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ABSTRACT 
 This study aimed to explore how school administrators mediate language policy to shape the education of students 
designated as English Learners.  This study somehow explores how school leaders in selected public high schools 
mediated language policy in an effort to improve learning outcomes for English Learners. Ten participants, who 
were school leaders in public junior high schools in Sulop, Davao del Sur, were the focus of my study. I selected 
these participants through random sampling. All of them were licensed administrators and teachers with at least 
two years of experience. They also had experience implementing the standard English learning policy in their 
schools. This qualitative study comprised the techniques employed in the qualitative phenomenological research 
process (Creswell, 2019). My methods were inductive in my personal experience of gathering and interpreting data. 
Shaping integrity, approach, and standard learning in English at the junior high school level, when viewed through 
the lens of institutional theory, had significant implications for both the structure of the educational system and the 
actions of its members. Institutional theory emphasized that schools operated not just as educational entities but as 
organizations deeply influenced by societal norms, rules, and policies. On the other hand, shaping integrity, 
approach, and standard learning in English at the junior high school level, based on structuration theory, had 
significant implications in understanding the dynamic relationship between structure and agency. According to 
structuration theory, educational practices in English were not solely determined by rigid institutional rules or 
policies but were instead the result of continuous interactions between the structures of the school system and the 
actions of individuals within that system. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Standard learning for English language could be the limited exploration of how different teaching approaches and 

educational standards specifically impact the development of integrity and ethical behavior in English language 

learners at the junior high level. While much has been discussed regarding curriculum design and pedagogical 

strategies, there is a lack of comprehensive studies that address the integration of values such as honesty, 

responsibility, and moral decision-making into English language learning. Further research could examine how these 

factors influence students' academic performance, engagement, and long-term retention of language skills, 

particularly in diverse educational contexts and cultures. Additionally, the relationship between teachers' own 

integrity and their approach to fostering such values in students remains underexplored. 

 

The term “English Learner” is used to refer to students whose families report a home language other than English on 

the home language survey and whose assessment results demonstrate that their proficiency in oral and written 

English may not be sufficient to allow them to succeed in the regular instructional program. The term has been 

problematized for highlighting students’ deficiency in English rather than their developing bilingualism (Martínez, 

2019). Moreover, any single label is inadequate to describe the vastly diverse group of students who fall into the 

category. Still, the term remains widely used both in state and local education policy and by educational 

practitioners.  

 

In the United States of America, analyses of high school graduation data show that students designated as English 

Learners are at increased risk of dropping out of high school (Atwell, et al., 2019; Rumberger, 2021), which carries 

consequences including lower wages, higher risk of criminal activity, and poorer health outcomes (Callahan, 2021). 

The diversity of the population of students designated as English Learners, which includes recent immigrants and 

students born in the U.S., students with high levels of literacy in their home languages and students with 

significantly interrupted education, and students from a wide range of family income levels, makes it challenging, 

and problematic, to generalize about this group of students. Still, as the population grows, it is critical to understand 

how federal and state policies, district-level practices, and school-level factors shape these students’ educational 

experiences and opportunities.  

 

Research examining disparities in outcomes for English Learners has explored a number of factors beyond English 

proficiency, including placement and reclassification practices (Estrada, 2024), course-taking patterns (Callahan, 

Wilkinson, & Muller, 2023; Callahan & Shifrer, 2024), program models (Umansky & Reardon, 2024), and 
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instructional practices in the classes in which English Learners are enrolled (Harklau, 2024). The factors shaping 

English Learners’ experiences in secondary education and the rigor and quality of their preparation for higher 

education are complex and multilayered.   

 

In United Kingdom, Providing English Learners with quality high school preparation requires finding ways to offer 

both targeted instructions to meet students’ language learning needs and access to rigorous content and inclusion in 

classes with their English-speaking peers. These two critical components of English Learners’ education can work in 

tension with one another. Drawing on Williams’ conception of equality as referring both to the notion of human 

beings as moral equals and the need to distribute goods based on need to address inequality (Williams, 2020; 

Thompson, 2019) characterized this tension as one between “negative equality” freedom from discrimination and 

“positive equality” provision of specific resources and support necessary to access equal opportunities.  

 

While research demonstrates the harm done when ELs are fully included in the full range of curricular opportunities 

(Callahan, 2021; Callahan, et al. 2024; Gándara & Hopkins, 2020; Gándara & Orfield, 2022), there is also evidence 

that English Learners can benefit academically and socioemotionally from separate, specialized instruction that 

targets their unique needs (Garver & Hopkins, 2020; Jaffe-Walter & Miranda, 2020; Saunders et al., 2023; 

Thompson, 2023). Navigating the tension between English Learners’ right to inclusion and their need for 

specialized, targeted instruction to meet their language needs is a complex task that requires not only an 

understanding of the students and their needs but an understanding of various policy mandates at the federal, state, 

and local levels.  

 

In Manila, Philippines, according to Kanno and Cromley (2023) similarly found that English Learners were less 

likely than monolingual English-speaking students to enroll in advanced-level math courses. Callahan (2021) found 

that fewer than 2% of English Learners in her sample took enough college preparatory courses to be eligible to apply 

for a four-year university, and that students’ track placement was a greater predictor of academic success than 

English proficiency.  

 

Placement in lower-track classes not only prevents students from completing required coursework for entrance to 

four-year colleges but also impacts the types of instruction they receive and their access to the language and literacy 

practices that prepare them for college-level coursework. Harklau (2024) examined this phenomenon. Following 

four Chinese immigrant students through their high school experience, she found that in the low-track classes in 

which these students were placed, they read excerpted text out of context, responded to simple, factual 

comprehension questions, composed little extended written discourse, and had minimal verbal interaction with 

classmates. In addition to the absence of academic rigor in low-track, “textually impoverished” classrooms (Bunch 

& Willett, 2023), researchers have also found that instruction is often pushed aside while teachers manage student 

behavior (Harklau, 2024; Kanno & Kangas, 2024).   

 

According to the study of Perez and Alieto (2019) in Tagum City, approaches to English Learner education, both 

course placement and classroom pedagogy, reflect assumptions about language and its role in learning. The extent to 

which language learning is conceived as primarily an individual cognitive phenomenon or primarily a social one, a 

source of debate for several decades in the field of second language acquisition (SLA), has significant implications 

for schools’ construction of English Language Development (ELD) programs and pedagogies to facilitate ELs’ 

acquisition of English and content learning.  

 

Building upon Vygotsky’s conception of learning as social and of language as mediating all learning (Vygotsky, 

1962) as cited in Ricento (2020), sociocultural theories of language learning view language as social practice, 

constituted in use. As students engage in learning communities, they are apprenticed into language and disciplinary 

practices, and in the process, “they find and refine conceptual understandings, practice ways of using them, and 

enhance their use of phrases, words, texts, and action” (Walqui & Bunch, 2019).  

 

Van Lier and Walqui (2022) presented the notion of language as action, arguing that language is inseparable from 

other forms of human action and is an “expression of agency”. In this view, language develops as students do 

meaningful academic work, engaging in such practices as research and discussion as they construct knowledge, 

negotiate meaning, and create products. As van Lier and Walqui contended, if language is conceived as action, 

bounding language as a separate subject, isolated from other content learning, artificially divorces it from the 

meaningful contexts in which it is used. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
Schools as institutions are subject to particular norms and constraints, as conceptualized in institutional theory 

(Schoen & Teddlie, 2019). Acting as leaders within the institution, school site administrators are both subject to 

policies and directives at the federal, state, and local levels, and responsible for mediating and negotiating those 

policies and directives in ways that meet the needs of students, teachers, and families in their school communities. 

With respect to English Learner instruction, given the widely varying English Learner demographics and the many 

other contextual variables specific to school sites, school administrators must exercise agency in enacting or 

resisting language policies.  
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To frame this study theoretically, I begin by drawing upon institutional theory in order to acknowledge and identify 

the institutional mechanisms that shape administrators’ work as they negotiate language policy and seek to lead 

instruction that meets the needs of English Learners at their sites. Institutional theory, however, does little to allow 

for the agency of actors within the institution. For the purpose of understanding site administrators as active agents 

shaped by and shaping the institutional context, I turn to Giddens (2024) and structuration theory, which provides 

three key theoretical constructs that are useful for exploring administrators’ decisions about structures and practices 

that shape English Learner instruction: the knowledgeability of human agents; structures as constituted by human 

activity; and the duality of structure.  

 

Alieto (2019) notes, however, structuration theory, while it creates space for agency within an institutional context, 

faces the “dilemma of explaining how social reproduction becomes social transformation”. In other words, it allows 

for the possibility that agents might either reproduce or transform institutional norms and practices but does little to 

explain how transformation might occur. Studies on teacher agency (Bridwell-Mitchell, 2020; Biesta et al, 2023; 

Olsen & Kirtman, 2022) do provide insight into how agency is exercised within an institutional context, particularly 

during periods of large-scale policy change. I draw on these studies to further develop the concept of agency within 

the constructs of structuration theory.  

 

Finally, because this study will explore school leaders and their role in leading educational change, the theoretical 

lens of distributed leadership (Bolden, 2021; Gronn, 2023; Spillane, 2020; Spillane et al, 2021). Distributed 

leadership is a fitting lens because it provides a potential middle ground between conceptions of leadership that 

emphasize organizational structures as defining leadership and those that emphasize individual agency.  

 

Notably, while the theories that I use to frame this study are familiar in the fields of educational leadership and 

policy, they are rarely used in research on English Learners. Examining issues of EL placement and policy through 

the lens of organizational and leadership theory allowed me to explore how leaders’ beliefs about language, 

language learning, and language instruction interacted with leaders’ institutional roles and with structures and 

policies that appeared to have little to do with ELs but that nonetheless indirectly shaped their experiences. 

 

Institutional theory “seeks to understand the persistence of or change in structures, norms, and patterns of social 

relationships in organizations by highlighting the ways in which they are linked to organizations’ broader social and 

cultural environment” (Coburn, 2023). Scott (2023) defined institutions as comprising “regulative, normative, and 

cultural-cognitive elements that, together with associated activities and resources, provide stability and meaning to 

social life”. In this definition, the regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive elements constitute three “pillars” of 

institutions that support them and ensure their strength and durability.  

 

The regulative pillar includes “rule-setting, monitoring, and sanctioning activities”. In the institution of schooling, 

these include federal and state regulations, local board policies, and, within schools, rules and policies the site 

administrators develop to regulate teachers’ behaviors. The normative pillar emphasizes “norms” and “values”.  

Scott explained that in this view, institutions “define goals or objectives…but also designate appropriate ways to 

pursue them”. Also important within the normative pillar are the roles various actors in the institution play and 

expectations for how individuals in those roles behave. Administrators’ relationships with teachers, within this 

normative frame, would be defined in part by those normalized role expectations (Rowan, et al, 2024). 

 

The cultural-cognitive pillar (formerly referred to just as the “cognitive” pillar) attends to “the shared conceptions 

that constitute the nature of social reality and create the frames through which meaning is made”. It includes beliefs 

and assumptions but recognizes that meaning is constructed socially, within a cultural context (Robinson et al, 

2019). 

  

According to Scott (2023), early versions of institutional theory held that social order is produced by “norms and 

rules that constitute particular types of actors and specify ways in which they can take action”. Central to 

Institutional Theory as it developed was the idea that organizations were “’rationalized’ systems -sets of roles and 

associated activities laid out to reflect means-ends relationships oriented to the pursuit of specified goals.” Citing 

Meyer’s work with various collaborators, describe “models of rationality” as “cultural systems, constructed to 

represent appropriate methods for achieving purposes”. These “appropriate methods,” or “norms of rationality,” 

come to be seen by those external to the organizations as characterizing particular types of organizations, so that 

organizations must adopt them in order to achieve “social legitimacy”.   

 

One prominent explanation for this apparent disconnect is that the leadership and administration of schools are 

“loosely coupled” with instruction (Weick, 2019). This theory of loose coupling applied to schools allows for 

responsiveness among elements of the organization (such as the principal’s office and the classroom) but also for the 

different elements to maintain their own identities and separateness from one another. Weick argued that loosely 

coupled organizations had a number of advantages, including sensitivity to the external environment, potential for 

localized adaptation, ability to contain breakdowns to certain elements of the system, and room for “self-

determination by the actors”. As Weick also explained, each of these potential affordances could also become a 

liability; for example, increased sensitivity to the environment can manifest as vulnerability to fads.  
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Meyer and Rowan (2020) argued that organizations “decouple” their structures from their technical operations so 

that they can respond to larger institutional pressures and be recognized as legitimate while remaining efficient in 

their day-to-day work.  Seeking legitimacy through structures and routines results in what organizational theorists 

refer to as isomorphism; that is, organizations in the same field, such as educational organizations, take on 

increasingly similar forms.  

 

According to Dimaggio and Powell (2023), “Organizations may change their goals or develop new practices, and 

new organizations enter the field. But, in the long run, organizational actors making rational decisions construct 

around themselves an environment that constrains their ability to change further in later years”. How and why such 

isomorphism occurs is the subject of much study. They identified three major mechanisms through which 

organizations develop these similarities: coercive mechanisms, normative pressures, and mimetic processes. Within 

this frame, even as educational organizations pursue change and seek to distinguish themselves, they come to 

resemble still more closely other educational organizations.   

 

In such a system, where institutional structures and routines hold strong in order for the organization to achieve and 

maintain legitimacy, and the technical core of instruction is loosely coupled or decoupled from those structures and 

routines, the role of the school site administration in leading instruction raises questions. Bidwell (2021) asserted 

that the principalship is, in fact, the weakest of the three strata, the teacher work force, the site administration, and 

the central office administration. Subject to pressure from central office administrators to conform to institutional 

norms, and lacking the power to innovate effectively to meet local needs, the principal. 

 

Research Questions 

Given the preceding articles, it is critical to emphasize the importance of assessing English language dogmas and 

practices through practical and theoretical research involving teachers and administrators who are the primary 

concerns in achieving a quality education of junior high school students. In doing so, this paper aims to address the 

following questions: 

1. What are the trials encountered by the teachers and administrators to improve English Language 

Development programs and English Learners’ experiences in their schools? 

2. How school administrators and teachers in selected public high schools addressed the challenges 

encountered by the teachers in terms of mediated language policy? 

3. What educational lessons and aspirations can be drawn to improve English Language Development 

programs and English Learners’ experiences in selected public schools? 

 

METHODOLOGY 
Research Design  

The specifics of the research methods were explained in the next part so that future researchers could 

extrapolate the findings of this study to different contexts. Transferability, the qualitative counterpart of 

external validity in post-positivist research, was developed through detailed and meticulous discussions of the 

study's time, place, context, and culture (Mertens, 2020). This section addressed the following topics: the 

interview technique; my role as the researcher; and the sampling strategy and ethical issues . 

 

Research Participants 

Ten participants, who were school leaders in public junior high schools in Davao del Sur, were the focus of my 

study. I selected these participants through random sampling. All of them were licensed administrators with at least 

two years of administrative experience. They also had experience implementing the standard English learning policy 

in their schools. 

 

These educators were chosen because they had firsthand experience putting the policy of standard English learning 

into practice in their schools. The ten participants took part in focus groups and in-depth interviews. Since the 

majority of them preferred to use the same platform, the interviews were conducted via Google Meet. 

 

Participant 1 was a licensed professional school leader in a public school in Davao del Sur. She had almost 14 years 

of experience as an administrator and had managed teachers during the pandemic. She obtained her Doctor of 

Philosophy in Education, majoring in Management. 

 

Participant 2 was a male administrator in one of the public schools in Davao del Sur. He was a licensed professional 

teacher with almost six years of experience as an administrator. He earned his Doctor in Education Management 

degree in 2015. 

 

Participant 3 was a Doctor of Educational Management graduate. At the time of the study, he was serving as the 

acting principal in one of the elementary schools in Davao del Sur and had been in the education industry for almost 

10 years. 

 

Participant 4 was a licensed professional administrator in a public school in Davao del Sur. She obtained her Master 

of Arts in Educational Management in 2018 and had been managing teachers since 2015, including throughout the 

pandemic. 
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Participant 5 held a Doctor of Educational Management degree and had been managing teachers in a public school 

in Davao del Sur since 2017. He was also awarded as the best manager at his school. 

 

Participant 6 was a school head in one of the public schools in Davao del Sur. He had been managing schools for 23 

years and was known as a sports enthusiast. 

 

Participant 7 was a female school head who had been a teacher for 13 years before passing the principals' test in 

2015 and transitioning to a school leadership role. 

 

Participant 8 was a school head with 14 years of experience and held a Master’s Degree. She also served as a district 

coordinating head in one of the DepEd programs. 

 

Participant 9 was a principal at a public school in Davao del Sur. He obtained his principal’s license in 2010 and 

completed his PhD in Education at the University of the Immaculate Conception in Davao City. 

 

Participant 10 had been a private school principal since 2012 in one of the schools in Davao del Sur. He earned his 

PhD in Leadership Management at the University of Southeastern Philippines. 

 

Research Instruments 

Interviewing people was one way Patton (2019) suggested academics could learn about things they couldn't observe 

directly. The goal of qualitative interviewing was to understand participants' experiences and the meanings they 

attached to them, rather than simply finding answers to questions (Seidman, 2018). Semi-structured interviews were 

frequently used when I wanted to gather more focused and specific information, but unstructured, open-ended 

interviews were typically employed in qualitative studies because they allowed for the greatest flexibility and 

responsiveness to emerging issues for both the interviewer and the participants (Schwandt, 2019) as cited in Thomas 

and Collier (2021). 

 

Semi-structured interviews yielded targeted, qualitative, textual data by combining the freedom of unstructured, 

open-ended interviews with directionality and an agenda (Schensul et al, 2019). To investigate how junior high 

school campus administrators' involvement in managing standard learning for English was devised and implemented 

in a subset of public schools in the division of Davao del Sur, I gathered data through semi-structured interviews. 

 

To ensure that the same information was collected from all participants, I used an interview guide. The interview 

guide included open-ended questions and topics to help structure the interview, but when needed, I explored, 

probed, and asked additional questions to clarify and expand on a particular topic. The interview guide helped make 

interviewing several different participants more systematic and comprehensive by defining in advance the issues to 

be explored (Patton, 2019). 

 

Data Analysis 

Qualitative data analysis began with the process of organizing, reducing, and describing the collected data 

(Schwandt, 2019).  Unlike quantitative analysis, there were no prescribed formulas for qualitative analysis. Marshall 

and Rossman (2006) reminded researchers that qualitative analysis does not proceed linearly and is not neat. 

However, good practice and procedures enhanced the credibility of qualitative research. In this section, I will 

explain the data analysis procedures I followed and describe the steps I took to ensure the results from this study 

were credible, transferable, dependable, and authentic.  

 

To guide the data analysis, I used the seven phases of data analysis described by Marshall and Rossman (2006) as a 

means to reduce data, create manageable pieces, allow for interpretation, and find meaning in the words of the 

participants. The seven phases included: organizing the data; immersion in the data; generating categories and 

themes; coding the data; offering interpretations through analytic memos; and searching for alternative 

understandings (Marshall & Rossman, 2021). 

 

Data analysis first began with organizing the data. I organized the data by keeping information provided by each 

participant separate and in sequence with the order of the interviews. This process allowed the data to remain 

manageable, easily accessible, and readily available. The digital audio files from the interviews were carefully 

transcribed into written form. I created electronic folders to organize the data collected from each participant. 

 

Next, I became familiar with the data through extensive reading of the interviews to gain an understanding of the 

content. This involved reading through the interviews at least three times. Following Hatch’s (2022) 

recommendations for qualitative analysis, I created a sheet of notes for each participant. The summary sheets were a 

quick way to refer back to the original data as the data analysis continued. 

 

After the initial readings, Hatch (2022) recommended that researchers read the data completely with one typology in 

mind. Patton (2020) defines typologies as classification systems made up of categories that divide some aspects of 

the world into parts. According to Hatch, typologies are generated from the theory, common sense, or research 

objectives. For this study, I used the typologies or themes from the literature review as the constructs through which 

to view the data. 
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After reading through the data with each construct or typology in mind, I coded the data into five categories from the 

literature by taking excerpts of text from the data and identifying them within a particular category. 

 

After everything was coded, I read through the data again while writing analytic memos on my thoughts and insights 

and began the process of offering interpretations. During this stage, I interpreted the data to find significance and 

meaning in the teachers’ instructional experiences by pulling salient themes, recurring ideas, and patterns of belief 

that resonated collectively throughout the interviews. 

 

The offering of interpretations began following the emergence of themes in the data. Rudestam and Newton (2021) 

believe this part of the data analysis brings meaning to the themes and categories and allows the researcher to 

develop links between the interviews. I began interpreting the data to find significance and meaning in the 

administrators’ role in shaping integrity, approach, and standards in learning the English language. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Shaping integrity, approach, and standard learning in English at the junior high school level required a collective 

effort from teachers, administrators, families, and communities. Through fostering an environment that emphasized 

respect for diverse backgrounds, integrating effective teaching methodologies, and maintaining high standards for 

language proficiency, educators ensured that students developed a strong foundation in English. This collaborative 

and inclusive approach allowed students to acquire essential language skills while also cultivating values such as 

responsibility, discipline, and critical thinking. As a result, students were better prepared for academic success, 

social engagement, and future global opportunities, making their English learning experience both meaningful and 

empowering. 

 

Implications 

Shaping integrity, approach, and standard learning in English at the junior high school level, when viewed through 

the lens of institutional theory, had significant implications for both the structure of the educational system and the 

actions of its members. Institutional theory emphasized that schools operated not just as educational entities but as 

organizations deeply influenced by societal norms, rules, and policies. These external forces played a key role in 

shaping how English language education was structured and implemented. For example, national and regional 

education policies, such as standardized curriculum guidelines or testing requirements, determined the overarching 

framework for English learning. Schools were often compelled to align their practices with these established norms 

to maintain legitimacy and secure funding. The implications of this theory suggested that English language 

education, therefore, had to conform to institutional standards while reflecting societal expectations of what 

constituted quality language instruction. 

 

In practice, institutional theory revealed that the approach to English teaching within junior high schools was 

influenced by both internal and external institutional pressures. Teachers were required to work within the 

constraints of curricula set by educational authorities, but their agency and creativity in implementing these 

standards could vary significantly. The integrity of English education was shaped by how faithfully these 

institutional policies were followed, yet the day-to-day actions of teachers often modified these policies to suit the 

needs of their students. Teachers navigated these challenges by integrating personal teaching philosophies, adapting 

instructional methods, and responding to the diverse needs of learners. The implication of this dynamic was that the 

standard learning experience in English was not just a product of top-down policies but was also shaped by the 

interpretive actions of educators within the boundaries set by the institution. 

 

Additionally, the role of external stakeholders, such as parents, policymakers, and the wider community, became a 

crucial factor in maintaining and reinforcing the standards of English learning. Institutional theory highlighted the 

importance of aligning school practices with community expectations to ensure that English language policies 

remained relevant and supported by the broader social structure. Schools were often pressured to reflect societal 

values in their educational approaches, and community involvement played an important part in reinforcing or 

challenging these practices. The integration of feedback from families, local organizations, and other stakeholders 

helped shape the integrity and approach of English language education, ensuring that it was not only academically 

rigorous but also culturally responsive and socially inclusive. This interplay between the institution and its external 

environment had profound implications for shaping a consistent and standardized approach to English learning in 

junior high schools. 

 

On the other hand, shaping integrity, approach, and standard learning in English at the junior high school level, 

based on structuration theory, had significant implications in understanding the dynamic relationship between 

structure and agency. According to structuration theory, educational practices in English were not solely determined 

by rigid institutional rules or policies but were instead the result of continuous interactions between the structures of 

the school system and the actions of individuals within that system. Teachers, as agents, played a central role in 

shaping the integrity and approach to language learning, as they interpreted, adapted, and implemented the 

curriculum based on their professional knowledge and the needs of their students. While institutional guidelines 

provided the structural framework, it was the agency of teachers that allowed for flexibility and adaptation, 

influencing the standard learning experience for students. This reciprocal interaction between structure and agency 
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had important implications for how English language learning was approached and the extent to which students 

engaged with the curriculum. 

 

Furthermore, structuration theory highlighted the importance of teacher autonomy in shaping the integrity of English 

language education. Teachers were seen as active participants who could influence the learning process by making 

decisions about teaching methods, resources, and assessment strategies within the constraints of the school’s 

structure. As a result, their decisions often led to varied approaches to teaching English, reflecting both their 

professional judgment and the social context in which they operated. Teachers could modify their practices to better 

align with students’ needs, integrating technology, collaborative activities, or other innovative techniques to foster 

greater language proficiency. However, these changes were not made in isolation; they were influenced by the 

broader educational norms and institutional expectations. The implications of this were that the integrity of English 

language teaching depended not only on the institutional framework but also on the teacher's ability to navigate and 

reshape that framework through their daily practices. 

 

Finally, structuration theory implied that standardizing English learning in junior high schools was a complex 

process that involved ongoing negotiation between institutional structures and the individual actions of educators. 

While schools aimed to implement consistent standards for English proficiency, teachers’ agency in interpreting and 

enacting those standards meant that the learning experience could vary significantly from one classroom to another. 

This tension between standardization and personalization was an inherent part of the educational process, as schools 

sought to balance the need for consistency with the flexibility required to meet the diverse needs of students. Over 

time, successful teaching practices and innovative approaches by teachers could influence institutional structures, 

leading to a shift in how English was taught across the school system. Thus, structuration theory suggested that the 

process of shaping integrity, approach, and standards in English language education was ongoing and dynamic, 

driven by both institutional influences and the actions of teachers within those frameworks. 

 

Future Directions 

One future direction for the thesis titled Shaping Integrity, Approach, and Standard Learning for English in Junior 

High School could focus on examining the integration of technology in English language instruction. As digital tools 

continue to reshape education, exploring how technologies such as learning management systems, interactive apps, 

and virtual classrooms can support English learning while maintaining high standards of language proficiency would 

be valuable. Research could investigate how these tools facilitate personalized learning experiences, help students 

develop digital literacy skills, and offer new opportunities for teachers to enhance engagement and language 

development. 

 

Another key direction could involve investigating the role of culturally responsive teaching in shaping English 

instruction. As classrooms become increasingly diverse, there is a growing need to understand how to integrate 

cultural awareness and inclusivity into English language teaching. Future research could explore how educators can 

design curricula and instructional strategies that recognize and respect the varied linguistic and cultural backgrounds 

of students, ensuring that all learners see their identities reflected in the materials and lessons. This approach could 

help foster a deeper connection to the language and improve overall student engagement and achievement in 

English. 

 

A third direction could involve studying the impact of teacher professional development on shaping the approach to 

English instruction. Ensuring that teachers are equipped with the latest pedagogical strategies and techniques is 

crucial for maintaining the integrity of English language education. Future research could examine the effectiveness 

of ongoing professional development programs in helping teachers adapt to new instructional methods, stay updated 

on educational trends, and address the diverse needs of their students. By focusing on the continuous growth of 

educators, this research could provide insights into how schools can better support teachers in delivering high-

quality, standards-aligned English instruction. 

 

Finally, exploring the role of school leadership and institutional policies in shaping the standard learning outcomes 

for English could offer valuable insights into how educational systems can maintain consistency and quality in 

English language instruction. Future research could investigate how school administrators influence the 

implementation of curriculum standards, assessment practices, and the overall teaching approach in English. By 

understanding how leadership can foster a school-wide commitment to excellence in English learning, this research 

could inform policies that support both teacher autonomy and alignment with national educational standards, 

ultimately ensuring that all students receive a high-quality English education. 
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