions that “embody a set of explicitly defined
school-wide goals” (p.13). The job functions FISG and CSIG, which consist of
behavioral items (1-10), define the principal’s role in this dimension. According to

Hallinger and Murphy (1985), this dimension is the “starting point for creating a learning-
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centered school” (p. 7). Schools guided by goals that focus only on the major initiatives
are more likely to stay connected to the intended outcomes. Once developed and tasked,
inclusive goals must be actualized through formal and informal communication with staff
and students, monitored, and reevaluated if necessary. The three teacher groups reported
that the principals were frequently to almost always involved in the two functions
comprising the DISM dimension with a mean rating of (M = 4.28, SD = .637, N = 98).
Additionally, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient .83 indicated good reliability for this
dimension. The DISM dimension results were consistent with the Effective Schools
empirical findings and—together with the eight schools' EL English academic
achievement and progress rates (see Table 14)—support Hallinger and Murphy's theory
that framing and communicating inclusive goals that are responsive to the needs of all
learners result in schools that meet the needs of its most vulnerable students (Andrews &
Soder, 1987; Sanchez, 2017; Supovitz et al., 2010; Tung, 2013).

Managing ELD (MELD). The MELD dimension describes the principal's role as
the manager of education's core business of teaching and learning. The principal
manages the school's instructional programs through practices and actions viewed as a
sequence of behavioral functions: supervise and evaluate ELD programs (SELD),
coordinate LIEP curriculum (CLC), and monitor EL student progress (MELSP).
Hallinger and Heck (1998) reviewed 40 studies to determine the relationship between
effective schools and the principal's role. These researchers found that the principal's
understanding and behaviors related to coordinating and supervising curriculum and
instruction support the school's quality of teaching and learning. According to Hallinger

(1983), to increase student outcomes, principals must maintain consistency between the
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school's learning goals and the classroom goals and between the curriculum and teachers'
instructional practices; thus, this dimension is “mediated entirely through teachers” (p.
15). The teacher groups' mean score in the present study (M =3.98, SD = .624, N = 98)
indicated that the teachers perceived the principals frequently conducted classroom
observations and provided teacher feedback, monitored student progress toward school
academic goals, and reviewed student work product to ensure curricular alignment.
Furthermore, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient .83 for the MELD dimension was found to be
good, yet slightly lower than previous studies. Decades of research examining the role of
the school principal have consistently revealed that the effectiveness of the principal's
instructional leadership practices indirectly influences student learning through their
direct impact on quality teaching and learning (Brookover & Lezotte, 1977; Edmonds,
1979; Gurley et al., 2015; Hallinger, 1983; Leithwood, 1982; Leithwood & Montgomery,
1982). The findings of the current study support the previous literature and have
important implications for continuous principal training; additionally, the findings
underscored the importance of understanding how principal agency facilitates teacher
action through the principal's direct impact on teachers' practice and school systems
(Frost, 2006; Grissom et al., 2021).

As stated by Grissom et al. (2021), “Given the scope of principal effects, it is
difficult to envision an investment with a higher ceiling on its potential return than a
successful effort to improve principal leadership” (p. 1). In the current study, the teacher
groups' perceived behavioral items related to principal behaviors and practices that
actively engaged teachers' instructional capacity as occurring frequently to almost always:

including items 24 (M = 4.03, SD = 1.04) informing the faculty of the school's academic
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performance, item 14 (M = 4.29, SD = .870) pointing out specific teacher strengths and
weaknesses, and item 23 using performance results to measure and assess progress
towards school goals (M = 4.56, SD = .690). The mean and standard deviations of the
PIMRS 50 items (see Appendix H) in the current study. Furthermore, the 2022 EL
English academic achievement and progress rates of the respondents' schools revealed
that the principals' instructional systems were able to mitigate many of the lingering
effects of the pandemic, while many other divisions that work with underserved
populations reported widening preexisting achievement gaps and significant unfinished
learning (Natanson, 2020; Virginia Department of Education, 2022).

Developing an Equitable School Learning Program (DESLP). Hallinger
(1983) posited that through this dimension, principals are “able to exert a direct effect
upon student behavior and achievement” (p. 21). The DESLCP dimension consists of five
job functions and 25 behavioral items (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). Most of the items in
the DESLP dimension yielded scores that suggested the behaviors were relevant to
current principal instructional leadership behaviors; other mean scores indicate that
some items may be dated and should be revisited to ensure the instrument accurately
measures present day principal instructional leadership behaviors and practices.

Blasé¢ and Blasé (1998; N = 809) researched teachers’ perceptions of their
principals’ instructional leadership practices and behaviors and the impact of those
behaviors on the teachers' instructional performance and teaching improvements. The
researchers administered an open-ended questionnaire to teachers in the southeastern,
midwestern, and northwestern United States and performed inductive-exploratory

analyses of the data generated by the participants. According to Blasé and Blasé (1998),
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the study “yielded new knowledge about the principal-teacher relationship” relative to
instructional leadership (p. 54). In addition, Blasé and Blas¢'s analyses revealed
descriptive categories and themes based on the teachers' perceptions. Several of Blasé
and Blasé's themes align with the five functions of the DESLP dimension concerning
teachers' perceptions of instructional leadership, including; promoting professional
growth, modeling, implementing action research to inform instructional decision making,
planning/preparation, and walk-throughs with or without feedback (Blasé¢ & Blasé¢, 2000).
The combined teacher groups yielded a mean score of (M = 3.89, SD = .748, N =
98) for this dimension, indicating the teachers perceived the principals frequently
supported EL learning by maintaining high visibility, protecting instructional time, and
promoting relevant, inclusive PD. The current Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the
DESLP dimension .89, indicating high reliability, although lower than previously
published studies. The respondents' ratings also revealed moderate levels
of active principal instructional engagement of several items in the dimension, with
means ranging from 3.44 (SD = 1.31) for the item ensures tardy and truant students
suffer consequences, to 3.66 (SD = 1.16) or the item 49 contacts parents, indicating the
teacher groups perceived the principals enacting these behaviors seldom to sometimes
(see Appendix H). These items are vital to supporting instruction; however, given the
intricacies of the public education system; these duties require essential personnel. For
example, most public schools have attendance clerks or other administrative staff to
address students' attendance issues; because chronic absenteeism is a measure of student
achievement, many states use it as an accreditation indicator (U.S. Department of

Education, 2021; Virginia Department of Education, 2022). In addition, it is common
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practice for principals to oversee all processes indirectly as assistant principals, deans,
behavioral specialists, teachers, school counselors, administrative personnel, etc., directly
perform tasks like communicating with parents, tutoring, and addressing behavioral or
social-emotional concerns. Furthermore, principals yield more significant influence on
teaching and learning when they are unencumbered to focus on and lead instruction
(Darling-Hammond et al., 2022).

Research Subquestion 2.1

The second subquestion asked: What are the differences in the elementary
principals’ instructional leadership behavioral statements of the three PIMRS
dimensional scales: defining an inclusive school mission, managing the ELD, and
developing an equitable school learning climate based on the raters’ role? The results
failed to find a difference in the teacher groups' perceptions of the principal's instructional
leadership support of EL students' academic achievement across the three PIMRS
dimensional subscales. The lack of variation between the teacher groups’ means does not
necessarily indicate the principals are effective instructional leaders. The current study’s
analysis may have been nonsignificant due to insufficient power, a lack of sensitivity of
the PIMRS instrument to detect differences, or it may be possible that there are no
differences between the three teacher groups’ perceptions. The results may simply be an
artifact of this particular sample, indicating that the principals are effective instructional
leaders. Nonetheless, the results of the present study and the recent achievement scores
(see Table 14) of the participating schools gleaned significant implications for future
research examining similar school divisions with extensive experience serving large EL

student populations.

172



Research Question 3

RQ3 asked: What instructional leadership behaviors and practices do elementary
teachers perceive as most supportive of English learners’ academic needs? An open-
ended question was included in the teacher instrument to glean a deeper understanding of
the participants' perceptions of principal instructional leadership. The open-ended
question was used to better understand the why behind the data. According to Khalifa
(2018) bridging the academic and diversity gap requires a school climate that is open,
honest, trustworthy, and recognizes that racial, ethnic, cultural, and economic differences
are a part of the public school fabric and impact student learning outcomes. The
researcher suggested culturally responsive leaders (a) serve as highly visible school and
community leaders; (b) promote a vision for inclusive instructional behavioral practices;
(c) create collaborative teams charged with planning and fostering inclusive practices; (d)
develop teacher capacities for inclusive pedagogy; and build meaningful relationships
with students and the community. The open-ended question revealed themes that aligned
directly with current literature espousing culturally responsive leadership behaviors and
practices (Khalifa, 2015; Khalifa, 2016; Khalifa et al., 2016; Khalifa, 2018).

Out of the 98 respondents, 39 responded to the open-ended question, revealing
five overarching themes or main ideas that further explained the practices and behaviors
raters perceived as most supportive of EL students' academic needs. The following
section presents the instructional leadership behaviors and practices (organized into
five themes and the corresponding PIMRS main items) that the teacher respondents
perceived as most supportive of the academic needs of EL students.

Visibility. The teacher respondents mentioned the theme visibility (= 7),

indicating the perception of principal visibility as supportive of EL students' learning
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needs. According to Hallinger and Murphy (1985), classroom visibility “increases
interactions between the principal and students as well as with teachers” (p. 223). By
being visibly present, the principal models awareness and encourages students to persist
in their academic endeavors, which is a significant factor in increasing the academic
outcomes of all students (Hallinger, 2003; Wright, 2010).  Most teachers described
principal visibility as an essential duty (e.g., be visible in the halls and classrooms, ensure
you are seen). This may be attributed to the common understanding that being visible is
an administrative expectation. Principals who are visible and authentically engage with
teachers and students create meaningful experiences in support of the learning culture.
According to Mifsud (2015), principal approachability and visibility are grounded in
common sense; nonetheless, visibility is an invaluable resource that should be added to
all principals' daily practices, including visiting classrooms, attending content meetings,
and curricular and extracurricular events. The PIMRS function maintains high
visibility generated means indicating the teacher groups perceived the principals
frequently employed the behaviors and practices associated with the function (M =
3.76, SD = 1.01). Although this mean score showed the perception of active principal
engagement, the literature suggests principal presence and approachability are valuable
practices that aid principals in garnering teacher and student trust, and “being less than
highly visible erodes a school's climate” (Ruder, 2006, p. 1).

In reviewing the PIMRS behavioral items comprising the MHV function, some
behaviors may be inconsistent with present-day doctrine. For example, item 32 states visit
classrooms to discuss school issues with teachers and students. Teachers may have seen

this statement as contrary to other items and common practice; should the principal
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protect classroom instruction time, or should they disrupt the class to discuss school
issues? This observation may be a literal interpretation of the items; however, mean
scores and teacher responses to the open-ended question suggested this items, and

the MHYV function should be reexamined for clarity. Further, as mentioned earlier two
other behavioral items comprising the function were perceived by responders to seldom to
sometimes be enacted by the principals. Deleting either of these items from the MHV
function would reduce the overall alpha reliability measure for the subscale (a = .82);
thus, the language of these items should be reviewed to ensure the items accurately
measure teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ instructional leadership behaviors and
practices.

Instruction. The teacher respondents often mentioned two themes or topics;
instruction was one of these themes (f'= 15). The theme of instruction was supported by
five main ideas more than any other topic. Teachers who mentioned the topic of
instruction perceived the principal instructional leader as supportive of EL students'
academic achievement when protecting ELD instructional time, providing appropriate
resources, and ensuring essential decisions are driven by EL data. Those respondents
who mentioned the theme of instruction also perceived aiding EL teachers and staff and
ensuring ELs receive required accommodations as a supportive principal instructional
leadership practice.

When principals assume an instructional leadership role, they influence the
school's teaching and learning outcomes (Barth, 2001). Andrews and Soder (1987)
conducted a 2-year study centering on the relationship between principal leadership and

student learning achievement using student data collected by the University of
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Washington College and the Seattle School District. Data were collected through an 18-
question strategic interactions questionnaire that was administered to the district
instructional staff. The research identified school characteristics, including faculty
perceptions of principal leadership concerning academic outcomes. The questionnaire
revealed that instructional leaders serve their teachers in many capacities, including as a
resource provider and instructional resource. Andrews and Soder (1987) suggested that
as an instructional resource, the principal “sets expectations for continual improvement
of the instructional program” (p. 10).

As an instructional resource, the principal must use his or her knowledge of
results-based curricula to prioritize the implementation of standards-based instruction and
utilize the resulting assessment data to improve student achievement (Brown et al., 2015;
Géandara & Escamilla, 2017; Munguia, 2017; Naegele et al., 2016; Oberman et al., 2005).
The results of the current study support Andrews and Soder's (1987) conclusions, as the
teacher groups' mean scores for items that described principals acting as instructional
resources and brokers ranged from 4.45 (SD = .715) to 4.12 (SD = .705; see Appendix
H). The respondents perceived the principals frequently to almost always act as
instructional resources and brokers by exhibiting the following behaviors and
practices: developed and communicated student data-driven school goals, actively
supported the use of newly acquired classroom skills, led and attended teacher
instruction in services, shared ideas or information with teachers, and conducted
classroom observations. In a recent literature review, Kirby et al. (2021) summarized the
findings of 51 studies spanning several areas to determine how leadership can improve

the quality of students learning experiences. Kirby et al. (2021) found that K—12 literature
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was “conclusive about what effective leadership looks like” and “what it does to produce
positive outcomes” for students, faculty, the school climate and culture, and the
community (p. 6). The literature review revealed consistencies with Hallinger's (1983)
conceptual framework, literature in the field, and the current study's findings, including
promoting high-quality teaching and learning through the supervision and evaluation of
instruction, using student data to drive instructional decision-making, supporting staff
development, and establishing and implementing a shared strategic vision.

Planning. Teachers that mentioned the topic planning (f = 12) specifically
referred to scheduling and protecting teachers' time to plan their inclusive lessons
collaboratively. Influential instructional leaders support student learning by providing and
protecting essential planning time for teachers and teams to collaborate (Johnson, 2019).
Collaborative planning between EL and general education teachers is an integral
approach that allows EL teachers and those of different disciplines to collaboratively
develop shared expertise from individual expertise to support the educational needs of
their EL students (Friend & Cook, 2009). Common planning refers to multiple teachers
working together at a specified time during the school day. Common planning may
include grade levels, subject areas, interdisciplinary teams, or specialized teachers such as
EL teachers, special education teachers, or gifted teachers. Instructional leaders
understand that collaborative planning is a critical component of successful inclusive
schools and is only protected when embedded in the school's master schedule and
monitored (Billingsley et al., 2017; McGlynn & Kelly, 2019). According to Friend &
Cook (2009), co-planning requires specified meeting outcomes that meet evidence-based

standards such as: (a) ensuring planning is reflected in the teachers' schedules; (b)
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providing teachers with an appropriate planning environment without distractions; (c)
ensuring norms and role responsibilities guide planning sessions; and (d) ensuring
sessions are supported by documentation that addresses student learning concerns with
appropriate data. Instructional leaders directly influence teaching and learning by
fostering essential common planning and collaborative planning time (Cuban, 1993;
Hallinger & Heck, 1998).

Professional Development. The teacher participants perceived the theme of
professional development (f = 15) as an essential function of the principal instructional
leaders' support of EL students. Naegele et al. (2016) suggested that influential
instructional leaders foster quality instruction by providing relevant PD that improves
adult learners' professional knowledge and skills. According to Hallinger and Murphy
(1985), PD is one of several ways principals support teachers in becoming more
proficient by adjusting teaching strategies and content delivery to support diverse
learners.

Teachers perceive their principals as highly effective instructional leaders if they
actively engage the staff with meaningful PD that helps strengthen and enhance their
professional practice, including teacher induction and onboarding programs (Andrews &
Soder, 1987; Bredeson & Johansson, 2000; Darling-Hammond, 2012). In addition,
principal instructional leaders determine the effectiveness of PD by monitoring student
data and soliciting teacher feedback and reflections (Bredeson & Johansson, 2000;
Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). The current participants who identified the topic PD (f = 15)
perceived instructional leaders that provide their teachers with ongoing inclusive and

collaborative learning opportunities to understand EL students' academic needs. Naegele
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et al. (2016) found that inclusive co-teacher training and mentoring are critical for regular
education teachers because they are often outside the EL teacher preparation curriculum.
Interestingly, the PIMRS function subscale promoted PD for all teachers (PPDAT) and
yielded a combined group mean score of 4.15 (SD = .681), further suggesting the
perceived need for collaborative adult professional learning for EL and general education
teachers.

Relationships. Impactful leaders understand the importance of building healthy
relationships with staff, students, and community members (Riehl, 2008). Positive
principal-teacher relationships are critical for student wellbeing and learning and the
impetus for positive teacher-student relationships, specifically, relationships with EL
students (Marzano et al., 2005; Riehl, 2008; Rumberger, 2011). The role of mutuality
describes the teacher-principal relationship by examining the match or mismatches in
teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ practices. According to Edgerson et al. (2006),
this phenomenon is critical because teachers who perceive principals as “facilitators,
supporters, and reinforcers” of the school’s joint mission, vision, and goals are
considerably more likely to assume personal responsibility for student outcomes (p. 2).
Accordingly, it is imperative that teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of one another
positively align. An essential aspect of prioritizing and fostering strong principal-teacher
relationships is embracing inclusive teaching and culturally relevant practices. By
recognizing and honoring the school’s diversity, principals can establish inclusive
classroom settings that value and respect each teacher and student’s unique perspectives.

It is well documented that teachers' beliefs about students and their culture can

affect student performance (Apple, 1990). Contrary attitudes and decreased expectations

179



of disadvantaged students, students of color, and ELs can negatively impact their
academic outcomes (Apple, 1990; Ladson-Billings, 1995). ELs thrive when mentored by
caring teachers who listen, understand, and encourage them to meet high expectations.
Principals must dissuade deleterious beliefs by identifying cultural or linguistic biases
and addressing issues with courageous conversations that promote awareness and
increase responsiveness (Darling-Hammond, 2012; Gandara & Escamilla, 2017; Wilson,
1990). Principals must also foster positive relationships with key stakeholders, such as
EL students’ parents, to aid in reaffirming the schools' inclusive mission and goals.

The topic of relationships was mentioned five times by teacher respondents, who
perceived cultivating positive relationships and school culture as practices that principals
should employ to support ELs and the faculty. Removing the barriers that prohibit many
EL students from achieving English language proficiency and overall academic
attainment requires principal instructional leaders that can address their instructional and
linguistic needs. Highly effective principals understand that this process begins by
engendering trust; this is particularly difficult when language barriers exist. Educators
who understand that “students don't care how much you know until they know how much
you care,” work to forge meaningful relationships that support their students' overall
wellbeing and educational needs (Brown, 2014, p. 1).

Limitations of the Study

All reasonable care was taken while conducting the current research; nonetheless,
several possible limitations must be noted. First, the findings of this study are embedded
within the context of two Virginia school divisions located in a “large suburb” and “small
city” setting, serving EL student populations ranging from 44% to 63%, prohibiting the

findings from being generalized (Virginia Department of Education, 2022). Second, the
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primary limitation of this study was the nonresponsiveness of the selected principals,
requiring me to change the study design and analysis to eliminate the principal group
from comparison. Third, the original scope of the present study included all Virginia
divisions with EL student populations greater than 10%; however, many Virginia school
divisions imposed external research moratoriums due to COVID-19. Fourth, according to
Taie and Goldring (2020), elementary teachers are almost overwhelmingly female, 84.1
%, and white, non-Hispanic, 84.5%. Consequently, 77.6% of the teacher sample of the
current study reported working for female principals. A review of the schools’ websites
showed all eight principals racially presented as white. Brezicha and Fuller (2019)
analyzed statewide survey data using descriptive and analytic methods to investigate the
relationship between race and ethnicity and gender match between teachers and
principals and teachers’ trust in their principals. The researchers (2019) found that Black
and other (Nonwhite) teachers were statistically less likely than their White peers to work
with a principal of the same race or ethnicity. These findings yielded statistically
significant associations across both primary and secondary levels.

Additionally, Brezicha and Fuller (2019) found that female teachers were
significantly more likely to have a female principal at the elementary level. Lastly, the
findings aligned with literature addressing trust, revealing that “teachers of the same
race/ethnicity as their principals harbor a greater sense of trust in their principal than
teachers of different race/ethnicity than their principals” (Brezicha & Fuller, 2019, p. 41).
Specifically, an elementary teacher who worked with a principal of the same
race/ethnicity was associated with a level of trust that was .113 standard deviations

greater than a teacher who worked with a principal of a different race/ethnicity.
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Subsequently, perceptions may differ significantly depending on the samples’
racial/ethnic or sex/gender group and whether or not the samples’ racial/ethnic or
sex/gender groups match their principals’ racial/ethnic or sex/gender groups. Moreover,
consideration must be given to possible response bias, particularly positive response bias,
given the demographics of the sample and the mean scores. Every effort was made to
maintain the confidentiality of all participants during the data collection process;
however, the desire to be agreeable may have led participants to respond positively and
may have led only the teachers who like the principals, to respond. The teacher
participants were also working under the constraints of COVID-19, which brought about
additional work-related stressors that made it challenging to maintain academic
standards. The stressors associated with the pandemic may have limited the participation
rate of the study.

Fifth, an added limitation of the present study is the statistical analysis. In the
current study, I used one-way fixed effects ANOVAs to analyze the differences between
the means of the three teacher groups. Additional statistical analysis with various
variables is necessary to assess the impact of principal instructional leadership behaviors
on student learning. Sixth, the 98 teacher respondents only rated eight principals. These
factors may have limited participation in the research—which, in turn, may have
influenced the outcomes and conclusions of the current study. The current study's sample
of (V= 98) full-time teachers were employed at eight elementary schools that have
served EL student populations ranging from 30% to 63% for nearly 20 years. The
substantial EL. memberships would be impossible for the principal to overlook, given the

impact the group would have on every aspect of the comprehensive school, including
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climate and culture, attendance, behavior, standardized tests, federal and state
accreditation, and the confidence in parents and all other stakeholders. In addition,
knowledge acquired working with students requiring specialized services helps to
develop a level of expertise that can only be cultivated by years of experience. As such,
the principals working in these two divisions should have access to time-tested best
practices, lesson design and delivery exemplars, high-yielding strategies, and reliable
processes that support teaching and learning for all students.

The results of the current study suggested that the teachers perceived the
principals frequently enacted the practices and behaviors associated with effective
instructional leadership and higher levels of student achievement. Given the history of the
two school divisions and the consistency with which the teachers reported, the findings in
this study may be an accurate description of the principals' instructional leadership
characteristics. In addition, the eight participating schools' academic achievement and
progress rates showed that EL students outperformed disadvantaged students and far
outpaced students with disabilities in several schools. In 2022, the eight schools achieved
level one status on the state's achievement gaps indicator for English and math, revealing
no gap in achievement between the EL students and their peers. In addition, Virginia
reported that 75% of all students passed the reading SOL assessment and showed growth
in the 2021-2022 school year compared to 73% of EL students. Researchers have
suggested that standardized tests are important indicators of academic progress and
measuring growth. To that end, the EL students attending the eight participating schools

showed significant growth in reading during a time when divisions across the United
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States reported widening prepandemic gaps and unprecedented unfinished learning (Dorn
et al., 2021; Fairfax County Public Schools, 2020; Natanson, 2020).

The last limitation of this study relates to Hallinger and Murphy's PIMRS
instrument. The dimensions and functions of the PIMRS were slightly modified to fit the
context of this study; however, the 50 items were unchanged. The Cronbach's alpha
coefficients of the three dimensions revealed good levels of reliability DISM (a = .83),
MELD (a = .83), and DESLCP (a = .89), yet lower when compared to earlier published
studies, as shown in Table 8. The alpha for function subscale SELD was poor, and
deleting the function would result in an increased Cronbach's alpha level (from .63 to
.94). Though deleting this function would increase the dimension’s alpha; current
literature supports specific behaviors instructional leaders must employ to effectively
supervise and evaluate inclusive instruction and instructional programs; thus, it is
suggested that the subscale be further developed to align with more recent findings. The
remaining nine functions yielded good levels between (.70 —.88). All of the functions
were lower than previously published studies, but consistent with the coefficients found
in Hallinger's (2013) study. Notwithstanding, caution should be used when interpreting
the findings (see Table 8).

Implications of the Study

I sought to determine elementary teachers' perceptions of principal instructional
leaders' support of EL students' academic achievement and whether a difference existed
between the teacher groups across the PIMRS functional and dimensional subscales. The
open-ended question of this study yielded results that indicated additional research is
needed relating to teachers perceptions of their principals’ inclusive and equitable

instructional leadership behaviors and practices in support of EL students. Still, it is
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suggested that principals serving EL students consider the implications of the present
study’s findings concerning the support of EL academic achievement. These implications
are based on the respondents' PIMRS mean scores and the themes most often reported by
the teacher groups. For example, the thematic analysis of the open-ended question in the
current study's found that the EL, general education, and special education teachers
perceived the behaviors and practices associated with direct and indirect instruction
(38%), professional development (38%), and planning (31%) to be most supportive of EL
students' academic achievement.

According to the teacher groups' responses to the open-ended question and
PIMRS instrument, the teachers perceived the principal instructional leader as the
protector of instructional time. Providing effective instructional leadership and protecting
the integrity of instructional time is the principal's most important role; failure to ensure
processes and procedures are in place to shelter student learning time is educational
negligence (Murphy, 1990). Principals must ensure high-quality teaching is taking place
in every classroom by ensuring that teachers are adhering to the divisions' prescribed
curriculum with fidelity, utilizing all available resources appropriately, and meeting all
students where they are by delivering explicit instruction (Elmore, 2006; Fink & Resnick,
2001; Hallinger, 2008). The teacher groups' mean scores further elucidated the critical
instructional role of the principal in supporting EL academic success with an average
mean score of (M = 3.98, SD = .630) for managing the ELD dimension. Sheltered
instruction is essential for EL students engaged in English language acquisition (King,
2021). Inclusive instruction is equally vital, as it furthers the intended learning (August,

2018). The teacher groups perceived that the principals almost always exercised the
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instructional items associated with the defining an inclusive school mission (M = 4.28,
SD = .627) dimension, underscoring the urgency of principal instructional leadership
support of EL students' progress towards English proficiency and academic achievement.

The teacher groups perceived appropriate professional development to be critical
in supporting EL students' academic success. More importantly, the teachers perceived
the need for more collaborative teaching or coteaching PD, indicating possible perceived
barriers to the LIEP curriculum and instruction or gaps in the teachers' knowledge. The
teacher groups' mean scores for the developing an equitable school learning climate
program (M = 3.88, SD = .758) dimension further suggested the importance of ongoing
inclusive, collaborative faculty training. Professional development is essential to
teachers’ effectiveness and capacity to support EL students' academic needs. According
to Gandara and Escamilla (2017), influential principal instructional leaders
institutionalize EL and general education coteaching best practices by providing
necessary professional development and strategically supervising and evaluating
coteachers. Principals must provide relevant PD that fosters the curriculum and
strengthens instructions (Liljenberg, 2021). A lack of relevant teacher PD suggests to the
teachers that current practice is best practice, undermining innovative teaching strategies.

Lastly, the present study found implications relating to the principal instructional
leaders' role in teacher planning time—specifically, scheduling and protecting
collaborative common planning between EL and general education teachers. The teacher
participants perceived teacher lesson planning time, collaborative planning between
general education teachers and EL teachers, and common planning for all staff

supporting ELs as an essential function that the principal must address. Previous literature

186



has suggested that effective collaborative planning between EL and general education
teachers significantly impacts EL students' learning; moreover, principals must guide and
support this planning process (Honigsfeld & Dove, 2019; Li & Peters, 2020). Literature
also shows a need for teacher and administrator professional development surrounding
the many co-planning strategies and how to sustain best practices within a school
(Honigsfeld & Dove, 2019; McGlynn & Kelly, 2019). While most of the literature
addressing co-planning discusses the teachers' role, according to Alsarawi (2019),
instructional leaders must support all co-planning efforts to provide EL and general
education teachers adequate preparation to ensure EL students' academic success.
Equally, school divisional leaders must develop their instructional leaders’ capacity to
support collaboration between EL and general education teachers using evidence-based
research to inform principal practice. This work begins with developing the most
effective best practices and ends with systematic changes to the division’s instructional
processes. Principals have control over the building level factors; however, division
leaders must understand the need and initiate sweeping changes to district practices
through procedural guidelines that mandate EL and general education teachers receive
unencumbered collaborative planning. (Billingsley et al., 2017; McGlynn & Kelly, 2019;
Murawski, 2012). As the PIMRS instrument does not speak directly to culturally
relevant leadership behaviors such as (a) fostering inclusive and equitable instructional
practices; (b) providing professional development surrounding collaborative and
inclusive teaching strategies that tap into teachers’ cultural intelligence and students’

cultural capital; (c) and establishing and supporting common and collaborative teacher
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planning the PIMRS instrument must be reevaluated to determine if it is relevant in
terms of culturally relevant instructional leadership.
Lessons Learned

As an instructional leader serving a school with a growing EL student population,
I sought to understand better behaviors and practices deemed most supportive of EL
students’ academic achievement. The findings confirmed what I already knew: that
strong leadership impacts teaching and learning; however, the teacher groups’ mean
ratings and the themes revealed by the open-ended question suggested that the PIMRS
instrument needs to be updated to include collaborative and common planning behaviors.
Additionally, the instrument lacks equity and a culturally responsive focus, which was
surprising given its relevance in educational literacy and current practice. Finally, an
unexpected finding was the need for elementary principal professional development
surrounding EL instructional leadership behaviors and practices. The unique sample of
the present study successfully served EL student populations ranging from 30% to 63%
for 20 years, suggesting expertise cultivated by experience and time. Given the growing
EL student population, the persistent and ever-widening achievement gaps, and
unfinished learning attributed to COVID-19, it is imperative that school divisions utilize
ESSA provisions and provide the appropriate development and training to school
principals.
Conclusions

The findings revealed that elementary EL, special education, and general
education teachers in a large suburb and small city school divisions perceived that the
principals frequently and, in some instances, a/most always performed instructional

leadership behaviors and practices that supported EL students' academic achievement. As
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stated previously, all of the function Cronbach alpha scores were lower than earlier
published studies; however, they were consistent with the coefficients found in
Hallinger's (2013) study; caution should be used when interpreting the findings. The
teacher groups' perceptions of principals' instructional leadership support of EL students'
learning needs revealed no statistically significant differences between elementary EL,
special education, and general education teachers across the PIMRS instructional
leadership function and dimension subscales. Despite the nonsignificant findings, the
teachers’ perceptions revealed exemplars of eight leaders with long histories of
successfully supporting EL students’ learning needs based on the schools’ extremely high
standardized achievement and PIMRS scores. A description of these principals’
instructional behaviors and practices was captured through the lens of the PIMRS
instrument. It must also be noted, that while EL students continue to be the fastest
growing student group in American public education, divisions serving EL student
populations greater than 10% are still very rare. Thus, the two divisions that have served
EL student populations greater than 30% for over 20 years and the results of this study
are unique (National Center for Education Statistics, 2022). In addition, the results of this
study contribute to Hallinger and Murphy's existing empirical research, as well as the
bodies of literature in education research relating to principal instructional leadership and
EL academic achievement, by offering educators a more comprehensive understanding of
the instructional leadership behaviors and practices that EL, general education, and
special education teachers perceived to support EL students' academic needs.

Generalizations

In the present study, I investigated how elementary principals’ instructional

leadership behaviors and practices supported EL students’ academic achievement as

189



perceived by elementary teachers. Caution must be used in generalizing the findings of
this study, as the sample was limited to EL, general education, and special education
elementary teachers employed full-time in a large suburb and small city school divisions
in Virginia. Thus, the results of this study are not generalizable to secondary teachers, nor
to other districts in the United States or internationally. In addition, the initial sample
frame for the present study included divisions with EL student groups of 10% or more.
The two school divisions chosen for this study have a long history of serving EL student
groups much larger than 10%. Accordingly, the generalizability of this study to other
school divisions that serve fewer EL students for fewer years should be considered with
caution. Lastly, this study was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic; thus, caution
must be used when generalizing this study to other periods in which the role of teachers
may have been different (e.g., pedagogical adaptations, unfinished student learning,
working conditions, health concerns, mental and social-emotional wellbeing).

Recommendations

Few published studies have examined teachers’ perceptions of principals’
instructional leadership support of EL students’ academic achievement. The empirical
literature has established that teacher perceptions of principals’ instructional behaviors
positively predict student achievement. Additionally, literature on the impact of
principals’ instructional leadership on student outcomes substantiated a positive indirect
and direct effect on student achievement; thus, additional studies investigating teachers’
perceptions of principal instructional support of EL students’ learning outcomes should

be conducted to extend this study’s findings:
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Based on the current study's findings, further research is recommended in the state
and the country to continue establishing instructional leadership best practices and
behaviors most supportive of EL students' academic achievement.

The school divisions selected for the present study have served EL student
populations greater than 30% for nearly 20 years. The understanding that is
gained by experience should result in expertise. Accordingly, additional research
is needed to compare the differences and similarities in instructional leadership
behaviors and practices between principals at schools with burgeoning EL student
populations and those with established EL student bodies.

As this research was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, unforeseen
unavoidable obstacles emerged. School division moratoriums mandated to protect
teaching and learning greatly diminished potential sample sizes. It is
recommended that further research include principals' self-perceptions of their
instructional support of EL students. The principals' scores should also be
compared to their teachers' perception scores to glean greater insight into the
schools' academic press.

The theme planning was mentioned by teacher respondents who perceived it to be
effective instructional leadership support of EL learning. Dedicated lesson
planning time is not mentioned in Hallinger's (1983) conceptual framework;
however, extensive literature suggests the importance of collaborative planning
and the impact on instruction, mainly for the most vulnerable students (e.g., those

receiving services for special education and EL). PIMRS is a rigorous instrument;
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however, Hallinger may consider adding one or two items regarding principal
instructional leaders protecting dedicated collaborative lesson planning times.
Schools mirror the communities in which they serve; thus, the sweeping
demographic changes in recent decades are reflected in America's public schools.
The National Center for Education Statistics (2022) reported that approximately
55% of the public school population identifies as students of color. According to
Khalifa (2015), schools serving ethnically diverse enrollments require an
administration that addresses the "racial, cultural, and ethnic makeup of the school
community" (p. 148). Consequently, many themes emerged from the open-ended
question that aligned with current literature on effective culturally relevant
leadership behaviors and practices, including inclusive and equitable instructional
practices, collaborative planning, and relevant professional development. Khalifa
(2015) suggested that as a result of the long-standing repressive structures that
have historically oppressed marginalized students, culturally responsive school
administrators have a "principled, moral responsibility to counter this oppression"
(p. 1275). Thus, to properly assess the instructional leadership practice of today's
principals, the instrument must include relevant critical job functions and
behaviors. To this end, the PIMRS instrument should be revised to include an
equity focus that addresses the schools' most vulnerable populations. Additional
items should include behaviors such as removing barriers to access and learning,
identifying students' individual needs and accommodating their learning styles or
disabilities, diversifying curricula, holding all students to high expectations, and

fostering family and community engagement.
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The current study examined elementary schools due in part to the fact that the
majority of ELs are elementary students, thus most EL teachers are assigned to
primary schools. However, many ELs continue to struggle in secondary school as
evidenced by the lower EL graduation rates across the United States. In 2022,
72.69% (24.77% dropout rate) of ELs graduated on-time in Virginia compared to
their non-EL peers with a 92.1% (5.19% dropout rate) (Virginia Department of
Education, 2022). Thus, it is recommended that future research be conducted to
investigate high school EL, general education, and special education teachers’
perceptions of principals instructional leadership support of EL students’
academic achievement.

I examined the teacher groups’ data using one-way fixed effects ANOVAs to find
common or different means between the groups. In future research, more rigorous
statistical analysis should be used to uncover relationships in the data not revealed
in the present study. Regression statistics may allow future researchers to
establish connections between sets of variables (such as teacher or principals’
race, age, school socioeconomics, academic outcomes, etc.) to make estimates or
predictions. As well utilizing a qualitative research method should also be
considered to provide the participants’ narratives with an emphasis on their
meanings, experiences, and views in rich detail.

The PIMRS instrument has been the most widely used instructional leadership
questionnaire in empirical research for over 37 years (Hallinger, 2008). The
results of this study revealed some inconsistencies between behavioral items

within multiple functions and the persistently low Cronbach’s alpha of some of
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the subscales, indicating that the PIMRS instrument may be outdated and should
be revised to ensure the functions accurately measure the perceptions of today’s
principals’ behaviors and practices. More research is needed to assess the
psychometric properties of the functions and dimensions given the influential
nature of the school principal’s role. According to Darling-Hammond et al.
(2022), “The field has moved a great deal over the past two decades, but it still
has a way to go. Moving forward, improved research can continue to build the
field’s knowledge about how to best develop high-quality principals” (p. 82).
Moreover, given the demographics of the sample and the teacher groups’ mean
scores, observations of principals and interviews conducted on a systematic basis
would have been helpful as an additional validity check.

Summary

This study aimed to determine the extent to which elementary principals in
Virginia school divisions demonstrated instructional leadership characteristics defined by
Hallinger's (1983) conceptual framework and measured by the PIMRS instrument. More
specially, I examined (a) elementary teachers' perceptions of principals' instructional
leadership behaviors and practices, (b) whether differences existed in the perceptions of
elementary principals' instructional leadership practices and behaviors based on the
teachers' role across the PIMRS subscales, and (c) what principal instructional leadership
behaviors and practices elementary teachers perceived to be most supportive of ELs
academic needs.

The findings revealed that teachers perceived that the principals frequently
supported EL students' learning outcomes by actively engaging in instructional leadership

behaviors and practices that Hallinger and Murphy (1985) associated with effective
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schools principals across the PIMRS function and dimension subscales. One-way fixed-
effects ANOVAs failed to find differences between the teacher groups' means scores
across the PIMRS instructional leadership functions and dimensions. In response to the
open-ended question of this study, the elementary teacher groups perceived the principal
instructional leadership behaviors and practices associated with the themes of instruction
(38%, f=15), professional development (38%, f=15), and planning (31%, f=12) to be

the most effective in supporting EL students’ academic achievement.
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Appendix A: Email Letter for Permission to Use Survey
January 4, 2018
Professor Philip Hallinger
7250 Golf Pointe Way
Sarasota FL, 34243
Dear Professor Hallinger:
I am a doctoral student from The George Washington University writing my dissertation
tentatively titled Exploring the Relationship between Effective Principal Instructional
Leadership and English Language Learners’ Academic Achievement under the direction

of my dissertation committee chair Dr. Christine Nganga, who can be reached
at ngangac@email.gwu.edu.

I would like your permission to use your survey instrument, the PIMRS in my research
study. I would like to use and print your survey under the following conditions:

e [ will use this survey only for my research study and will not sell or use it with
any compensated or curriculum development activities.

e [ will include the copyright statement on all copies of the instrument
e [ will send a copy of my completed research study to your attention upon
completion of the study.

If these are acceptable terms and conditions, please indicate so by replying to me through
email: tvhoward@gwmail.gwu.edu

Sincerely,
Tanya V Howard

Doctoral Candidate
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Appendix B: Permission Granted to Use Survey

Dr. Philip Hallinger
199/43 Sukhumvit Soi 8
Bangkok, 10110, Thailand
hallinger@gmail.com

February 4, 2018
Tanya Howard
Dear Tanya:

As copyright holder and publisher, you have my permission as publisher to use the
Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) in your research study. In
using the scale, you may make unlimited copies of any of the four forms of the PIMRS
during 2018 (only).

Please note the following conditions of use:

1. This authorization extends only to the use of the PIMRS for research purposes,
not for general school district use of the instrument for evaluation or staff
development purposes.

2. This is a single-use purchase for the author’s graduate research

3. The user agrees to send a soft copy (pdf) of the completed study and the raw data
set in Excel or SPSS to the publisher upon completion of the research.

4. The user has permission to make minor adaptations to scale as necessary for the

research.

Sincerely,

Professor Philip Hallinger

R Netma.

www.philiphallinger.com
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Appendix C: PIMRS Instrument Teacher Form
PART I: Please provide the following information about yourself:

Are you a(n)

o English Learner Teacher

o General Education Teacher
o Special Education Teacher

Years, at the end of this school year, that you have worked with the current principal:

01

024

059

o 10-15

o more than 15

Years’ experience as a teacher at the end of this school year:

ol

02-4

05-9

o 10-15

o more than 15

Gender

o Male

o Female

o Non-binary/third gender

PART II

This questionnaire is designed to provide a profile of principal leadership. It consists of
50 behavioral statements that describe principal job practices and behaviors. You are
asked to consider each question in terms of your observations of the principal's leadership
in relation to your EL students over the past school year.

Read each statement carefully. Then click the number that best fits the specific job
behavior or practice of this principal during the past school year. For the response to each
statement:

5 represents Almost Always

4 represents Frequently

3 represents Sometimes

2 represents Seldom

1 represents Almost Never

In some cases, these responses may seem awkward; use your judgement in selecting the
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In some cases, these responses may seem awkward; use your judgment in selecting the
most appropriate response to such questions. Please click only one number per question.
Try to answer every question.

Thank you.

PART II To what extent does your principal ...?

Q1 Develop a focused set of annual school-wide goals
Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q2 Frame the school's goals in terms of staff responsibilities for meeting them

Almost Never (1)

Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q3 Use needs assessment or other formal and informal methods to secure staff input on
goal development

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)
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Q4 Use data on student performance when developing the school's academic goals.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q5 Develop goals that are easily understood and used by teachers in the school.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q6 Communicate the school's mission effectively to members of the school community.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)
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Q7 Discuss the school's academic goals with teachers at faculty meetings.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q8 Refer to the school's academic goals when making curricular decisions with teachers.

Almost Never (1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost Always (5)
Q09 Ensure that the school's academic goals are reflected in highly visible displays in the
school (e.g., posters or bulletin boards emphasizing academic progress).

Almost Never (1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost Always (5)
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Q10 Refer to the school's goals or mission in forums with students (e.g., in assemblies or
discussions).

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q11 Ensure that the classroom priorities of teachers are consistent with the goals and
direction of the school.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q12 Review student work products when evaluating classroom instruction.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)
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Q13 Conduct informal observations in classrooms on a regular basis (informal
observations are unscheduled, last at least 5 minutes, and may or may not involve written
feedback or a formal conference).

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q14 Point out specific strengths in teacher's instructional practices in post-observation
feedback (e.g., in conferences or written evaluations).

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)

Almost Always (5)

Q15 Point out specific weaknesses in teacher instructional practices in post- observation
feedback (e.g., in conferences or written evaluations).

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost Always (5)
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Q16 Make clear who is responsible for coordinating the curriculum across grade levels
(e.g., the principal, vice principal, or teacher-leaders).

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q17 Draw upon the results of school-wide testing when making curricular decisions.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q18 Monitor the classroom curriculum to see that it covers the school's curricular
objectives.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)
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Q19 Assess the overlap between the school's curricular objectives and the school's
achievement tests.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q20 Participate actively in the review of curricular materials.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q21 Meet individually with teachers to discuss student progress.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)
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Q22 Discuss academic performance results with the faculty to identify curricular
strengths and weaknesses.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q23 Use tests and other performance measure to assess progress toward school goals.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q24 Inform teachers of the school's performance results in written form (e.g., in a memo
or newsletter).

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)
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Q25 Inform students of school's academic progress.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q26 Limit interruptions of instructional time by public address announcements.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q27 Ensure that students are not called to the office during instructional time.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q28 Ensure that tardy and truant students suffer specific consequences for missing
instructional time.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)
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Q29 Encourage teachers to use instructional time for teaching and practicing new skills
and concepts.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q30 Limit the intrusion of extra- and co-curricular activities on instructional time.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q31 Take time to talk informally with students and teachers during recess and breaks.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q32 Visit classrooms to discuss school issues with teachers and students.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)
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Q33 Attend/participate in extra- and co-curricular activities.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q34 Cover classes for teachers until a late or substitute teacher arrives.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q35 Tutor students or provide direct instruction to classes.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q36 Reinforce superior performance by teachers in staff meetings, newsletters, and/or
memos.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)
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Q37 Compliment teachers privately for their efforts or performance.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q38 Acknowledge teachers' exceptional performance by writing memos for their
personnel files.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q39 Reward special efforts by teachers with opportunities for professional recognition.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q40 Create professional growth opportunities for teachers as a reward for special
contributions to the school.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)
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Q41 Ensure that in-service activities attended by staff are consistent with the school's
goals.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q42 Actively support the use in the classroom of skills acquired during in-service
training.

Almost Never (1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost Always (5)

Q43 Obtain the participation of the whole staff in important in-service activities.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q44 Lead or attend teacher in-service activities concerned with instruction.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)
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Q45 Set aside time at faculty meetings for teachers to share ideas or information from in-
service activities.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q46 Recognize students who do superior work with formal rewards such as an honor roll
or mention in the principal's newsletter * Mark only one oval.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q47 Use assemblies to honor students for academic accomplishments or for behavior or
citizenship.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)
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Q48 Recognize superior student achievement or improvement by seeing in the office the
students with their work.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)

Almost Always (5)

Q49 Contact parents to communicate improved or exemplary student performance or
contributions.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)

Almost Always (5)

Q50 Support teachers actively in their recognition and/or reward of student contributions
to and accomplishments in class.

Almost Never (1)
Seldom (2)
Sometimes (3)
Frequently (4)
Almost Always (5)

Q51 What behaviors and practices does you principal perform that support your school’s
English Learners’ academic needs? Please refrain from including personal identifiable
information in your response.
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Appendix D: Email Letter for Division Permission to Participate in Study

Dear RAC chairperson,

My name is Tanya Howard, and I am an Academy Principal at Hampton City Schools. I
am also a doctoral candidate at The George Washington University. As a requirement of
the degree of Doctor of Educational Administration & Policy Studies, [ am writing a
dissertation on the perceptions of principal instructional leadership and English Learners’
(EL) academic achievement. The purpose of my study is to examine the potential link
between perceived principal instructional leadership and ELL students’ educational
attainment. I will seek to identify specific principal behaviors and practices that are
perceived to support EL students’ academic achievement.

I am requesting your assistance with this quantitative research, which I believe will be of
interest to school administrators, curriculum leaders, and university preparatory
programs.

Participation includes:

Principals and teachers in elementary schools will complete an almost identical 15-
minute questionnaire (The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale, PIMRS),
which determines the degree to which principals serve as instructional leaders.

o The PIMRS principal questionnaire assesses principals’ self-perception of
their instructional leadership behaviors and practices and

o The PIMRS teacher questionnaire assesses teachers’ perceptions of their
principals’ instructional leadership behaviors and practices.

Principal and teacher participation is strictly voluntary, and no published documents will
contain information that identifies the individual schools or divisions information. All
information obtained will be used for the sole purpose of the study and will remain
completely confidential. All data will be coded and stored in a secure location to ensure
confidentiality.

I hope you will consider being a part of this study; the research results may be used to
better understand the connections between principal instructional leadership behaviors
and ELL academic achievement. If you have any questions or need additional
information, please contact the principal investigator, Dr. Christine W. Nganga, at
ngangac@gwu.edu or me at (757) 719-3282 or through email at tanhwrd@gmail.com or
tvhoward@hampton.k12.va.us.

Sincerely,

Tanya V. Howard, MBA, Ed.S
Thank you for your consideration.
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Appendix E: Approval from School Division 1 to Conduct the Survey

- Wed, Dec 1, 2021 at 8:39 AM

To: Tanya Howard <tvhoward@hampton.k12.va.us>

Good morning. The Superintendent has approved your request to share information about your research
with school staff.
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Appendix F: Approval from School Division 2 to Conduct the Survey

To: Tanya Howard <tvhoward@hampton.k12.va.us>
Cec: h

Hi Tanya

I have reviewed the attachments and you have permission to distribute your surveys to elementary teachers
and administrators at and * It is understood
that may choose not to participate as it is voluntary and solely the decision of

each individual. I have included each Principal in my response, so they are aware that permission has been
granted. I wish you well.

Deputy Superintendent

Mon, Oct 4, 2021 at 3:50 PM

261



Appendix G: Letter Requesting Permission to Survey Teachers

Dear Teacher:

I am an academy principal at Hampton City Schools and a doctoral candidate at The
George Washington University. I am writing to ask for your participation in a study that
investigates the perceptions of principal instructional leadership behaviors and English
Learners’ (EL) academic achievement. I hope that the information gleaned from this
study will promote a robust dialogue related to principal instructional leadership and EL
students learning outcomes. Your contributions to this effort are extremely valuable.

I am requesting your participation because your school meets the study’s criteria.
Enclosed, please find the letter provided by the Public Schools’
Research Authorization Committee (RAC) granting permission to conduct research in
your division.

Participation in this research includes completing an online survey that will take
approximately 15 minutes (Hallinger and Murphy’s Principal Instructional Management
Rating Scale), which determines the degree to which principals serve as instructional
leaders. Your participation is entirely voluntary, and you may withdraw at any time
without penalty.

All information will remain completely confidential and will be coded to ensure
anonymity. I will only access information through a coded system housed in
Qualtrics*™g. All data will be securely stored digitally in Apple iCloud and Google
Drive.

Please proceed with the survey by clicking the link below, which will be available for
completion until Midnight on . Please answer all the questions;
you must click next to move to the next page, and the submit button must be clicked after
the survey to officially record your responses. Your name will in no way be associated
with the research findings. Submission of the survey implies consent.

https://www. Qualtrics.com/s/ TEACHERPIMRS

Your time and contribution to this research study are much appreciated. If you have any
questions or need additional information, please contact the principal investigator, Dr.
Christine W. Nganga, at ngangac(@gwu.edu or me through email

at tanhwrd@gmail.com or tvhoward@hampton.k12.va.us. Please accept my sincere
thanks for your participation in advance.

Sincerely,

Tanya V. Howard, MBA, Ed.S.
Doctoral Candidate, The George Washington University
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Appendix H: PIMRS 50 Items Descriptive Statistics

Item N Mean Std. Deviation
Ql 98 4.54 .629
Q2 98 4.26 791
Q3 98 4.04 1.093
Q4 98 4.60 .605
Q5 98 4.42 .873
Q6 98 4.55 720
Q7 98 4.55 .660
Q8 98 3.83 1.122
Q9 73 3.96 1.532
Q10 98 3.96 1.300
Ql1 98 4.10 902
Q12 98 3.71 1.149
Q13 98 3.74 1.246
Q14 96 4.29 .870
QIl5 98 391 1.194
Ql6 98 4.09 932
Q17 98 4.20 759
QI8 98 3.88 841
Q19 97 4.23 784
Q20 70 3.76 1.469
Q21 98 3.74 1.133
Q22 98 4.31 724
Q23 98 4.56 .690
Q24 98 4.03 1.040
Q25 98 3.08 1.266
Q26 98 4.18 967
Q27 98 3.80 1.074
Q28 98 3.44 1.309
Q29 98 4.46 676
Q30 98 3.90 1.060
Q31 97 4.05 1.121
Q32 98 3.56 1.176
Q33 98 4.23 917
Q34 98 3.58 1.512
Q35 98 3.13 1.584
Q36 98 3.58 1.121
Q37 98 4.11 1.174
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Q38
Q39
Q40
Q41
Q42
Q43
Q44
Q45
Q46
Q47
Q48
Q49
Q50

98
98
98
98
98
98
98
98
98
98
98
98
98

3.68
3.79
3.94
4.03
4.28
4.16
4.17
4.12
3.94
3.40
3.71
3.66
4.08

1.127
1.254
1.217
913
.809
.808
1.026
1.096
1.191
1.368
1.355
1.157
.870
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Appendix I: PIMRS 50 Items Cronbach’s Alpha

Item-Total Statistics

Item Number  Scale Mean if  Scale Variance Corrected Cronbach's
Item Deleted if Item Deleted Item-Total Alpha if Item
Correlation Deleted
Ql 207.76 342.451 181 .899
Q2 208.00 343910 .094 .900
Q3 208.07 330.009 428 .896
Q4 207.69 343.112 .166 .899
Q5 207.72 338.801 320 .898
Q6 207.56 341.026 374 .898
Q7 207.65 340.351 323 .898
Q8 208.38 344,777 .029 902
Q9 208.26 317.242 558 .894
Q10 207.82 329.939 614 .895
Q11 208.00 336.149 .396 .897
Q12 208.43 342.517 .079 901
Q13 208.34 341.720 105 901
Q14 207.79 339.479 308 .898
Q15 208.49 342.731 .057 903
Ql6 208.10 338.512 251 .898
Q17 208.09 341.216 .188 .899
Q18 208.43 341.442 162 .899
Q19 207.91 337.126 407 .897
Q20 208.54 320.610 484 .896
Q21 208.31 334.366 374 .897
Q22 207.84 334.824 554 .896
Q23 207.56 335.653 .624 .896
Q24 207.94 336.265 376 .897
Q25 208.88 329.150 436 .896
Q26 208.03 334.268 374 .897
Q27 208.44 335.892 284 .898
Q28 208.51 324.194 550 .895
Q29 207.78 340.682 282 .898
Q30 208.43 335.502 278 .898
Q31 208.04 338.162 252 .898
Q32 208.47 336.133 308 .898
Q33 207.91 334.649 463 .896
Q34 208.25 318.280 .593 .894
Q35 208.75 316.728 553 .894
Q36 208.65 337.306 228 .899
Q37 207.88 330.673 462 .896
Q38 208.43 321.353 .678 .893
Q39 208.15 332.694 450 .896
Q40 208.04 324.610 .687 .893
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Q41
Q42
Q43
Q44
Q45
Q46
Q47
Q48
Q49
Q50

208.25
207.94
208.18
208.01
207.85
208.07
208.46
208.21
208.38
208.04

336.160
337.161
333.371
335.239
332.665
322.039
328.968
321.360
333.643
332.938

299
365
423
315
.560
746
488
.634
325
588

.898
897
897
.898
.896
.893
.896
.893
.898
.895
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