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Abstract 
 

This study examined if there were differences between central office administrators’, school 

administrators’, and bilingual and English as a second language (ESL) teachers’ efficacies when 

controlling for years of experience with bilingual/ESL classrooms and hours of training on the English 

language proficiency standards (ELPS).  Data from a purposeful sample of 150 school leaders in an 

urban school district in Texas were examined.  Face-to-face interviews captured school leaders’ 

perceptions about the ELPS and the Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System 

(TELPAS) implementation in bilingual/ESL classrooms.  Quantitative results indicated that school 

leaders’ hours of ELPS training influenced leaders’ efficacies.  Leaders’ perceptions revealed the 

benefits of the ELPS and TELPAS, but there was a need for differentiated instruction and school ELPS 

and TELPAS instructional advocacy.  Recommendations included district strategic planning to meet 

the needs of all learners and leaders. 
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Introduction 
The United States (US) ranks as the number 

one country with the largest migrant population 

that includes 40 million foreign-born people.  

In addition, the US and Mexico have the 

biggest international migration in the world 

(Lee, Guadagno, Wagner, Cho, & Takehana, 

2015; Vavrus, 2015).  The percentage of 

English learners (ELs) in public school was 

9.5% or an estimated 4.6 million students in 

school year 2014-2015, compared to the 9.3% 

or 4.5 million students in 2013-2014 (National 

Center for Education Statistics, 2017).   

 

The large and growing number of ELs 

born in the US calls for language assistance 

programs to ensure they attain English 

proficiency and mastery of all academic 

content and achievement standards that all 

students are expected to master.  With the 

emergence of standard-based reform, school 

districts receive guidance on the type of 

English language instruction that ELs will 

receive. Improving English language 

proficiency, under Every Student Succeeds Act 

(ESSA) of 2015, is a required indicator in 

every state's school accountability system, 

which will help make sure that the schools 

where these students are struggling get the right 

kind of support (United States Department of 

Education, 2016).  Schools have to demonstrate 

that they are improving the English language 

proficiency of their English-language learners 

(United States Department of Education, 2016).  

Therefore, each US state, either within 

consortia or on their own, developed ELP 

standards to implement along with content 

standards within their school systems.  Twenty-

seven states use World Class Instructional 

Design and Assessment (WIDA) standards 

along with the common core standards.   

 

 

 

In Texas, every school district shall 

ensure linguistically accommodated instruction 

through the cross-curricular ELPS along with  

the Texas essential knowledge and skills 

(Texas Education Agency, 2007).  Even though 

experience and professional development on 

the standards is important, the ELPS do not 

work alone, just as it happens with the content 

standards.  Similarly, the expertise of both 

bilingual/ESL teachers and content teachers is 

necessary to help ELs achieve academically.  

Teachers, language standards (ELPS), and 

language assessment (TELPAS) are 

intrinsically connected as parts of the teaching-

learning process.  These language standards 

and assessments correlate to the content 

standards or the Texas essential knowledge and 

skills (TEKS) and the State of Texas 

Assessment for Academic Readiness (STAAR).  

The more language a student has, the more 

content he can understand (Quintanilla-Shelton, 

2016).  Providing linguistically accommodated 

instruction to students with different language 

proficiency levels while acquiring rigorous 

academic content is a challenge.  This fact 

makes it hard for the students to master the 

English curriculum and succeed in the STAAR 

test. 

 

The theoretical framework of the study 

of this article drew from the social cognitive 

theory of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982, 1986, 

1993, 1997, 2001) and the social capital theory 

(Burtt, 1992; Coleman, 1990).  According to 

the social cognitive theory, self-efficacy allows 

leaders to apply what one learns to new 

situations and challenges (Seibert, Sargent, 

Kraimer, & Kiazad, 2017).  In the same way, 

social capital theory refers to the leaders’ social 

network of relationships that allows one to take  
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production action within a particular social 

context. Social capital (Coleman, 1990) 

consists of any social-structural resources or 

features that are useful to leaders for specific 

actions.  Coleman stresses social capital as 

public good.  These assets and features are 

available to all members of a particular group 

regardless of which members actually promote, 

or contribute to such resources.  This research 

looks at district, school administrators’ and 

bilingual/ESL teachers’ years of experience 

with bilingual/ESL classrooms and hours of 

training received on the ELPS and TELPAS as 

additives to the leaders’ self-efficacy and social 

capital.  School leaders increased social capital 

on the areas of knowledge and experience 

eventually impact English learners as a group 

building capital or investing on the students as 

public good. 

 

Schools with large proportions of ELs 

require strong leadership in order for students 

to succeed academically (Baecher, Knoll, & 

Patti, 2013; Becerra, 2012; Goldenberg, 2003; 

Slavin & Calderâon, 2000; Theotaris & 

O’Toole, 2011).  This investigation sheds more 

light into the specific perceptions educators 

have about their efficacy.  Both self and means 

efficacy produce extra effort and engagement in 

activities, such as empowering others to 

succeed (Bandura, 1997; Eden, Ganzach, 

Granat-Flomin, & Zigman, 2010).  Most of the 

findings in this study reside on the need to 

examine school leaders’ efficacy, professional 

development, and years of experience with 

bilingual/ESL classrooms.  Experience in this 

sense is on-the-job challenges that provide 

opportunities for learning (DeRue & Wellman, 

2009; Tesluk & Jacobs, 1998; Dragoni, Oh, 

Vankatwyk, & Tesluk, 2011; Seibert et al., 

2017).  Individuals with high self-efficacy for 

development are more likely to engage in 

development activities than are individuals who 

have low self-efficacy for development 

(Maurer, Weiss, & Barbeitte, 2003; Reichard, 

Walker, Puter, Middleton, & Johnson, 2017).  

Understanding that years of experience with 

bilingual/ESL classrooms and the amount of 

hours on the ELPS trainings may lead to higher 

efficacy and, therefore, more English language 

growth in ELs is critical. 

 

 The authors of the leadership efficacy 

questionnaire (LEQ) used in this study created 

the instrument with the intent of supporting and 

increasing leader efficacy (Hannah & Avolio, 

2012).  The LEQ measures three areas of 

efficacy: (a) leader action efficacy or ability to 

mentor, motivate or empower stakeholders; (b) 

leader means efficacy or reliance on others, 

resource or policies; and (c) leader self-

regulation efficacy or ability to empathize with 

others and problem-solve.  Participants rated 

their efficacies using a 1-100% rating scale to 

measure level of confidence.  The larger the 

score, the higher the levels of leaders’ 

efficacies.  

 

Research implementing the LEQ 

demonstrated that leaders and self-efficacy can 

be developed through mentoring programs and 

other specific leader development programs 

(Hannah & Avolio, 2012).  Current research 

supports the notion that the capacity of the 

leaders regarding preparation and experience 

versus the leadership effectiveness to produce 

results goes hand in hand (Coleman & 

LaRoque 1988; Corrales, 2016; Leithwood, 

Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Mintrop 

& Trujillo 2005; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 

2003). 

 

Recent studies have analyzed in depth 

the impact of the English language proficiency 

standards on student achievement; the 

implementation and leadership of language 

standards at school district level; the 

relationship between language acquisition tests 

and standardized assessments; and the 

perceptions of TELPAS by school teachers  
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(Badgett, Harrell, Carman, & Lyles, 2012; 

Boals, Kenyon, Blair, Cranley, Wilmes, & 

Wright, 2015; Echevarria, Vogst, & Short 

2017; Morita-Mullaney, 2017; Téllez & 

Mosqueda, 2015; Quintanilla-Shelton, 2016; 

Moreno-Hewitt, 2015). 

   

However, this study looks to contribute 

within the field on different levels of school 

leaders’ efficacies: central office, teachers, and 

school administrators based on their years of 

experience with bilingual/ESL programs, as 

well as professional development hours on 

ELPS and TELPAS.  In addition, the study 

presents educators’ perceptions about both the 

ELPS and TELPAS implementation to support 

ELs. 

 

Methods 
Participants 

A sample of school leaders (central office and 

school administrators and teachers) was drawn 

from a large school district in Texas.  For the 

quantitative portion of the study, a purposeful 

sample of 150 pre-kindergarten through twelve 

central office administrators (n=27), school 

administrators (n=40), and bilingual/ESL 

teachers (n= 83) participated in the study.  A 

previous purposeful sample of 40 

bilingual/ESL teachers took the LEQ to pilot 

and help refine the survey and focus of this 

study.   

 

The qualitative part of the study 

included face-to-face interviews with a 

purposeful sample of 24 participants based 

upon having at least three years of 

administrative and or teaching experience with 

bilingual/ESL classrooms and implementation 

of the ELPS.  The sample included seven 

central office administrators, seven school 

administrators, and nine teachers.  A previous 

purposeful sample of nine bilingual/ESL 

teachers helped polished questions in this 

research study article. 

Data Collection and Analysis 
Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) tests 

helped determine if there were differences in 

district administrators’, school administrators’, 

and teachers’ overall efficacy controlling for 

years of experience with bilingual/ESL 

classrooms and hours of training on the ELPS.  

Further analysis with multivariate analysis of 

covariance (MANCOVA) tests helped 

determine if there were differences in district 

administrators’, school administrators’, and 

teachers’ action, self-regulation, and means 

efficacies controlling for years of experience 

with bilingual/ESL classrooms and hours of 

training on the ELPS.  The researcher 

calculated the effect size using partial eta 

squared and statistical significance of 0.5. 

 

The qualitative part of the study 

included a generic approach to coding 

(Lichtman, 2013) to analyze the face-to-face 

transcribed interviews from the purposeful 

sample of 23 leaders.  The questions asked 

participants to name the ELPS and TELPAS 

trainings attended, hours they received, how 

those trainings helped them understand, and 

they provided their perceptions about the 

quality of implementation in their schools.  The 

qualitative data obtained from the interviews 

were analyzed using the three Cs of analysis: 

from coding to categorizing to concepts 

(Lichtman, 2013).  Axial coding strategies and 

open coding were also employed “to make 

connections between category and its 

subcategories” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 97) 

to further explain and categorize the data for 

the emerging themes.   

 

Results 
An analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), with 

leader’s years of experience as the covariate 

and the district assignment as the fixed factor, 

indicated that there were not significant 

differences among the overall efficacy for any 

of these leaders’ groups: central office, school 
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administrators, and bilingual/ESL teachers 

when controlling for years of experience F(1, 

146) = 2.4, p > .05 

 

A multivariate analysis of covariance 

(MANCOVA), with the subscales (action, 

means, and self-regulation efficacies) as the 

dependent variables, the years of experience as 

the covariate, and leaders’ district assignment 

as the fixed factor, indicated that there were 

significant differences among leaders’ 

efficacies on the three efficacy subscales when 

controlling for years of experience in 

bilingual/ESL classrooms F(3,144) = 1.4, p > 

.05; Wilks’ Ʌ= .97.   

 

Results from an analysis of covariance 

(ANCOVA), with leader’s amount of hours on 

ELPS training as the covariate and the district 

assignment as the fixed factor, indicated that 

leaders’ hours of ELPS training did 

significantly predict their overall efficacy, but 

not by district assignment.  Results indicated 

that there were not significant differences on 

the three efficacy subscales tested separately as 

dependent variables for any of these groups: 

central office, school administrators, and 

bilingual/ESL teachers, F(3,144) = 1.4, p > 

.05; Wilks’ Ʌ= .97.  

 

Results from a MANCOVA test with 

the subscales (action, means, and self-

regulation efficacies) as the dependent 

variables and the hours of ELPS training as the 

covariate and district assignment as the fixed 

factor, indicated that there were significant 

differences among leaders’ efficacies on the 

three efficacy subscales when controlling for 

hours of ELPS training F (3,144) = 3.3, p = .02; 

Wilks’ Ʌ = .94; partial ƞ2 = .07.  In addition, 

there were significant differences among 

leaders’ district assignment and their efficacies 

F(6, 288)=2.2, p= .04; Wilks’ Ʌ = .91; partial 

ƞ2 = .04 on the omnibus test.  Follow-up 

univariate ANOVAs showed that only hours of 

ELPS training were statistically significant for 

action efficacy t(2) = 2.3, p = .02, partial ƞ2 = 

.04; and self-regulation efficacy t(2) = 2.9, p = 

.01, partial ƞ2, = .06, but not for means efficacy 

(See table 1)
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Table 1 

Hours of ELPS Training and the Impact on Action and Self-regulation Efficacies 

 

 

Dependent Variable Parameter B Std. Error t Sig. 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

 Action Efficacy Intercept 8.753 .197 44.445 .000 8.364 9.142 .931 

 

Hours ELPS .005 .002 2.311 .022 .001 .009 .035 

[District Assignment=1] 
.232 .323 .718 .474 -.406 .870 .004 

[District Assignment=2] 
-.483 .278 -1.742 .084 -1.032 .065 .020 

[District Assignment=3] 
0a . . . . . . 

Means-Efficacy 
Intercept 8.468 .220 38.492 .000 8.033 8.903 .910 

Hours ELPS .002 .002 .934 .352 -.003 .007 .006 

[District Assignment=1] .202 .361 .560 .576 -.511 .914 .002 

[District Assignment=2] -.166 .310 -.535 .594 -.779 .447 .002 

[District Assignment=3] 0a . . . . . . 

Self-Regulation 

Efficacy 

Intercept 9.103 .164 55.519 .000 8.779 9.427 .955 

Hours ELPS .005 .002 2.980 .003 .002 .009 .057 

[District Assignment=1] .582 .269 2.165 .032 .051 1.113 .031 

[District Assignment=2] .008 .231 .034 .973 -.449 .464 .000 

[District Assignment=3] 0a . . . . . . 

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 

 

ELPS and TELPAS training as support for 

school administrators, teachers, and ELs 

All leaders found the ELPS and TELPAS 

trainings useful when they were asked how the 

training has helped them understand.  One 

principal shared: “The ELPS training helped 

me gain a better understanding on the ELPS, 

language objectives and the content 

objectives.” Another principal indicated: We 

made a 21% [growth] gain in our second 

language acquisition [ state report]. So, we did 

see quite an impact on how understanding the 

proficiency level descriptors of [TELPAS] 

impact our scores.”  For instance, a central 

office leader indicated: “TELPAS gives us an 

opportunity to demonstrate students’ progress, 
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their proficiency as they move towards their 

educational journey.  It helps us set goals.  It 

also clarifies the question: “Are we providing 

the opportunities for our students to 

demonstrate language?”   

 

One of the administrators shared that 

TELPAS training worked best when “breaking 

down the training over time and understanding 

what a beginner, intermediate…students looks 

like and putting real students’ [writing] 

examples made a difference.”  This principal 

saw a 21% TELPAS composite growth in her 

scores from 2016 to 2017.  She attributed the 

TELPAS composite growth to how the training 

was sequenced and built over time during her 

campus PLC meetings.   

 

ELPS rationale, training format, and 

professional learning communities 

All administrators agreed that understanding of 

the ELPS had to do with how the training was 

presented to the staff.  On-going training and 

discussion on the ELPS through professional 

learning communities (PLCs) seemed to have 

helped teachers and principals because of the 

knowledge gained and growth in their TELPAS 

composite scores.  One of the teachers shared: 

“If I had not attended our district bilingual 

PLCs and get together as ESL teachers and ask 

lots of questions, [I would not have reached the 

level of understanding I have today].  The 

discussions during the PLC meetings were 

most useful.”   

 

Teachers’ lack of understanding about the 

ELPS and need to differentiate instruction 

Overall, all leaders reported that the ELPS were 

not easy to implement for teachers.  One central 

office administrator shared: “Teachers have a 

good understanding about the ELPS, but where 

there is room for growth is how to implement.  

Not just know what the ELPS are, but how to 

use them to linguistically accommodate the 

instruction for ELs.”  A teacher with more than 

twenty years of experience shared: “It is not 

easy to implement the ELPS because you have 

to look at every individual student, but it is 

possible.  You just have to know where your 

students are and offer the support.”   
 

Need for ELPS instructional leadership at 

the school level 

Participants perceived that the responsibility of 

the implementation of the ELPS fell on the 

school administrators, more specifically on the 

principal.  The expectations for ELPS 

implementation “needed to start at the central 

office level, but making ELPS a priority in 

schools, in every classroom, and setting the 

tone of implementation were the principals’ 

responsibilities” as expressed by one of the 

teachers.  One supervisor of school principals 

reported: 

 

The implementation of the ELPS 

just depends on the school 

leadership. You can have two 

campuses, one right by each 

other, and you have one principal 

who does not see it as a priority, 

they do not see the concerted 

effort, and then you go to another 

campus where the principal feels 

that this is important and it is 

going to help not only ELs, but 

all students and it’s monitored 

and gets implemented more. 

 

Teachers perceived the same 

discrepancy regarding ELPS instructional 

leadership.  One teacher shared:  “TELPAS 

data were discussed at the end of the year.  

They will be having action goals on the area of 

the ELPS.  The action goal will include not 

only posting the ELPS, but making sure 

students understand the ELPS.”  In contrast, 

one of her colleagues commented: “One big 

issue is that our administrators are not aware of 

how important bilingual education is. For this 
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teacher it was key that her administrators spent 

more time in her class.”  She shared: “a 15-

minute walk-through, a 45-minute observation 

is never good enough.”  She wanted her 

administrators “to be there more, be longer 

time, and be able to see, and then, go to the 

next teacher.”   

 

TELPAS isolation versus integration 

According to teachers, during training, 

TELPAS was presented as a separate test they 

had to administer as opposed to an assignment 

embedded during daily instruction.  The 

TELPAS test made students anxious and their 

performance got compromised.  Teachers 

shared that TELPAS “is extra on the teacher, 

the extra writing assignment.”  She felt her 

students “performed better on a regular paper 

than the one I set aside for their TELPAS”.  

These teachers viewed TELPAS as an 

additional task as they had to require students 

to write for TELPAS as a specific assessment 

instead of integrating it during daily instruction.  

In turn, the way TELPAS was presented to 

their students may compromise students’ 

performance.   

 

TELPAS and STAAR prestige 

Overall leaders perceived STAAR as having 

more prestige than TELPAS.  The STAAR test 

had more accountability weight than TELPAS 

making TELPAS occupy a lower level of 

importance in school instruction.  One of the 

principals commented:   

 

Some of my classrooms 

[teachers] may not understand, 

especially my new teachers, they 

do not understand how all 

[TELPAS and ELPS] tie together 

and the importance of it. It 

[ELPS] is going to be more of a 

push based upon the STAAR 

scores we received based upon  

the writing scores and reading for 

4th and 3rd grade, so we got to do 

a better job with that. 

 

Despite TELPAS being a state 

assessment, this test was not 

regarded with the same level of 

importance as STAAR.  One of 

the central office leaders shared: 

 

Because TELPAS is not a critical 

part of our evaluation system, I 

do not think the sense of urgency 

is not the same as for STAAR or 

an End of Course exam.  It is not 

accessible to our community.  

They do not speak that language.  

They speak: Am I an 

improvement required campus? 

Which has nothing to do with 

TELPAS. Am I meeting 

standard? Am I an A-F campus? 

So its focus is more on STAAR 

results.   

 

Despite the importance of TELPAS 

data, TELPAS data were not used to the same 

degree as STAAR data were. One principals’ 

comment included: 

 

I think that TELPAS is important.  

I do not think it is given enough 

attention in comparison to STAAR 

and the data from TELPAS seems 

to me to be more authentic because 

is a case study on the child’s 

language ability.   

 

One of the teachers’ pointed out that the 

TELPAS-STAAR prestige perception was a 

state issue:  

 

I think that TELPAS can be a 

powerful tool, but it is not well 
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respected, and I think it is not 

well respected because it is not as 

important as STAAR … This is 

just not a thing that happens in 

our district, it is across the state.  

 

District system and collaboration with 

campuses on ELPS and TELPAS 

Central office leaders elaborated on the support 

they provided to campuses to share the 

importance of the ELPS and TELPAS.  One of 

central office administrators indicated:   

   

Our bilingual director has provided 

rosters of students.  What powerful information 

to have conversations with teachers and why do 

we have children regressing, why are they not 

progressing, why do they plateau? I think we 

demonstrate that we see the value within the 

[TELPAs] data.  I believe we are demonstrating 

that.  

 

As an example, one of the principals 

reaped the benefits of working in very close 

collaboration with the bilingual/ESL director 

and specialists to train and collaborate directly 

with her teachers on the understanding of the 

ELPS, TELPAS, and PLDs.  This principal 

commented:  

 

We were unacceptable in TELPAS 

according to our campus score card 

[last year].  So, we did see quite an 

impact on how understanding the 

PLDs impacted our scores.  I feel 

we will keep on going with that 

next year.  I foresee us being 

recognized for TELPAS next year 

because we have a much better 

understanding about the TELPAS 

process, what it should look like 

for every student. 

 

  

Another teacher shared that analyzing 

students’ writing samples during the campus 

PLC meetings in collaboration with central 

office staff “was very useful.”   

 
School leaders’ perceptions on subjectivity 

in rating   

All participant groups shared concerns about 

the subjective nature of the TELPAS.  The 

holistic rating of these students’ language 

domains relied on teachers’ subjectivity and  

level of expertise with the ELPS, TELPAS and 

proficiency level descriptors (PLDs), creating 

validity issues.  For instance, one of the 

principals indicated that the only reliable 

instrument in TELPAS “was the reading test 

for grades 2-12” and that students took on the 

computer.  

  

Teachers’ and students’ fear of/and stress 

with TELPAS 

Teachers reported feelings of fear or anxiety 

when (a) teachers had to take the online 

TELPAS rating test to calibrate students’ 

writing samples and (b) when they had to rate 

the students in the areas of writing.  One of the 

school principals expressed: “I think it is all in 

how we present it [TELPAS] …  I think the 

teachers are still scared.”  One of the teachers 

commented that TELPAS “can be stressful.”  

She worked very hard “just trying to integrate 

it.”  

 

Teachers were not the only ones fearing 

the TELPAS writing calibration tests, 45% of 

the teachers perceived that students also were 

afraid of TELPAS.  One of the teachers shared: 

“the kiddos they feel uncomfortable because of 

their spelling, their handwriting, so I feel that 

they have a lot of… their affective filter affects 

them.”  For students, the feelings of stress and 

anxiety came when TELPAS was another 

writing test they have to do. 
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Online Testing of Listening and 

Speaking Domains as a Positive and as 

a Concern 
All central administrators felt that the online 

TELPAS testing would bring consistency of 

rating.  One central office administrator 

indicated: “TELPAS is going to bring 

consistency.  There is no question because 

there is going to be a core of individuals that 

are trained that are going to evaluate at the 

same level [with consistency].”   

 

All leaders felt that they needed to think 

about embedding practice time and support 

during instruction to ensure the students were 

successful with the new test format.  On the 

other hand, sixty seven percent of the teachers 

worried about listening and speaking going 

online as they “did not know how the computer 

is going to judge accurately how to be able to 

listen an EL speak.” 

 

Discussions 
The findings of the study indicate that the 

amount of hours in ELPS training not only 

created significant differences on the overall 

efficacy for any of the leaders’ groups: central 

office, school administrators, and 

bilingual/ESL teachers, but the hours in ELPS 

training also revealed significant differences on 

these leaders’ action, self-regulation, and 

means efficacy.   

 

These findings are congruent with 

previous research on self-efficacy for 

development as a predictor of an individual’s 

attitude toward employee development 

programs (Maurer, Mitchell, & Barbeite, 2002; 

Maurer & Tarulli, 1994; Reichard et al., 2017), 

learning motivation during training (Colquitt, 

LePine, & Noe, 2000), participation in 

development activities outside of work (Maurer 

et al., 2000).  Individuals with high self-

efficacy for development are more likely to 

engage in development activities than are 

individuals who have low self-efficacy for 

development (Maurer et al., 2003, Reichard et 

al., 2017).   

 

Some teachers and principals indicated 

that ELPS were best practice they implemented 

in the classrooms.  Some teachers felt ELPS 

contributed to enriching their teaching toolkit 

along with strategies they implemented and 

trainings they had attended such as sheltered 

instruction or SIOP training (Echevarria et al., 

2017).  These perceptions aligned with research 

on linguistically accommodated instruction 

(Knight & Wiseman 2006; Lucas, Villegas, & 

Freedson-Gonzalez, 2008; Téllez & Mosqueda, 

2015). 

 

Face-to-face and on-going trainings and 

professional learning community meetings 

rather than online versions of training seemed 

to produce more understanding and positive 

perceptions on teachers and administrators.  

These findings align with previous literature 

indicating that effective professional 

development must include follow-up support, 

coaching, and inclusion within professional 

learning communities (Calderon & Slakk, 

2016; Joyce & Showers, 1996, 2002; DuFour, 

2004).  

  

During the district PLC meetings, 

teachers collaborated, discussed, and revisited 

the ELPS or TELPAS data, which allowed 

deepening their understanding (DuFour, 2004).  

These remarks align with previous research 

indicating that preparation prior to a test is 

important to create more confidence and 

success for both teacher and student (Portolese, 

Krause & Bonner, 2016; Cizek, 2010).   

 

In addition, these findings reinforce 

previous research emphasizing that teacher 

collaboration and professional development 

opportunities on the area of assessments 
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resulted in more confident teachers and deeper 

understanding of their assessment practices 

(Téllez & Mosqueda, 2015).   

 

The school leaders in this study shared 

the importance of supporting students during 

the year to expose them to the online test 

format and expectations before the real spring 

test administration (Moreno-Hewitt, 2015; 

Portolese et al., 2016).  Teachers of ELs, 

especially new teachers should receive 

professional development focused on 

understanding language development that 

differentiate between ELs’ capacities for the 

four language domains of listening, speaking, 

reading and writing (Campbell & Evans, 2000; 

Knight & Wiseman, 2006; Maclellan, 2004; 

Téllez & Mosqueda, 2015).  Teachers of ELs  

are unprepared to work with linguistically 

diverse students and fail to acquire needed 

expertise to meet the needs of ELs (Téllez & 

Mosqueda, 2015).  Specialized assessment 

knowledge is critical for teachers of bilingual 

and dual language programs (Heritage, 2010; 

Plake, Impara, & Fager, 1993; Maclellan, 2004; 

Téllez & Mosqueda, 2015; Zepeda, Castro, & 

Cronin, 2011).   

 

If individual plans were not created and 

formative assessments were not used to meet 

the needs of the different proficiency levels in 

the classroom, some damage happened (Cizek, 

2010; Téllez & Mosqueda, 2015).  The 

situation may have worsened for ELs when 

school administrators did not sustain the same 

level of expectations for the implementation of 

the ELPS and TELPAS as they did for the 

TEKS or the STAAR test (Williams, Hakuta, 

Haertel et al., 2007; Harper, de Jong, & Platt, 

2008; Moreno-Hewitt, 2015; Morita-Mullaney, 

2017).   

 

The lack of ELPS and TELPAS school 

leadership perceived by central office and 

teachers corroborate previous research findings 

highlighting that follow up systems are critical 

to succeed academically (Williams et al., 2007; 

Marzano & Waters, 2009; Morita-Mullaney, 

2017).  In addition, this finding reinforces the 

notion that the principal stands out as the 

individual who influences the most the long-

term success of the EL programs (Reyes, 2006; 

Theoharis & O’Toole, 2011).   

 

Equitative access to technology is key 

to prevent academic gaps (Leu, Forzani, 

Rhoads, Cheryl, Kennedy, & Timbrell, 2014).  

Previous research indicated that students do not 

perform better with online test and the access to 

technology (Leu et al., 2014; Yonker 2011).  

Test knowledge and preparation tend to impact 

the academic success of the students (Heritage, 

2010; Plake et al., 1993; Maclellan, 2004; 

Téllez & Mosqueda, 2015; Moreno-Hewitt, 

2015; Portolesse et al., 2016).   

 

Implications 
Strategic professional development plan for 

all and by all 

Hours of training and not years of experience 

predict leaders’ efficacy.  Investing on 

individuals’ preparation programs rather than 

rewarding years of experience could yield to 

higher results for school districts.  The creation 

of long-range strategic plan could include a 

continuous tiered professional development, 

support for campus administrators, and teachers 

(Allison & Kaye, 2005).   

 

The goal of evidence-based professional 

development should be to improve academic 

achievement in students (Calderon & Slakk, 

2016; Darling-Hammond, 2009).  Effective 

professional development must include follow-

up coaching and inclusion in professional 

learning communities (Calderon & Slakk, 

2016; Joyce & Showers, 1996, 2002; Theoharis 

& O’Toole, 2011; DuFour, 2004).  Investing in 

on-going professional development on 

assessment practices may result in teachers 
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who are more confident to improve their 

assessment practices (Mertler 2009; Téllez & 

Mosqueda, 2015).   

 

  A locally viable and well-designed 

curriculum could help meeting the needs of 

ELs as they progress through grade levels 

(Genesse, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders, & 

Christian 2006; Lucas et al., 2004).  Districts 

and schools should ensure these language 

standards are embedded in the curriculum, as 

well as monitored implementation. 

 

Social justice, heroic and instructional 

leadership for English learners 

Social justice for ELs may be obtained as 

principals are able to create inclusive services 

for ELs such as prioritizing students’ language 

learning including their families and cultures in 

the school community, assuming language as a 

right and asset (Theotaris & O’Toole, 2011; 

Reyes, 2006).        

 

Considering the benefits of bilingual 

education, the district strategic plan could 

include the implementation of a two-way 

bilingual education model to keep the language 

development as one of the main focus within 

the organization. This dynamic could 

contribute better preparing all students with the 

twenty-first century language skills, in order to 

succeed and better compete in the global 

economy (Umanski, Valentino, & Reardon, 

2015;).  

 

ELs’ access to technology 

School districts and schools may try to ensure 

the new online testing is supported through 

planning and budgeting within the school 

district strategic plan, in order to ensure access 

to resources and successful online testing for all 

students.  Practice and exposure may be 

essential to succeed academically (Moreno-

Hewitt, 2015; Portolesse et al., 2016).  

  

Shared learning targets, criteria for success, 

goal setting and feedback 

Students need to know what and why they are 

learning through intentional shared learning 

targets.  Shared learning targets should indicate 

the what, the how deep students will learn and 

how they will demonstrate they got the learning 

(Moss & Bookhart, 2012; Moss, Brookhart, & 

Long, 2011).  The rubric for success in this 

case could include examples of the English 

language proficiency level descriptors (PLDs) 

for the different proficiency levels of listening, 

speaking, reading, and writing.  English 

learners could visualize the success rubric and 

set their language goals.  Students’ portfolio-

based assessments for the language domains 

can be used to set goals and confer with the 

students individually through EL talks process.  

The EL talks or student led conferences could 

happen continuously as checkpoints along the 

year to assist students monitoring their goals 

and growth.  Feedback offered to students 

should be corrective, timely, and specific to the 

level of skill or knowledge (Marzano, 

Pickering, & Pollock, 2001; Trammel, Schloss, 

& Alper, 1994).   

 

Instructional rounds as a tool for district 

and school collaboration  

Leaders should keep learning as the main focus 

(Elfers & Stritikus, 2013; Marzano & Waters, 

2009).  Creating and implementing school 

collaborative approaches to reform factors such 

as learning goals may be critical to achieve 

academic success (Coburn & Russell, 2008; 

Hopkins, Spillane, Jakopovic, & Heaton, 2013; 

Liou, 2016).  Both district and campus staff 

could engage in ongoing instructional rounds 

where the ELPS are intentionally addressed 

(City, Elmore, Friarman, & Teitel, 2009).  

Instructional rounds could help developing 

individual and collective efficacy by involving 

the entire educational community within the 

data collection process and instructional 

practices.   
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Conclusions 

The findings of this study indicate that hours of 

ELPS training are statistically significant to 

develop leaders’ overall efficacy.  More efforts 

should be invested in hiring effective 

administrative leadership and developing 

personnel based on professional development 

hours, in order to ensure successful 

implementation of the ELPS, TELPAS, and 

academic achievement in general.  School 

districts may be able to develop leaders’ 

efficacies through targeted professional 

development on the areas of ELPS and 

TELPAS as part of their strategic plan.  A 

viable curriculum that includes the ELPS and 

linguistic accommodated instruction guidance 

may help teachers. Additionally, shared 

learning goals may allow students to own their 

learning. Students monitoring their own 

learning goals tend to be aware of the 

expectations and are able to receive immediate 

feedback. Instructional Rounds may provide all 

levels of educators in the educational 

community: central office, school 

administrators, and teachers, with an 

opportunity to work together (City et al., 2009).  

This process may be viewed as a 

catalyst to improve not only individual but 

collective efficacy, and ultimately overall 

student achievement (Hattie, 2017; Leithwood 

& Jentzi, 2008). Different levels of educators 

within the educational community may need to 

work together helping students to increase their 

capacity, by allowing them to effectively 

acquire more language and academic content 

simultaneously. 
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