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ABSTRACT

A MULTIPLE-CASE STUDY OF SECONDARY READING SPECIAHTS

Linda Lucille Frost
Department of Teacher Education

Doctor of Education

This multiple-case study examined the role and augerceptions of the
reading specialist (RS) in the five secondary sthobone school district in the western
United States. The purposes of the study weretermée: (1) the actual roles and
responsibilities of the secondary RS, (2) whethiéemr@nces existed in the way RSs,
teachers, and principals perceived the role oR8eand (3) whether the perceptions of
the role of the RS were congruent with what theaRtBally did. Five RSs, five focus
groups comprised of twenty-three teachers, anddrirecipals were interviewed. A
survey was also administered to the aforementignedps as well as to all teachers in
the five schools. Results indicated that the rolg r@sponsibilities of the RS never
included instructing students directly but that R8s1sed almost exclusively on teacher
leadership. In addition, RSs carried out schoolenadsessments, assumed two to three
additional major as well as various minor respaiisds within the school, and taught

four periods during the day. Perceptions of theaRf®ng RSs, teachers, and principals



differed. Teachers, as a whole, indicated RSs vebvwki¢h students, mainly taught

literacy skills, and did not perform administrattasks unrelated to literacy. Principals
also thought RSs did not perform administrativékgamrelated to literacy. RSs disagreed
with all these perceptions. Principals approvedwarce generally satisfied with the work
of the RSs and felt they were making a differetmt@wvever, they were more positive
about the RSs’ influence than were the RSs. Forugpgeachers made positive
comments about the RSs but also consistently btaygthe need to have literacy
inservice fashioned specifically to meet their emttarea needs. Discrepancies existed
between the perceived roles and responsibilitiege@RSs and the duties they actually

assumed and carried out.
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Chapter One
Introduction
Background of the Problem

Since the time of the Industrial Revolution when@ation for all young people
became compulsory and not just for the wealthy,artbe American educational
system’s goals has been to find more effectiveedficient methods and approaches to
increase the reading achievement of students (Rogkstra, 1966; Chall, 1967; Davis,
1944; Duke, 2000; Durkin, 1972; Freire, 1970; Gat®&37; Goodman, 1986; Morphett
& Washburn, 1931; NRP, 2000; Pressley, 2002; Siwns, & Griffin, 1998;
Thorndike, 1917). The intervening century has tnedoeisly increased the knowledge
base on literacy, and numerous research-basecestoave affected substantial changes
in how literacy is taught.

The current study focuses on one such change ietietadbolster the reading
abilities of students in elementary and secondangals: the use of reading specialists.
The International Reading Association (IRA, 2008)imes areading specialisas “...a
professional with advanced preparation and expegi@mreading who has responsibility
(i.e., providing instruction, serving as a resou&achers) for the literacy performance
of readers in general and of struggling readepanticular” (p. 1). In addition, the IRA
specifies that the roles of a reading specialistrito three categories: (a) instruction, (b)
diagnosis and assessment, and (c) leadership. Véaidng specialists have generally
been well received and utilized in elementary s&hower time, the same has not held

true at the secondary level. Issues particulanécsecondary level will be discussed



following a brief account of the history and infhees that have shaped the reading
specialist position.
Development of the Reading Specialist Position

Reading specialists first made an appearance ilic@dhools in the late 1930s,
functioning in a supervisory capacity with teacherboost student achievement by
honing and perfecting school reading programs (B2@@4a; Robinson, 1967h the
intervening 75 years, the role of the reading sgistihas altered to meet the changing
understanding of student needs and/or demand ¢iitles. One such role change was
having the reading specialist move into struggheaders’ regular classrooms to work
with those students rather then pulling them ouséparate classes (Bean &
Eichelberger, 1985; Brownell & Walther-Thomas, 20@nother role change was that
of professional development leader to help teacmerst the needs of a much more
diverse student population. This diversity had éased as a result of the passage of
Public Law 94-142, Education for All Handicappedil@ten Act, in 1975 and the
mainstreaming of all students (Carvell & Kerr, 12&ince the 1930s, reading specialists
have assumed a variety of roles and responsikil{Bean, 1979, 2004a; Robinson, 1967)
which have carried a multitude of titles, includirg@ading teacher, remedial reading
teacher, reading consultant, reading coordina¢ading clinician, reading coach, and so
forth (Dietrich, 1967; Robinson, 1958).

Bean (1979) indicates that the roles of the readpegialists can run from one
end of the spectrum, focusing solely on the neédkitdren, to the other, attending only
to the needs of the teachers. What duties a reagegalist actually performs are a result

of many factors, such as “the type of program, etgi®ns of a specific institution or



agency, as well as the qualifications and valugab®individual assuming the role” (p.
409).

In the 1960s, the U.S. government, through legasiatnd funding was
responsible for paving the way for reading spesigalio become permanent fixtures in
public schools, though at that time usually infitven of Chapter | teachers or remedial
reading teachers. Their primary role was that ofeéiation teacher. In this capacity,
their work was almost always of an instructionauna and with students. This first real
recognition of the need for reading specialistsapeig 1965 when the U.S. Government
passed the Elementary and Secondary EducatiorE&EA), which became the largest
educational funding source in U.S. history and pted two billion dollars to meet the
needs of children who were educationally deprivi2olé, 2004; Georgia State
Department of Education, 1977, p. 7). In orderualdy for these Title | funds, the
majority of students attending any given school tealde primarily from low
socioeconomic status (SES) families. Additionalligle |1 funds were to be used
exclusively to provide these low SES children, @ity in the early grades, with
additional resources and services in fundamenttleskas beyond those already being
utilized in the schools (Georgia State Departméiiducation, 1977). One Title | service
that was funded by this act was the hiring of regdipecialists and aides to work solely
with those students struggling with basic literakils. It was with this initial bill that
reading specialists became standard members oblsiatvuilties, functioning primarily in
remediation capacities (Bean, 2004a).

Remediation and/or pullout programs (programsdar income students

struggling with basic skills which pulled students of their mainstream classes for



separate instruction by reading specialists) wegated because of the compensatory
nature of the Title | programs. Schools had to emthat Title | funds and the resources
they provided were used solely for students meeiitig | qualifications. These pullout
programs, while attempting to improve the readicigi@vement of students, created other
problems, the greatest being that Title | studants hadtwo reading curricula to learn
instead of one (Bean, Cooley, Eichelberger, LaZatigmond, 1991; Brown & Walther-
Thomas, 2000). Little, if any interchange took pldetween the mainstream teacher and
the reading specialist or Title | aides. Other jpeotatic issues included supplemental
instruction that focused on workbook completionhwittle time to read, frustration of
classroom teachers over students who were constaatling and entering class, and
Title | students being labeled as incompetent (B2aA4a).

In the 1970s and 80s, as issues about the effeetgeof Title | were being
raised, there were also many educators who supptiréeposition that reading specialists
should assume more responsibilities, such as wgikitandem with mainstream
teachers and finding ways of incorporating the iegdpecialist into the mainstream
classroom (Bean, 2004a). Assessment also becaneeaharmresponsibility for the
reading specialist as standardized testing camerwrdicism as the sole indicator of
student ability. School administrators and edusataanted more authentic means of
assessing reading achievement and reading spe&ciadigan to work with classroom
teachers to develop alternative measures of suatesading. Additionally, as research-
based studies began to identify best instructipredtices, researchers were advocating
that teachers implement more direct instruction exylicit teaching strategies (Bean &

Eichelberger, 1985).



As a result of government legislation and fundisg:vell as reading research in
the 1970’s and 1980’s, the number of roles andaresipilities the reading specialist
assumed greatly increased. This was possible bedatls | was primarily a source of
funding and school districts were allowed greatude in determining the roles and
responsibilities of reading specialists. Not sigipgly, roles and responsibilities of the
reading specialist varied from district to distietd state to state (Bean, 1979;
Quadroche, Bean & Hamilton, 2001; Robinson, 1967).

By the end of the 2Dcentury, the number of reading specialists insttteols
was declining due to mixed results in the evalurmtbthe effectiveness of Title |
programs. However, this same time period (includirgbeginning of the 2century)
also brought a corresponding increase in governtegiglation mandating that reading
achievement improve through more effective teaatstruction. For example, in 1998
President Bill Clinton amended the Title Il EASAtiwihe Reading Excellence Act
containing reading directives which Serafini (2086)nmed up in these words:

[the legislation is] to provide children with theadiness skills and support they

need in early childhood to learn to read once #r#gr school, teach every child

to read by third grade, amahprove the instructional practices of teachers and

instructional staff in America’s elementary schablgtalics added] ( p. 2)
Serafini emphasized the importance and necesstgrdfnually updating and improving
the instructional skills of those who teach Amesomung people. As it has never been
realistic to think that all teachers are able tonmeto universities for professional
refresher courses, the conclusion that readingasts would provide the link between

ongoing professional development and the publiosishwas, and is, a logical one.



In 2001, under President George W. Bush, Titléd the ESEA became the No
Child Left Behind Act (South Carolina DepartmentEafucation, 2005) which currently
mandates how reading achievement will be assesgkldaw funding can be used to
develop and support “high quality” teachers andpeofessionals (South Carolina
Department of Education, 2005). Again, an emphiaaisbeen placed on strengthening
the skills and abilities of the individual classnodeacher.

As the roles and responsibilities of reading spistsahave developed throughout
the last few decades, the IRA has periodicallyadsposition statements in order to bring
some definition and consensus as to what the p&ldns of the reading specialist are
and the duties they perform (International Readisgociation [IRA], 1968, 1998, 2000).
The current position statement states: “The reasigggialist is a professional with
advanced preparation and experience in readinghabasesponsibility (i.e., providing
instruction, serving as a resource to teacherdhotiteracy performance of readers in
general and of struggling readers in particulaD0@, p. 1). Additionally,

Reading specialists can assume multiple roleshnds, depending on the needs

of the student population and teachers in theidistrHowever, all specialists,

regardless of role, must be involved in supportimgwork of the classroom
teacher and in developing the reading program atittis effective for all
students. The major roles of reading specialistsh @f which contributes to the

improvement of student learning, are instructi@sessment, and leadership.

(p- 2)



IRA acknowledges that reading specialists do, iddbave multiple roles and function in
a variety of capacities within a school settingwdwer, all efforts made by reading
specialists should benefit the classroom teachetl@overall school reading program.
Currently, IRA (2000) emphasizes the leadership oblthe reading specialist in
order to more effectively utilize resources to ng@ternment mandates as well as
capitalize on research findings and increase iostmal effectiveness (Bean, 2004a;
Coaches, Consensus, and Controve?ép4; Neufeld & Roper, 2003). One outcome of
this emphasis is the emergence of reading spdsialiso work almost solely with
teachers in a professional development capaciterdahan with individual or small
groups of students. In this role, they have bededaeading coaches or literacy coaches
(Bean, 2004a; Buly, Coskie, Robinson, & Egawa, 2@zle, 2004; Sturtevant, 2003).
In their position statement on reading coaches|R#e(2004) recognizes this
shift in emphasis and the wide range of variabthigt exists in the responsibilities that
reading coaches assume, many of which are idem¢ichbse of the reading specialist.
Though there is no specific job description or deads set for a reading coach, IRA
(2004) states:
If reading professionals are serving in these rf@ay of the roles of the reading
specialist] (regardless of their titles), they mustet the standards for reading
specialist/literacy coach as indicated in tandards for Reading Professionals,
Revised 2003.. However, in many cases reading professionaldarag in these
new positions are specifically focused on coaclelagsroom teachers and
supporting them in their daily work within a speci$chool building or buildings.

These reading professionals do not supervise duaeateachers but rather



collaborate with teachers to achieve specific maifnal development goals.

Ideally, these reading coaches would meet the atdador reading

specialist/literacy coach i&tandards for Reading Professionals, Revised 2003

and hold a reading specialist certificate. (p. 1)

This excerpt from the current position statementeating coaches is indicative of the
focus of the entire document: what the reading lemaast know and do when working
with classroonteachers Nowhere in the statement is specific mention nadeading
coaches personally interacting with students.

Affirming this shift to an even greater extent®A’s (2006) most recent
standards publicatioigtandards for Middle and High School Literacy Caaxhin this
publication, the first specifically targeting sedany schools, the standards set for
literacy coaches at the secondary level are allded on how literacy coaches work with
faculty members to improve their abilities to int&g reading and writing skills into their
teaching though collaboration, coaching, evaluatibneeds, and instruction strategies.
Again, there is no mention of literacy personnetkirg directly with students.
Moreover, this publication makes no reference teaaing specialiseven when
referring to those who work in tandem with therligy coach. This seems to indicate that
the literacy coacls the reading specialist and in fact, IRA’s revi®d3Standards for
Professionalstreats the two synonymously.

Reading Specialists in Secondary Schools

Most of the research concerning reading specidaististheir roles and

responsibilities has been documented in elemestdrgols. Because of the origin and

specifications of the original Title | money, thest classrooms in which reading



specialists were placed were in the primary graéed.for the last 40 years, due to the
emphasis on early intervention, the focus has maerhained there (Bean, Swan, &
Knaub, 2003; Dole, 2004; Snow, Burns, & Griffin,9B). Encouragingly, IRA’s (2006)
Standards for Middle and High School Literacy Caag;kignifies that the literacy needs
of secondary students are beginning to receive ebeation and that more research into
this area is being funded. The publication is gigant not only because it identifies
funding for current adolescent literacy researchatep because it identifies for the first
time, standards that are specifically set for sdaonschool literacy coaches. It is also
significant because it was drafted and publishethbyRA in tandem with the National
Council of Teachers of English, National Councilleachers of Mathematics, Science
Teachers Association, and National Council forSloeial Studies. This partnership
indicates content-areas other than language axtgméze literacy as an issue.

While attention to secondary reading specialistgasving, they do not yet exist
or function to the same degree as they currentiy éementary schools. In elementary
schools, it is possible to see reading specighstiorming a variety of tasks related to
both the reading specialist and reading coachipasstatements although there seems to
be a general trend for reading specialists to assaistronger reading coach role and
work more with teachers on professional developraedtless with students in an
instructional capacity (Bean, 2004a). This emphfagigses on not only strengthening
individual classroom teachers’ literacy instructlost also greatly increasing the number
of students who benefit from the reading specialigtowledge.

However, finding, placing, and using certified sedary reading specialists in the

secondary schools has occurred at a much slower(péaberg, 1967; Ruddell,1993).



Ruddell (1993) and Barry (1994) identified facttrat affect this situation. One factor
was that initially, there were very few, if anyrttged secondary reading specialists.
Those positions that did exist were filled by reltad elementary reading specialists or
untrained secondary English teachers who did nowvkmow to design or utilize literacy
strategies to meet the needs of content-area tesadftes continues to be a challenge
today (Bean, Cassidy, Grumet, Earle, Shelton, &IM/&2002). Moreover, the nature of
the instruction offered to students was usually thiaemediation rather than prevention
of reading difficulties or collaboration with matnsam teachers.

Another factor affecting the use of secondary meg@pecialists was that of
teacher resistance. The Right to Read campaigngclhera in the 1970s with the goal to
have all students literate by 1980, stated thatatthers should be reading teachers
(Barry, 1994; Ruddell, 1993). This call for all tb&rs to address literacy originated in
the 1920s (Barry, 1994; Ruddell, 1993) and themoag, has been the cause of
contention. Many secondary teachers were and aigant to this idea as they have not
only been unwilling to give up content-area instiat for literacy instruction, but have
also felt untrained to do so (Crain, 2003; Darn@002; Walsh, 1986). This situation has
created distance between reading teachers andht@mea teachers, and attempts by
reading specialists to share their literacy knog&ednd strategies with content-area
teachers often fail.

The subject of literacy training arises when disoug the discrepancy between
what secondary teachers have been asked to dolaatdhey feel capable of doing.
Barry (1994) and Moburg (1967) note that even lembisdary teachers wanted literacy

training, the vast majority of higher institutiosisnply did not have reading methods

10



courses to offer, nor did state certification agesicequire that they be taken. Barry
(1994) states

As recently as 1979, only 9 out of 50 states reglione reading course for

secondary certification; only 12 states had a repdourse requirement as of

1980...and at present [1994] 25 states and the ElistriColumbia require a

reading course for certification for prospective@®lary educators. An

additional three states require a reading counsthése who will be certified to

teach English and/or Social Studies. (pp. 19, 20)

This is double jeopardy for secondary school teechdot only must they consider how
they will implement literacy instruction into thailassrooms, but they must also deal
with the fact that there are almost no sourceshizhwvthey can go for support and
direction to do so.

Finally, most of the funding for research regardiegding specialists and how
they can be utilized has focused mainly on elenmgrsighools. This is based on the
rationale that the primary years are the most atdor developing literacy skills (Snow,
Burns, & Griffin, 1998; Vacca, 1998). As a resuithis focus, plus the scarcity of
qualified reading specialists, teacher resistaadgegracy instruction, and lack of
educational institutions prepared to train secopntizaichers in literacy instruction, much
less investigation of reading specialists has tghaoe in secondary schools.
Consequently, there is still a great deal to disc@bout the responsibilities and roles of
the reading specialist at the secondary level awddecondary content teachers, as well

as local and district administrators, currentlygegre the role of the reading specialist.
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this multiple-case study is to exemvhat roles and
responsibilities five reading specialists in fiveeandary schools in one school district
located in the western United States actually assama how principals and teachers in
those same schools perceive the role of the reaghiegalist. Specifically, this study
intends to address the following questions:

1. What duties and responsibilities do secondaagirg specialists perform and
how do these duties and responsibilities compaglecantrast from school to school?

2. Is the role of the secondary level reading sistiperceived in a significantly
different manner by any of the following groupsadeng specialists, faculty members,
and school administrators in each of the five sdaonschools located within this school
district and more specifically, (a) Do faculty meendfrom core content-area
backgrounds (math, science, English, social stigiesceive the role of the reading
specialist in significantly different ways from &®in non-core content-area backgrounds
(PE, humanities, art, etc)? (b) Do faculty memlvéth literacy endorsements and/or
district literacy inservice perceive the role o tieading specialist in a significantly
different way from those faculty members with natsliteracy endorsements or
inservice? (c) Do faculty members in middle schgasceive the role of the reading
specialist in a significantly different way tharofie faculty members in the high schools?

3. How do the duties currently being undertakemsdgondary reading specialists

correspond to surveyed perceptions of the rolbeféading specialist?

12



Rationale

There are several justifications for undertaking gtudy. First, reading
specialists seem to be highly valued at the eleangiével by teachers, principals, and
district administrators alike. While few researcséd studies have been conducted to
determine if there is a direct correlation betwtenuse of reading specialists and
increased reading achievement, many studies irdreading specialists and the
expertise they provide to teachers are consideree bne of the most valuable resources
schools have (Baker & Allington, 2003; Bean, Kna&twan, 2000; Bean, Swan, &
Knaub, 2003; Blackford, 2002; Quatroche, Bean, &niilton, 2001; Snow, Burns, &
Griffin, 1998). However, there are few studieshes secondary level that examine this
issue.

Second, the role of the reading specialist is aaglrom one of mainly
remediation work with struggling readers to onenaniily aimed at professional support
and development of teachers. If secondary con¢éachers and administration are aware
of the shift in focus, then reading specialistd i working more with faculty to
improve literacy instruction rather than workingywith struggling readers on an
individual or small group basis.

Third, principals and district administrators c@mty make decisions that
influence the funding and support of programs desilto reinforce and improve
students’ literacy abilities. A clearer understaigdof what the reading specialist does
and how content-area teachers and administratocgipe that role can inform school
administrators how reading specialists benefit stshand how best to utilize and support

them as well as justify funding their positions.
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Fourth, the ongoing concern over the poor readmliias of secondary level
students cited again and again by the National #ss8ent of Educational Progress
(NAEP) (Applebee, 1994) as well as Mullis and JasKil990), The Nation’s Report
Card (2003) and Biancarosa and Snow (2004) indibatestudents are not becoming
better readers and writers. In fact, while readiogres of junior and high school students
have not decreased over the last 30-40 years thnestiteracy demands on them have
increased (Blackford, 2002; Maleki & Heerman, 19891yris & Slavin, 2003). As a
result, students are not progressing, but rathiemdadehind in the attempt to meet the
literacy demands placed on them as they move igteeh education and the work force.
These findings support the idea that literacy etlocanust be an ongoing process
through elementary and secondary schools if stgdmetto be successful in school. The
guestion then arises as to what reading specialistdoing and how they are being
utilized at the secondary level to help improverhcy achievement.

Finally, the findings from this study may help tdarm university secondary
education program developers and faculty of thpawmsibilities and needs of secondary
reading specialists and content-area teachers.ifforsnation can be used to design
courses that prepare the reading specialist to rmakierence in the public schools.

Currently, more secondary reading specialists amegiplaced in public schools
as a resource to help promote greater literacyeaement for all students. Given that
development and the previously stated rationakegthal of this study was to provide

additional insight into the role and value of tlee@ndary reading specialist.
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Assumptions

When the rationale for any study is determinedymgdions are made. Those that
were made as this study was considered were thdingg specialists have literacy
knowledge and expertise that can benefit studeriseachers of both elementary and
secondary schools (Readence, Baldwin, & Dishnef918chrekman, 1981) . Though
subject matter may be of a depth and focus ataberslary level not thoroughly
understood by reading specialists, many literaategies and approaches are
appropriate for any kind of material and can bepéethto fit particular secondary needs
if both reading specialist and content-area teactverk together (Readence, Baldwin, &
Dishner, 1979; Schrekman, 1981).

School administrators hold positions of power ited@&ining what goes on within
their schools and their support and influence pfagram or position can result in
positive effects. Therefore, administrators musteha current and comprehensive view
of how reading specialists in their schools areg@eed and utilized in order to determine
what their intended role should be and make dausstbat positively affect all
concerned: reading specialists, teachers, andrggi{lReadence, Baldwin, and Dishner,
1980; Hutson, McDonell, and Fortune, 1982).

Definition of Key Terms

In this study, key terms are defined as follows:

Administrators— school or assistant principals as well as tlaosginistrators at
the district level supervising achievement assessmeading or otherwise; professional

development of faculty and paraprofessionals; amdaulum development.
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Content-area teacher a teacher at the secondary level teaching asgifgp
course content, i.e., English, math, history, smemrt, and so forth.

English as a second languaffeSL) — the term used to refer to a program s<la
or instruction that focuses on teaching Englishdn-native English speaking students.

English language learngiELL) — the term used to refer to the student vehoot
a native English speaker and requires additiongbau in learning the English language.

Level 1 reading endorsemenBasic reading endorsement. This includes
awareness of the foundations of literacy, contee&and early literacy instruction, as
well as reading comprehension instruction, assessamel interventions, the writing
process and children’s literature.

Level 2 reading endorsemeniAdvanced reading endorsement. In addition to the
basic endorsement requirements, this includes awaseof research in reading and
supervision and staff development in reading irtdton. A literacy specialist internship
is also required.

Learning coach- the term used exclusively by Claybourne Highdatim this
study to refer to the position of the reading spksti. It is synonymous with “literacy
coordinator”, the term used by all other schoolthis study. “Learning coach” is used in
the initial introduction and overall description©@lybourne High School as well as in
specific reference to that school. In all otherastans, “literacy coordinator” is used.

Literacy coach- a term synonymous with reading specialist asdity coaches
may have some duties similar to the reading spstiglowever, the major emphasis of a
literacy coach is on working with teachers to im@dheir literacy instructional

proficiency.
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Literacy coordinator the term used by the district in this studyefer to the
position of reading specialist. After the reviewlitérature is complete in Chapter 2,
“literacy coordinator” is the term used throughthg remainder of this study. However,
literacy coordinator is synonymous with readingcsplést.

Perception of role- “Way in which a person views his functions assth
functions are conditioned by his environment, iatéion with others, abilities, and
personality” (Davis, 1976, p. 15).

Professional developmestinstruction of any kind which targets improviting
instructional literacy skills and abilities of tdemrs or paraprofessionals.

Reading coachk A reading coach is a reading professional “dedhly focused
on coaching classroom teachers and supporting ithéneir daily work within a specific
school building or buildings. These reading prof@sals do not supervise or evaluate
teachers but rather collaborate with teacherstieegae specific professional development
goals” (IRA, 2004, p. 2).

Reading specialist“The reading specialist is a professional witlvanced
preparation and experience in reading who has nessipibty (i.e., providing instruction,
serving as a resource to teachers) for the litepacfprmance of readers in general and of
struggling readers in particular.” (IRA, 2000, p. To qualify as a reading specialist,
“reading specialists must possess the appropriattugte education credentials,
certificates, or degrees required by their statecation body and demonstrate the
proficiencies listed in th8tandardg Standards for Reading Professiorjalsand prior
classroom experience.” (IRA, 2000, p. 2) Readipegcialist will also be used in place of

“reading consultant” or “literacy specialist” badhwhich are synonymous terms.
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Sheltered ESL classa content-area class composed entirely of Emtdisguage
learners. Because all students are in the prod¢dsaraing English as well as content
material, the teacher modifies instruction of cante coincide with the students’
language ability as well as includes English lamgui@arning instruction.

The remainder of this study is comprised of thiegpters. Chapter 2 provides a
review of literature regarding the secondary regdipecialist’s roles and responsibilities.
Chapter 3 delineates the research design and nwtigichl approach, participants, data
collection and analysis, as well as the researstagice and limitations of the study.
Chapter 4 presents the findings of the data, whilapter 5 discusses the ramifications

and recommendations that are posited as a resthitsoftudy.
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Chapter Two
Review of Literature

Most studies examining reading specialists and tlodgs and responsibilities
have focused on the elementary school level. Bsast likely the result of an emphasis
on early prevention of reading difficulties and carrent funding to provide elementary
schools with the resources, like reading specsltsthelp overcome such difficulties.
This emphasis has resulted in many elementary $£hoquiring a reading specialist for
each particular site or if that is not feasibleg @n more schools will share the services of
a reading specialist. Studies specifically exangresacondary reading specialists’ roles
and perceptions are small in number when comparetementary reading specialist
studies or those studies which have combined Hethentary and secondary levels. This
lack of secondary studies exists not only becausdifig for this emphasis at the
secondary level has been scarcer, but also beocadsg#culties in recruiting qualified
reading specialists (Ruddell, 1993). There hava Isestantially fewer secondary
teachers trained to function as a reading specélithe secondary level (Bean, Cassidy,
Grumet, Earle, Shelton, & Wallis, 2002).

Because studies focused specifically on secon@agimg specialists are so few,
this review of literature examines studies of beimentary and secondary level reading
specialists. While combining both levels obscunéfem@nces that might be revealed in
an exclusively secondary study, these combinedestuadso provide a broader and more
substantiated understanding of what reading spstsialo and how they are perceived.
The purpose, then, of the review of literatureigxamine: (a) the roles and

responsibilities of the reading specialist sineeréading specialist position was first
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created and illustrate how they have constantiybea state of flux, and (b) the
perceptions that reading specialists, teachersadmdnistrators have of the role of the
reading specialist.

Roles and Responsibilities of Reading Specialists

The position of the reading specialist was fisgablished in the 1920s. Since that
time, the position has become more establishedjtihthe titles of the reading specialist
have varied widely. The number and extent of resjimilities corresponding to the
position has also fluctuated but the responsibditiave generally fallen into three or four
main categories. These fluctuations have beentatfdry the pervading educational
emphasis of the time but also by the needs ofrtigutions in which a reading specialist
has been located. As a result, there has beenddtisistency in role titles and
responsibilities over the years.

In the first half of the 20 century, the emphasis was on remedial readingtin b
elementary and secondary schools, and almost nmafatudies of the position were
made. Moreover, the terreading specialistvas rarely used though a multitude of other
titles referring to the specialization of readingtruction and supervision were. These
included: supervisors of reading, remedial readéaghers, reading clinicians, reading
consultants (Mosby, 1982; Robinson, 1967; Tuck@r0). Robinson (1967) also stated
that the reading professionals of that time weadadly untrained for their jobs and that
while it was possible to describe some charactesistf the past reading specialist, there
was such a multitude of titles, definitions, ansjp@nsibilities that it was impossible to

identify any one description.
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In 1958, Alan H. Robinson was one of the first eesbers to report on the
spectrum of titles and responsibilities. He caroetione of the first substantial studies
dealing with the role of the reading specialist.rbtaver, Robinson (1958) focused on the
secondaryeading specialist. His study detailed the roléhefreading specialist from
survey responses completed by 401 secondary leading specialists in the five largest
cities of 41 states and the District of Columbia. fidund the position was referred to
somewhat arbitrarily by many titles: reading spkstiaremedial reading teacher, reading
teacher, reading consultant, director of readiagding supervisor, reading coordinator,
and a variety of other titles. However, there wasignificant difference in the tasks they
performed. All did basically the same work, whicbldtson classified into three
divisions: diagnosis, teaching, and consulting.

Diagnosis involved not only administering formatanformal reading
measurements, scoring and interpreting them, sotadministering intelligence, visual,
and auditory tests. Teaching involved working witdividuals, small groups, or whole
classes of students in developing reading profayeAt the secondary level, as at the
elementary level, the focus was on remedial readeagrhers worked solely with
students who were substantially behind in theidireg proficiency, and almost always in
whole class settings. Moreover, in addition to keag reading to struggling readers, 50
% of the reading specialists also had teachingorespilities in other content areas. Only
a few reading specialists actually conducted fgaakervice (Robinson, 1958).
Consulting encompassed duties such as meetingpargmts and faculty, helping faculty
obtain appropriate reading materials, and moddéagons. In addition to these main

responsibilities, a myriad of other tasks rangednftectures to the community to doing
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research to preparing budgets to writing and regiseading materials. A few reading
specialists reported additional tasks related pesusion of the library, discipline,
attendance, student teachers, and special progidrase tasks were in addition to those
extra duties considered routine for secondary ddeachers — club sponsors, PTA
representatives, departmental and faculty committesbers, and so forth.

In the 1960s, the emphasis in the reading fieltteshfrom providing remediation
to focusing on preventative reading instructionwidaer, this shift did nothing to
standardize the titles of reading specialists. @dstion continued to be referred to by a
variety of names. This variety of titles not oniisted at individual school sites, but was
also evident in discussions taking place at thenat level. Dietrich (1967) reported that
a work conference under the auspices of the Intierma Reading Association (IRA)
defined the following role titles: reading teacheiading consultant, reading coordinator,
reading clinician, college instructor.

So great was the range of titles and referenctteetoeading specialist that
Moburg (1967) went so far as to say that a permsaiarge of a reading program who
has had substantial training in reading, “is, alitg, a reading specialist, regardless of
his ‘official’ title” (p. 520). However, he then wéon to say that new reading consultants
should be prepared to face confusion from the fgeukembers as they begin their jobs
because of poor role definition. Moburg (1967) dhi a reading consultant wasot a
teacher or administrator. Instead, he is a stafhlvex who serves the schools as a
resource person, adviser, in-service leader, irgast, diagnostician, special instructor,

and evaluator” (p. 521) and like Robinson (196djd she role was constantly being
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redefined. Thomas (1967) agreed with Moburg’s (3@&5cription of the reading
consultant but made no distinction between it anebding specialist.

Though the reading emphasis during the 1960s dhiften remediation to
preventative reading instruction, that shift seeneeldave little effect on the
responsibilities of the reading specialist. Theeswo indication that the major
responsibilities of the reading specialist chang@dgky continued similar work in the
areas defined by Robinson (1958): diagnosis, tegclind consulting with the vast
majority falling into student instruction of a redial nature.

During the 1970s, and even more so in the 19@dsling programs became a
more integral part of most secondary schools (RUd#993). This growth and a
corresponding move to a consultative reading emglaagled to the ongoing
disagreement over the titles and role descriptadneading specialists. Individual
educators and associations struggled to make sétise position. Mason and Palmatier
(1973), Robinson and Petit (1978), and Readenddwidaand Dishner (1980) said
reading specialists were non-remedial and primaolysultants and referred to them in a
variety of ways: helping teacher, reading resoteeeher, and lead reading teacher.
Mosby (1980), in a large study with a random sanopl&0 school districts from the
largest 100 school districts in the U.S., found tha of the 8,467 employed reading
personnel, 25.7% used the term reading speciahséw4.3% used another title.

There was such a range of disagreement regardeng#aing specialist position
that Robinson and Petit (1978) referred to theirgpsipecialist as a reading teacher and
suggested that each reading teacher should pelsdeéihe the position and act in

accordance with that definitiom many senses, that was exactly what was happé&ming
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districts and individual schools. Administratorsidaculty members were defining what
literacy issued needed to be addressed at thes &itd then fashioning the reading
specialists’ role to fit those needs.

As titles for the reading specialist continued &oyy so did the responsibilities.
Garry in his 1973/74 study referred to reading siists as specialized reading personnel
and identified 50 competencies that they shouldgss Bean and Eichelberger (1985),
carried out a similar study, and identified 30 saompetencies, while Mosby (1980)
analyzed existing job descriptions for the readipgcialist and came up with 416 tasks.
Hutson, McDonnel, and Fortune (1982) equated tading teacher to the reading
specialist, specifying that they were individualsonserved students directly but also
carried out other consulting roles. They identifezght roles of the reading specialist:
resource person, advisor, in-service leader, inyastr, diagnostician, instructor,
evaluator, and remedial teacher.

Bean (1979) serving on the IRA Evaluation Commitgssuped reading
specialists’ responsibilities into four major categs: (a) instruction; (b) administration
and planning; (c) diagnosis; and (d) resource pefsioparents, teachers, and principals.
These major divisions paralleled those Robinso®8)9ad identified with the exception
that Bean (1979) identified one dealing specificalith administration and planning.
However, Bean (1979) also reported that readingiapg&s spent the majority of their
time dealing with student instructional issues diagjnostic work.

In the last 15 years, the educational emphasistn@ssed collaboration among
faculty members. Several researchers (Barry, 188@&n, 2002; Bean Swan, & Knaub,

2003; Brownell & Walther-Thomas, 2000; Henwood, 92900; Jaeger, 1996; Tatum
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2004; Vacca & Padak, 1990) have identified the rfeedollaboration and the benefits
when teachers work in tandem with specialists. fegchave a greater knowledge of
students, while reading specialists have a broadedeeper understanding of the
reading process. By combining the expertise of Iedlchers and reading specialists,
students benefit more. To accomplish this, theingasipecialist’s role should include
faculty professional development, instructionallgpeon solving, assessment, and
working with parents and other educators.

Perhaps the current collaborative role that hasived the most attention is that
of the reading or literacy coach (Bean, 2004b; ‘€®@®, consensus, and controversy,”
2004; Dole, 2004, Hall, 2004; IRA, 2004). The resgbilities attached to this title are
directly related to the reading specialist worksudely and directly with teachers in a
professional development capacity. The emphasissExon strengthening the teachers’
instructional literacy abilities. This direct wowkith teachers is thought to improve more
students’ reading skills and abilities than if neagdspecialists were to work with the
students individually or in small groups.

Studies of reading specialists in the last 15 ydatfot indicate that
collaboration had become the major focus of readpegialists. However, studies did
reveal that the roles and responsibilities of #ading specialist varied (Pipes, 2004) and
were emergent and responsive to the environmensaeidpolitical forces (Haab, 2001).
Two case studies dealing specifically with the seleoy level reading specialist found
similar results. Sarno-Tedeschi (1991) reportethlale the main role of reading
specialist was that of remedial teacher, there weee 15 supporting roles that also

factored into what they did and those were infl@ehly roles of power and authority.
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Darwin (2002) indicated that the roles of the regdipecialists were complex and that
the school culture as well as the strengths andkme=ses of the individual reading
specialists affected the roles that were enactledsd cases studies provide critical
insights into the roles of the reading specialestduse they provide that which is not
present in the other cited studies: a contexttferrble description to fit into. All refer to
the complexity of the reading specialist’s jobtagiates to the school setting and the
faculty members who work there.

Over the years as the reading position develop®dlissued different position
statements in an attempt to clarify the role. I68 9RA mentioned special teachers of
reading, reading clinicians, reading consultams, )i@ading supervisors. However, in
1978, IRA’s Guidelines for Professional PreparatbiReading Teachers acknowledged
that titles varied widely and began to refer tauatpractices instead of titles in an
attempt to avoid the name game. Currently, IRABO(® position statement on the
reading specialist indicates that because of theroig needs of students and educators,
reading specialists can assume multiple rolessichaol. IRA specifically referred to
three major divisions of responsibilities: instioat[of students], leadership, and
diagnosis and assessment. In 2004, IRA publishpsidion statement on reading
coaches. This position statement reflects the nugducational emphasis on
collaboration as it emphasizes that reading coaeloels with classroom teachers to
increase student reading proficiency. This posisitatement on reading (IRA, 2004) also
recognizes that there is wide range of job desonptfor this position and ties the

reading coach to the reading specialist by linkirig instruction. However, even using
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roles to define positions does not escape the e responsibilities and therefore,
titles.

In summary, since the inception of the reading igfist position, the role of the
reading specialist has fluctuated as a resulthafsh of influences. Vague role
descriptions, pressing site and personnel neetispraty and school culture issues, as
well as the characteristics of the reading spextsathemselves have made it difficult for
reading specialists to know exactly what to do. €&guently, reading specialists have
assumed a variety of roles and responsibilitiekiwithe school which may or may not
lead them to a sense of focus and accomplishmgmbimoting literacy achievement for
students within the school.

Additionally, it appears that roles and respongibg may never be clearly
defined so as to present a consistent and predgobedescription from school to school,
let alone nationally. Should this continue to be ¢hse, then what becomes essential is
not the job description of the reading specialigtthe perceptions that faculty members
have of that role. In the absence of specifieekgat what people expect the reading
specialist to do will provide the impetus towardagray from the current emphasis of
collaboration.

Perceptions of the Role of the Reading Specialist

Perceptions regarding self, others, or issuegbhaighpact how a person will
conduct him or herself in any given situation (@mrl1989; Eisenhart, Cuthbert, Shrum,
& Harding, 1988; Isenberg, 1990; Nespor, 1987; I&ry1980). This holds true for
reading specialists and those who work with thehro(fpson, 1979). Reading

specialists’ beliefs about what is important inithebs influences what and how they
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approach the variety of responsibilities they h&adiefs determine what kinds of goals
reading specialists will set, with whom they wilbwkk and for how long, what kind of
instruction or support they will provide, and wikatds of leadership duties they will
assume. Teachers and principals are similarlyemited by their own beliefs.

To the extent that faculty members coincide inrtherceptions of what reading
specialists do, the more likely it becomes thatrdasling specialist will be more
effectively utilized. Conversely, the less congituttie perceptions are, the more likely
conflicts are to occur when considering the workhef reading specialist. Scholars assert
that, “Such disagreement could negatively affeetefiectiveness of public programs”
(Rupley, Mason, & Logan, 1985, p. 38).

The present study was interested in how readingalgss, teachers, and
principalscurrently perceive the role of the reading specialist. Oftiaterest was the
literature written since 1990. This seemed a |ldgitating point to begin the review as
in the late 1980’s Title 1/Chapter 1 guidelinesreading specialists changed as the
effectiveness of Chapter 1 programs came undetisgrd he outcome of these studies
resulted in legislation that shifted the emphasisfreading specialists pulling students
out of class for instruction to reading specialistsving into classrooms to work in
conjunction with the classroom teacher. The follogvsections examine the studies on
how reading specialists, teachers, and principads @erceive the role of the reading
specialists.

Reading Specialists’ Perceptions of the Role oRbading Specialist
There is scant literature in the last 15 yearsfth@is on perceptions of the roles

of the reading specialist. However, most of what b@en published focuses on the views
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reading specialists have about their own role arlggissts that the roles of the reading
specialist are complex and overlap. They also atdithat reading specialists consider
many of these responsibilities to be of great ingore even when pressed to identify the
most significant one.

Serafini (2005), in a qualitative study working lwieading specialists in the
Nevada Reading Excellence Act (NREA) from 2001-2@&mined how reading
specialists’ perceptions of their own roles evolvédrafini identified three factors which
influenced their perceptions: (a) administrativemart, (b) rapport with classroom
teachers, and (c) the literacy base and amountpErence reading specialists had.
Administrative support concerned the principalseleof understanding and support of
literacy. This determined the degree to which #eimg specialist was able to stay
focused on literacy issues or was pulled away top®a unrelated tasks such as subbing
or discipline, and so forth. Rapport with classra@achers highlighted the importance of
reading specialists being able to work well with thkassroom teacher. If incongruence
existed between reading specialists’ goals andectiarea teachers’ goals, it was much
more difficult to gain access to teachers and ttlassrooms. Finally, the literacy
knowledge base and amount of experience readirggadigés had influenced their
philosophy and view of education. This in turneafed decisions regarding how
assessment would take place and the content adgwiohal development meetings.
Reading specialists’ literacy knowledge and expeeemay also have had bearing on the
credibility with which they were viewed by othectdty members.

Serafini’s (2005) observations are particularlgvant as the current emphasis on

and collaboration in schools is encouraged. Reasgjiegialists are employed in schools
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because they have a knowledge base about the matiiastruction of reading that
exceeds the average classroom teacher’s undersgaftBading specialists should not
only be able to model and share effective literstegtegies but they should also be able
to help classroom teachers understand the thebiipdéheir instructional practices and
why they work. This can be facilitated if the raagispecialist has established credibility
through experience. Conversely, classroom teadhengld have greater insight into the
students: how they learn and what they know andadd&now. In order to share these
knowledge bases and benefit the child, collabonatoist take place. To the extent that
reading specialists and teachers collaborate andugoported by the administration, the
more likely it is that school wide literacy goaldle met. However, successful
collaboration is often dependent on how one pradess perceives the other.

For example, if reading specialists and faculty rbera perceive reading
specialists to be remedial reading teachers, thest hkely the expectation will be that
reading specialists will work primarily with indhials or small groups of students who
struggle with reading proficiency in pull out pragms. If perceptions are that reading
specialists are a resource for teachers, therotaef reading specialists would be to
support teachers as needed. However, if readingadists are perceived to be
collaborative consultants and professional devekprteaders, then one would
reasonably expect to find them working primarilfiwieachers in a professional
development role.

The literature suggests that reading specialetsgive their role in different
ways. One of the main perceptions that readingialists have of their role is the role of

instructor which harkens back to the remedial neggrograms begun in the 1930’s
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(Barry, 1997) and which do not reflect the curreaus on collaboration. Six studies
(Barclay & Thistlewaite, 1992; Bean, et al. 2002ai@, 2003; Kulesza, 2001; Quatroche,
Bean & Hamilton, 2001; Vacca & Padak, 1990) foumat reading specialists reported
this was the most vital role they played and thgontg of their time was spent in
working with small groups or individuals in pulloot inclass programs.

Both Barclay’s and Thistlewaite’s (1992) and Beagt al (2002) studies dealt
with surveys sent to self-identified K-12 readimpgsialists across the nation. Both
studies found that the primary role which was coesad very important was that of
student instruction. In Barclay’s and Thistlewast€1992) reading specialists reported a
ten to one ratio of those working in instructora®hs compared to consultative roles.
Instruction was the only role that was considerexy vmportant. Acting as a resource for
teachers and providing more formal teacher inserwiere somewhat important.
Similarly, in Bean'’s et al (2002) study, 90% of tleading specialists reported that
instruction was a very important daily role in withey spent the majority of their time.
Serving as a resource to teachers was considepattant. Reading specialists in both
studies indicated that over the last five yearsedrto function as a resource to teachers
and a need to plan with teachers had dramaticqadheased but emphasis was still on
instructing students.

Kulesza’s (2001) elementary study echoed the pusviwo. Reading specialists
rank ordered their roles as first, pull out remesdpeecialist (94% of their instructional
time was in the pull out mode); second, supportdéachers; and third, administrative or
supervisory duties, (playgrounds, etc.). Eightyrfpercent of reading specialists thought

that providing early intervention was their primaegponsibility. Only 6% thought that
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acting as a resource for teachers was most edsétaisever, only 29% of the reading
specialists said their role matched their beli€sin (2003) in interviewing two
secondary reading specialists found that they densd their primary role to be teachers
of students who required specialized help in litgras well as a resource for teachers.
In these studies, reading specialists identifiedr thnain responsibility as one of
instruction. However, they also indicated a neeeijoand the parameters of what they
did and with whom they worked.

For other reading specialists, consulting andataltative roles were more
important (Bean, Travato, & Hamilton, 1995; Darw&®02; Haab, 2001; Henwood,
2000; Lapp, Fisher, Flood, & Frey, 2003; Vacca &#&g 1990). This is not to say that
reading specialists were no longer interested sissg low achieving students, but that
the manner in which they were served changed. EsmpBhifted from working directly
with students in an instructional capacity to fongon developing the instructional
proficiency of classroom teachers.

Henwood'’s (2000) case study details her collalnaable as a reading specialist
in her high school for two years. Initially soughtt by her principal to increase
collegiality and create a community of learningnihich both student learning and
professional growth could take place, she waddelfter own devices as to how to
accomplish this because she found no guidancesihténature at that time. She became
an agent of change by first defining her role aaner and collaborator with faculty
members and proffering choice: she would help gsested. A critical component in this
endeavor was that the principal released her fibteaching responsibilities in order to

collaborate with faculty members. Teachers woulgragch her with different needs, a
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time would be set in which to discuss what was adeduggestions would be made, and
teachers would choose what was appropriate for theessroom setting. This included
having Henwood model or teach or provide some megodfter said activity was carried
out, both Henwood and the faculty member would ragain, debrief, and discuss the
outcome.

Henwood'’s (2000) study indicated that she had iddeeved into a collaborative
role at the high school level. She worked solelthweachers and not with students, and
had seen teachers grow professionally as the\ctetleon their practice, examined their
instructional strategies, and built collegiality ikimg in teams. She reported that through
collaborating with different content-area teachénsas possible to meet more of
students’ literacy needs.

Reading specialists in Bean, Travato, and Ham{|1®@95) perceived a
consultative and collaborative role as most impurtaowever, they felt least prepared to
carry it out. Like Henwood (2000) they had beeregilittle guidance as to how. They
also felt strongly that student needs should bethaing force behind the roles the
reading specialist assumed. Lapp, Fisher, Fload Faey (2003) reported that the
reading specialists in their study spent 50% off tii@e in consultative or collaborative
activities such as reflective conversations, lestmonstrations, and professional
development presentations, and 40% in tutoringygtiag readers. However, part of this
time was spent training and mentoring aides, a roonsultative role. The study did not
account for how reading specialists accountedierémaining 10% of their time.

In the last 15 years, perceptions of reading g{lists seemed to mainly reflect the

remedial reading orientation of the 1920s — 19%@sking directly with individual or
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small groups of students. The revised governmeidiegines of the late 1980’s
emphasizing collaboration and consultative rolesed some movement towards more
collaborative roles. However, these findings conirgy the reading specialists’
perceptions of their own role were based on venydeidies and none, with the
exception of Henwood’s (1980) case study involviegself as the sole reading
specialist, dealt exclusively with secondary regdipecialists.
Teachers’ Perceptions of the Role of the Readiregidjist

Since the late 1980’s, the emphasis has beendding specialists to work in a
more consultative and collaborative role with cteesn teachers. With this charge,
reading specialists and teachers were to comehegtt pool their resources in the best
interests of the students. This was a new rolédbih and both expressed unease and
frustration about how to do so. Serafini (2005)edathe importance of building rapport
and credibility with classroom teachers so thatlireg specialists could work with
classroom teachers and gain access to their ctassro

Two factors that can help build rapport and craitiicome from sharing similar
content disciplines and having common goals. Wimsidering the content-area
background of reading specialists, the vast mgjbidtve come from English or language
arts departments. Gibson as early as 1937 repthrédhitial reading specialists were
normally recruited by the principal from the Enplisr language arts department. Other
studies also noted the English or language artsgoacnd of most people involved with
teaching literacy (Barry, 2004; Draper, Smith, H&lISiebert, 2005; Robinson 1958/59,
1967). While English and language arts teachersheahe most knowledgeable

concerning literacy and how to teach it, there mlap be mismatches between applying
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English/language arts based techniques to conteas #hat differ dramatically from
English, i.e. areas such as math and science.

As of the time of this study, no study had examioeevaluated the effectiveness
of a content-area specialist functioning as a readpecialist. However, it seems
reasonable to assume that if the reading specadsthe classroom teacher shared a
common understanding of the content, presentingraptémenting effective literacy
strategies would be facilitated. Sharing conteedrackground also proves
advantageous when it comes to understanding ceateatgoals and focus as another
factor comes into play: having common goals.

A goal that has generally not been in common fadigg specialists and content-
area teachers is summed up by the slogan, “Evach&, a teacher of reading.” This
idea that every teacher should be a teacher oingaktes back to the 1920’s and the
National Society for the Study of Education (Bat994; Dilley, 1944). This may have
precipitated the idea that if all teachers woulcLi®on developing solid reading skills in
their students as they taught their content ard¢anmag the need for special reading
classes would disappear. However, the reality washy the 1930’s, remedial reading
teachers were in place in many public and prival®sls at both elementary and
secondary levels (Bean, 2004a; Stauffer, 196 &g gtill are today. Additionally, the
catch phrase is still circulating and continuegeaerate discussion among content-area
teachers as to who is responsible for teaching.what

When considering content-area teachers and reagewjalists, the subject of
literacy in content-area classes must be considérete last decade or so, there has

been heightened interest in this subject: whatatnd what it looks like. O’Brien,
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Stewart, and Moje (1995) and Ivey and Fisher (2@@8}ulated that content-area
teachers struggle to see how literacy instructisniriito their content instruction. They
reported that after many decades of trying to imgn@ading and writing in secondary
content-area classes, not much has changed. Tipeyhi®gized that failure to improve
was due to the mismatch between the differing golat®ntent reading and content
literacy. Content reading focused on teachers extd presenting in traditional manner
technical information that is difficult for studertio access. Content literacy positioned
the student as a constructor of knowledge andaligssg a variety of activities and texts
which make meaning more accessible but less indititewhat students would be tested
on. Draper, et al. (2005) discussed how this doedigs not accurate and should not be
propagated. Literacy instruction is not relegatedrny one discipline and when it is
taught without reference to specific content mattdoses its power to help students
read, write, and think in a critical manner. Itcateay result in leading content-area
teachers to believe that literacy instruction isething for which they are not
accountable.

While there are only a couple of studies that deackifically with how secondary
content-area teachers perceive the role of thengagecialist, Maleki’'s and Heerman’s
(1994) study reveals some of the disconnect de=ttipipeviously. One hundred and fifty-
one experienced middle and secondary-level classteachers in rural Kansas were
asked to complete a 16-item questionnaire idemigfyvhat they perceived were the
major responsibilities of the reading specialigsponses indicated that while content-
area teachers definitely felt that they should siagireading and writing instructional

strategies in teaching their subjects, they werelmiess supportive of having a reading
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specialist that could coach them in these endeaMunsdid they think that reading
should be taught in a separate class for studeatiing at or below the third grade.

Instead they indicated that the major respongisliof the reading specialist were
to be knowledgeable of the English or languageantsculum as well as with the
materials such as trade books and so forth thdd dsused to teach adolescent and
young adult literature. They were also to be adefite use of reading and writing
instructional techniques and be willing to work lwgarents to create literacy awareness.
These content-area teachers seemed to be awareatatg difficulties occurred in
content-area materials and that literacy stratdgpésnged in their classrooms. However,
they did not want, for whatever reason, to addilessssue with a reading specialist nor
did they think separate reading classes or attembictruggling readers should be a
major part of the school’s reading program.

Crain (2003) reported some different findings. 6@&003), a reading specialist
herself, began her study as a result of startireading program in the high school where
she was employed. She was unable to find any sttildat included the voice of the
content-area teachers in the designing of suclogrgm. She was interested in how the
reading specialist’s role was perceived at the kigiool level and how the reading
specialist could best assist content-area teaahargproving student literacy
proficiency. As a result, she interviewed two regdspecialists and 21 content-area
teachers from two high schools in a large subusghiool district in southeastern United
States.

Content-area teachers primarily saw the readiegiapst as one who works with

below grade-level readers to help bring them taleplavel proficiency. This was
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consistent with how the two secondary reading sfists viewed themselves, although
they also considered some of what they did as@atia consultative role with teachers.
However, teachers also viewed reading skills aoiapt. They wanted all students
entering high school for the first time to take andatory reading class which would

build content-area reading skills and students-csahfidence in their ability to handle

the required textbooks. Content-area teachersdalsioed that reading specialists assist
classroom teachers in widening and strengthenieig tepertoire of strategies to improve
students’ reading skills through the modeling cht&lgies to their content-area classes as
well as working with them one on one regarding segukcific to their classes as they
had not had training in how to do so.

Maleki’'s and Heerman’s 1994 study appears to bethgsopposite. They found
that the secondary school teachers were not inéel@s what a reading specialist might
offer or in adapting to meet low-achieving readeeeds. It was not clear why content-
area teachers responded in different manners Hoei seem reasonable to suggest that
content-area teachers had different perceptiotiseofeading specialist as well as
different goals and ideas about how deficienciesikhbe addressed. Having so few
studies that provide content-area teachers’ vaioaserning the reading specialists’ role
and literacy makes it impossible to know how thedieg specialist can best serve
content-area teachers.

Principals’ Perceptions of the Role of the Readspgecialist

Principals are not directly involved in meeting theeds of low-achieving readers.

Yet, as administrators, they have been identifeedree of the most influential

determinants of successful reading specialistseading programs (Bean, et al, 2003;
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Readence, Baldwin, & Dishner, 1980; Hutson, McDhi&Fortune, 1982). This is true
largely because principals determine the tenoh@fsthool environment. By visibly and
positively supporting a person or program, successore likely. However, information
about the influence of the principal was also searc

Only one study was located in the last 15 yearsititduded information dealing
with the perceptions of principals. Bean et al.0@0focused specifically on the
perceptions of principals in schools with exemplagding programs. These principals
came from 39 schools considered to have exempdagimg programs either by
evaluation from the IRA, Title I, or institutionkat determine schools who have “beaten
the odds” (p. 2). Surveys elicited information abethat responsibilities the reading
specialists carried out as well as their perceiugabrtance of having reading specialists.
Over 97% of the principals agreed that readingigpsts should be involved in
instruction, diagnosis, and assessment. Princgdadsindicated that reading specialists
played an important or very important role in thecess of the reading program.

Kulesza (2001) provided some insight into how @pals view the reading
specialist but in a second hand way - through yles ef the reading specialist. This,
then, does not reflect what principals stated Howt reading specialistaoughtthe
principals saw them. Kulesza (2001) intervieweddatling specialists about how
principals perceived their roles. Comments rangenh fprincipals making them a jack of
all trades with the variety of tasks they were dsikedo to only being interested in
teaching what would be on standardized tests ¢ovally them to work autonomously.

Bean, Trovato, and Hamilton (1995) looked at regdipecialists’, teachers’ and

principals’ perceptions at the same time. In otdesbtain information on how to best
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design effective Chapter | reading programs, Beah grouped 25 reading specialists,
25 teachers, and 27 principals in mixed focus gsaupthree different occasions to
discuss their perspectives as Chapter | educdtbestheme they specifically focused on
was the role of each group and how each group pectéhe roles of the other groups.

All groups basically agreed on the role of eaclugrdkeading specialists stated that the
classroom teachers were the principal teachersidénts and responsible for major
decisions regarding instruction but they also esged frustration with the changing
guidelines of Chapter | and how they affected whay were to do. Perhaps the chief
source of frustration came from the lack of clantyhose roles. Classroom teachers saw
reading specialists as knowledgeable sources offrdtion about reading (resources that
could aid them in making instructional decisionsjl @ositive influences on the
development of the school wide reading programyTdieo expressed the belief that they
were “kid specialists” (p. 215) and should alsacbasidered valuable sources of
information. Principals were considered by all greto play a key role in developing a
solid Chapter | reading program. Their expertisé p@rspective needed to be considered
when making decisions regarding the program.

In the last 15 years there have only been a haod&tudies dealing specifically
with the perceptions of the role of reading speéstigland the majority focus on how
reading specialists view their own role. There seémbe even less information on how
teachers and principals see the role of the reaspegialist. Teachers and principals
appear to give most emphasis to the instructioatlre of the reading specialists’ job.

Principals also seem to consider that the reagregialist is an important component of a
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successful reading program but details pertaironpe¢ why and how that happens are
lacking.
Summary

It is clear from the review of literature that ttede and titles of the reading
specialist has been in a constant state of change the position was first created. Roles
and titles have been determined by various faciech as educational philosophy; the
culture of the school; the influence of the priratipr the reading specialists themselves;
and federal, state, or local government stipulati@amd so forth. These roles are also
often broadly stated and therefore, a myriad d{dase given to or assumed by reading
specialists. Some studies reveal that even witileadescription, the jobs reading
specialists perform may not reflect the criterihisllack of specificity and continuity
about what it means to be a reading specialist m@ke impossible to ascertain just what
reading specialists do within their institutionsalso reveals the need to know how
faculty members perceive the role of the readiregsist. When defining criteria is
absent or not attended to, then perceptions betoeneatalyst for action or reaction.

It also appears that perceptions of reading spstdabout their own role differ.
Many reading specialists still see themselves pilynia an instructional capacity
working directly with individual or small groups efudents. Others assume a
consultative or collaborative role. This divisiomntinues in spite Chapter | guidelines
intended to foster collaborative work among teaglaed reading specialists. Moreover,
while there is little information available abouwvia teachers and principals view the role
of the reading specialist, what little informatithrere is suggests that both teachers and

principals see the reading specialist functionmgiore of an instructional capacity.
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Despite the paucity of literature and its inconslasess, perceptions appear to be the key
to determining what the role of the reading spéstiad as those responsibilities vary from
school to school. To date, very few studies hawnldeund which deal specifically and
solely with the secondary reading specialist. Addglly, no study within the last 15
years has taken an in-depth look at how the reagpegialists, teachers, and principals
perceive the role of the secondary reading spstidlhere is a need to document and
analyze those perceptions and highlight their impadhe faculty’s interactions with
each other and how it affects job performance atidfaction.

Therefore, this comparative case study seeks wearthe following questions
about the secondary schools in one district locat¢kde western United States:

1. What duties and responsibilities do secondaagirg specialists perform and
how do these duties and responsibilities compaglecantrast from school to school?

2. Is the role of the secondary level reading spistiperceived in a significantly
different manner by any of the following groupsadeng specialists, faculty members,
and school administrators in each of the five sdaonschools located within this school
district and more specifically, (a) Do faculty meend from different content-area
backgrounds, i.e. math, humanities, arts, PE petceive the role of the reading
specialist in significantly different ways? (b) Baculty members with literacy
endorsements and/or district literacy inservicepee the role of the reading specialist
in a significantly different way from those facultyembers with no such literacy
endorsements or inservice? (c) Do faculty membenmsiddle schools perceive the role of
the reading specialist in a significantly differevey than those faculty members in the

high schools?

42



3. How do the duties currently being undertakemsdgondary reading specialists

correspond to surveyed perceptions of the rolb@féading specialist?
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Chapter Three
Methodology

This chapter outlines the methodology of the stiidgovers: (a) the rationale for
the choice of methodology, participants, and thiezakframework, (b) a detailed
description of the data collecting procedure, an)daf overview of the data analysis and
the limitations of the study.

Multiple-Case Study

Stake (1994) emphasizes that “case study is nwthodological choice, but a
choice of object to be studied. We choose to sthdycase.” (Stake, p. 236) The object or
case can then be qualitative or quantitative inmggtout it must exist or function within a
bounded system focusing on the specifics, not gdities of that object and system. This
statement suggests, then, that behavior taking pléthin that system has patterns that
surface consistently and regularly. These requirgsnare what distinguish the case and
also make it possible to examine and understadsit. central to the type of case study
undertaken is the purpose behind the study. Stek@4] lists three purposes: intrinsic
(motivated by personal desire to know more aboeiptirticular case chosen),
instrumental (chosen with the intention to genetlad®ry or greater insight; the specific
case becomes secondary), or collective (applyisggumental study to multiple cases
within the same system in order to gain insight gaderate or refine existing theory of
the larger research topic).

The purpose of this multiple-case study was to exardosely five secondary
literacy coordinators (LCs), each bounded by thmetwithin which they worked, and

the faculty with whom they worked. The motivatioghind this study was intrinsic, as
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the intention was to gain insight into one distsidecondary school faculty members’
perceptions of the roles and functions of LCs. doomplish this, the study employed a
mixed methodology approach and the researcher gatiheth qualitative and
guantitative data. By using both types of datasmtibn processes, multiple sources of
information came together to reveal and reinfomesestent and regular behavior
patterns within and across each case.

This study was conducted in a school district ledah the western United States.
In order to protect the confidentiality of partiaifts in this school system, a name is not
given to the school district and it is referrecsimply asthe district. Additionally,
pseudonyms were given to each LC and school. kttempt to keep each LC more
easily linked to her assigned school, both LC aebel name begin with the same initial
sounds: Ann at Arbor Middle School, Britta at Blailiddle School, Claire at
Claybourne High School, Debra at Dover High Schaot] Eve at East High School.

The study examined the roles of the LCs througHiteehalf of the 2005/06
school year. As the second semester began, alhgvdkecondary faculty members from
the five schools participated in an electronic syreoncerning the roles of the LC, while
four to five teachers from each school also pauditad in a focus group. The study
terminated at the end of March, 2006. This timegakewas chosen because it allowed
sufficient time to acquire an understanding ofebbé and flow of the school and the
corresponding duties of the LCs.

Data collection began the week of August 15 withratnal interview conducted
with each LC before students arrived the week ajust 22. At this time, each LC also

signed a “Consent to Act as a Research Subjeati {&ee Appendix A for a copy of the
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form). Data analysis began immediately with intews being taped, transcribed, and
analyzed.

Case studies depend principally on qualitative.d@&éton (2002) identifies three
types of qualitative data collection methods tleat be used in case studies: in-depth,
open-ended interviews; direct observation; andtemittocumentation. Interviews,
observations, and written documentation were usehlis study to create a well-rounded,
holistic, and insightful look into the role of tiheading specialist. Geertz (1975) refers to
this “thick description” by saying it is only byd&ing at and including the surrounding
context of any given phenomena being examineduthd¢rstanding can be constructed.

In addition to the qualitative data gathered, quaine data were also a
component of this study. Hammersly (1992) seesondlict between qualitative and
guantitative studies, but rather places casesestudivards one end of the same research
continuum which includes surveys and experimentseabther. Crotty (1998) simply
states, “We should accept that, whatever reseaechngage in, it is possible for either
gualitative methods or quantitative methods, ohpta serve our purposes...without this
being in any way problematic” (p. 15). Therefokee tiepth of understanding one gains
through qualitative data, the ecological validifyegamining relationships taking place in
natural settings, can be complemented by gathandgaggregating information from
large numbers of people and the effective genextadiz of findings to larger populations.

The quantitative tool chosen for primary data gatig was that of a survey.
Surveys have a long history of use, ranging frogieart Egyptian civilization and an
association with census taking (Babbie, 1990) tdeno day universities which devote

entire courses to survey research (Rea & Park8i)19Vhile survey research generally
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deals with samples in order to generalize to aelapgpulation (Rea & Parker, 1997) this
survey was used with this school district’s enpiopulation of secondary education
faculty with no intention of generalizing to anyhet district. Both Babbie (1990) and
Rea and Parker (1997) agree that survey reseaachappropriate method of obtaining
information from and about large numbers of people.

There were 300 faculty members teaching at theddshahere the five literacy
coordinators worked. It was essential to the pugpdghis project to obtain as many of
their perspectives about the literacy coordinasop@ssible. For this reason, an electronic
survey was designed to solicit faculty membergpoeses and emailed the last part of
February, 2006. This occurred after the first stlsemester ended and teachers had
submitted their final grades. The date for sendmggsurvey was chosen in order to allow
participants the entire first semester in whiclhvégome familiar with and experience the
literacy environment and resources in the schoalaelkas interact and build rapport with
the LC and each other. The survey results proveleohtitative data that were used to
generate descriptive statistics.

Participants

The school district served all of the school-ageitbcen in the 113,459 resident
city (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005a); had 14 elemestigols, 2 middle schools, and 3
high schools, one of which was an alternative Isigiool; and contained both urban and
suburban areas. The city’s population was fairljnbgenous and primarily of Anglo
descent as the minority population was about 15-118%. Census Bureau, 2005b). The
overall ethnic demographics were broken into thiewong groupsand percentages:

Caucasian, 88.5%; race with Hispanic origin, 10.8%an, 1.8%; Pacific Islander,
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0.8%; Native American, 0.46%; African American, ;5% m other races, 5.1%; and
from two or more races, 2.4%. (U.S. Census Bur2a@dsc).

However, though ethnic minority numbers were sntla#,area had experienced
substantial minority growth. Since 1992, the infabforeign born individuals into the
area had been dramatic. While the overall schoalllement in the district had remained
more or less constant, the English Language Le#Eidr) population in the schools had
risen from 5% in 1992 to 21% in 2007 (J. Kendaditlgonal communication, March 5,
2007). The overall ethnic background of studenthéndistrict can be seen in Table 1.
The ethnic makeup of each secondary school’s stumtety is listed in Tables 3-7 in
Chapter 4.

Table 1

Ethnic Background of Total Secondary Student Bodkie District

African American Pacific
Asian American Caucasian Hispanic Indian Islander Other Total

# of

students 159 52 4137 1133 75 137 10 5703
% of total

student 3% <1% 73% 20% 1% 2% <1% 100%
population

In the summer of 2005, school populations werecédfi by the realignment of
school boundaries. This impacted both the middteragh schools as elementary feeder
schools were reassigned. In addition, a middle @lolas closed causing the remaining
two middle schools to absorb those students. Badalernschools’ population rose but
Arbor Middle School was most affected as they nes@il00 new ELL students. Blaine
Middle School’s population also rose but the newdsnhts did not change the ethnic or

language diversity of the school.
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As to the reason for the selection of this distioectthe study, it is necessary to
consider the literacy focus and resources of thesnding area. The district chosen for
this study was one of five school districts paptating in a public school partnership with
a large university located within the city. Thidgtia school partnership was under the
direction of the teacher improvement center indtigool of teacher education. One of the
teacher improvement center’'s main goals was toon®literacy instruction at the
secondary level. District literacy specialists freach of the five districts met regularly
with the organization’s director to address anduss literacy issues at the secondary
level, and to conduct summer literacy conferencekimstitutes that focused particularly
on integrating literacy into content-area classreoihis organization of district literacy
specialists also specifically worked with a colafrinservice secondary teachers with
whom they emphasized the development of literacytha instructional methods with
which literacy could be integrated into contentaameatter. This cohort of teachers then
took this instruction and integrated it into thiaching at their respective schools.

The public school partnership’s emphasized irgnegliteracy awareness and
proficiency through the use of LCs and improvingtemt-area teachers’ instruction at
the secondary level. Because of this emphasisggstpertinent to ascertain the current
perceptions of those secondary faculty membergdegathe roles and responsibilities
of secondary LCs and to determine what duties Ww@8léd. However, only one of the
five school districts within the public school peat ship, the district chosen for this
study, had a literacy coordinator assigned to esecpndary school. The other districts
chose to either have a traveling district LC maetrieeds of all their secondary schools

or to have several schools within a district slaard.C. As a result, this district provided
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a prime opportunity to gain greater insight inte tbles, responsibilities, and perceptions
of the LC at the secondary level. Therefore, thisticase study examined the
perceptions of the LC and respective faculty membeeach of the secondary schools
within this district.

The five LCs functioned as LCs part time. All tatfbur out of seven periods a
day in regular content-area classes. Of the remgithiree periods, one was their
preparation period, and the other two periods wieszl to perform the tasks of the LC.
Two schools, Arbor Middle School and ClaybournetH&chool, had new LCs in the fall
of 2005. The other three LCs, beginning their fifdgar as LCs, had been such since the
district opted to begin assigning an LC to eaclosdary school in 2001.

Theoretical Framework

As data were gathered and analyzed, it was negessdistinguish through
which theoretical lens the participants and evemie viewed. While people’s
perceptions, understandings, and interpretatiotisedf environment may be explained in
many ways, Blumer (1969) identifies three princgle his conceptualization of
symbolic interactionism that are pertinent to gtisdy:

1. Human beings act toward things on the basieehteanings that the things

have for them.

2. The meaning of things is derived from, arisetsabuthe social interaction one

has with one’s fellows.

3. The meanings of things are handled in and medlifirough an interpretative

process used by the person in dealing with theyghire encounters. (p. 2)
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This, then, signifies that human beings create th&nh meaning as a result of
their interaction with each other and then responevents, people, etc. based on that
meaning. It is a social process. Additionally, hmnb&ings have the capacity to assess
and interpret the significance of the events andifpaneaning as needed. As one comes
to understand the importance of symbols and shaeahing among people, it is possible
to understand their behavior. Patton (2002) sthiesenefits of symbolic interaction is
that “the study of the original meaning and infloerof symbols and shared meanings
can shed light on what is most important to peoplet will be most resistant to change,
and what will be most necessary to change if tlgqam or organization is to move in
new directions” (Patton, p. 113).

From this theoretical standpoint it is necessamgamine the perceptions and
thought processes of literacy coordinators as agetheir behavior and responses to
events as they interacted with faculty memberstdg@prding these events over time, it
was possible to see how the literacy coordinatti®ights and behaviors were
established, developed, and/or maintained. It Wsts@ossible to see how activities and
their meaning informed the symbol or role of thierticy coordinator. The collected data
reflected both the literacy coordinators’ actions #heir impressions and responses
about the roles or activities they performed. $baave insight into content-area
teachers’ perceptions of the literacy coordinatarthis end, both quantitative and
gualitative data were gathered and data analysigedabut to locate activities and their
meanings. The findings were used to compare andlastrwhat the literacy coordinators
did to what secondary faculty members thought thdyThe findings revealed the

differences in expectations that existed amongrs#any faculty members, and illustrated
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as Patton (2002) stated, those aspects of thefttihe LC that were most important to
faculty members as well as indicated what beliefassumptions needed to be addressed
if the LC were to have as positive an effect asiibs on the literacy environment of the
secondary school.

Quantitative Data

Quantitative data refers to data that is standadjiobjective, reported in
numbers, and measurable, or as Worthen, White,dr@hSudweeks (1999) say, “most
reasonable persons who are confronted with thdadol@imeasurement data would score
and interpret it in the same fashion.” (p. 6) Hoemet is entirely possible that any two
people might use the resulting statistic in a stthje manner to come to different
conclusions. When collecting standardized data firadividuals, the same procedures
must be used with everyone to gather the samennafioon (Worthen, White, Fan, &
Sudweeks, 1999).

A survey was chosen as the most timely and cost&fe method of gathering
descriptive, behavioral, and perceptual informafrom all secondary faculty members
within the entire school district. The survey siwid both demographic and perceptual
information. The demographic information providepgieture of who the participants
were while the perceptual responses allowed insigbtwhat faculty members believed
the role of the literacy coordinator to be. Theesailiptive statistics, measures of central
tendency and dispersion, illustrated the distraoutf data.

Survey Developmenthe impetus of the survey used in this study caom one
originally designed and administered by Bean, €2@02) in their national survey of

reading specialists. Bean, et al (2002) askedqyaatits to indicate their perceptions of
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importance of various duties that fell into fourimareas: instruction, assessment,
resource, and administration by indicating how muicte they spent doing each. The
survey employed in the current study used simedegories but merged resource and
administration into the category of leadershiphasresearcher felt that both categories of
responsibility justifiably fell into the leadershilesignation based on the description
found in the IRA’s 2000 position statement on regdpecialists. By doing so, three
categories — instruction, diagnosis/assessmenticadérship — were formed. These
categories reflect the major division of resporigies that the IRA (2000) has identified
for the reading specialist. Demographic questieteting to secondary school teachers
and specifically to professional development cdroat in the district were added.
Moreover, the survey was modified for each of tiree¢ groups involved in the case
study: secondary LCs, content-area teachers, ancigals. In effect, three different
forms of the survey were administered, each wotdedicit information from one
specific group (see Appendix B for a copy of eaatvay).

Before the survey was sent, it went through sestegjes of development. The
initial survey draft was first viewed by the fivaelgic school partnership district level
LCs to obtain feedback regarding the focus andesobphe questions. The revised
survey was then piloted with two LCs in a neighbgrschool district as well as with two
secondary content-area teachers, neither of whama meolved in the current study. The
pilot survey resulted in minor rewordings and tddiaon of demographic response
options. Finally, the district’s LC supervisor,wasll as the district administrator over
research, reviewed the survey to ensure that aasaf interest to the district had been

included. A brief description of the overall fornadtthe survey follows.
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The first part of each survey focused solely on agmaphic information with an
emphasis on the professional education each getithad completed in their content-
area and also in literacy. Specific questions abwitype of recent (within the last two
years) professional development teachers had jpetiécl in were also added. Additional
sections focused on perceptions regarding LCscipais, and teachers. These statements
differed in number depending on which group wapoesing to the survey. The last part
of the survey focused on the three roles of tleedity coordinator: instruction, diagnosis
and assessment, and leadership which weneori categories (Johnson & Christensen,
2000). With the exception of the demographic qoestj all other statements were
positioned on a Likert response scale and partitgoaere asked to indicate on a five
point scale how strongly they agreed or disagreidid @ach statement. Table 2 presents a
summary of how the statements on each survey vegegarized. The following
paragraphs detail the form sent to LCs, conterd-tgachers, and principals.

The LCs’ survey form contained the demographic tjomes. It also included a
section unique to the LCs. It probed how LCs viewesr job description and their
professional relationship with members of theiraah and other district LCs. These six
statements were included because the literatureatad! that definitions of the LC
position are broad and that this can result insagiminant use of the specialist. Some
studies recommend that job descriptions be tightele others find the flexibility more
in the interest of the school (Crain, 2003; Gai€%8; Mosby, 1982; Robinson, 1967).
These questions were inserted in order to ascesia@ther the LCs in this study felt their

job descriptions helped or hindered their role.
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Table 2

Format of Questions on the LC, Principal, and TeacBurveys

LC Survey Teacher Survey  Principal Survey
Questions (Total #) Questions (Total #) Questions (Total #)

Demographics 1-15 (15) 1-10 (10) 1-9 (9)

Job Description 16-21 (6)

Perceptions about principal 22-31 (10) 22-25 (4) -22((13)
Perceptions about teachers 32-40 (9) 11-21 (12) 312®)
Perceptions about district 41-42 (2) 32-33 (2)
Perceptions about whom 43-48 (6) 26-31 (6) 34-39 (6)

the LC works with

Questions based an 49-71 (23) 32-55 (24) 40-63 (24)
priori categories

The second section of the LC survey containedrsiatés about the interaction of
principals with the LC and their influence on titerlacy environment within the school.
Research reflects that the principal’s attitudeaiteracy and level of support of the
literacy coordinator is one of the most influentiahtributions to role determination and
success of the reading specialist (Darwin, 2002vds1973). In order to substantiate or
contradict the findings about the influence of piecipal in schools, ten statements
soliciting the LCs’ opinions about the influenceaofd interaction with their principal
were added. The next section contained statembatg &C perception of their
professional relationships with the content-areahers and the teachers’ attitudes
toward literacy. These nine statements were includeletermine whether the reading
specialists perceived themselves as being apprbkchs a colleague and whether they
viewed teachers as being receptive to literacy ldpmeent. The next two statements

solicited information about their perception of thstrict regarding literacy. The next to
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the last section of statements had to do with whml.C worked, while the final section
of the LC survey of 30 statements exploredahgiori categories of instruction,
diagnosis and assessment, and leadership.

The survey sent to content-area teachers contéeedemographic aral priori
categories, but it also included two sections gk&reard teacher response. The first
probed teacher attitude toward literacy. Thesetdtements were included because
attitudes or perceptions influence decisions asgarses to any given person or situation
(Eisenhart, Cuthbert, Shurm, & Harding, 1988; I1segh1990). By probing teacher
attitude toward literacy it was possible to gaimsaunderstanding of how teachers saw
the role of the LC, and consequently, provide L@& wformation that might better
facilitate interaction with their colleagues. Thatements were written based on
Vaughan's and Estes’ (1986) criteria for constngtlirect measures. The second
additional section of four statements focused arterd-area teachers’ perception of the
principal’s and district’s orientation toward litgry. These were included to help
understand the teachers’ larger perception of tmgh@sis on literacy within the district.

The survey sent to principals was similar to tteeker survey. This form
included a demographic aadoriori section. In addition, the second section of 13
statements focused on the administrator’s attitaderd literacy and how he or she
interacted with the reading specialist. Resporsdisase statements indicated how the
principals saw their role in and support of litgra€his was followed by three additional
sections: the first, dealing with principal pergeptof teachers’ attitudes toward literacy;
the second, dealing with principal perception &f district’s attitude toward literacy; and

the third, dealing with whom the LC worked. Respmnt® all these statements were used
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to determine the similarity to or difference amauycators and their perceptions of
literacy and their own as well as others’ rolegd.in

Survey Administratiorilhe survey, in electronic form, was emailed to all
secondary content-area faculty members the finakve¢ February, 2006, after the first
school semester ended. Hard copies of the survey nanded to the LCs in the final
interview at the end of the semester for themlt@dit and mail back. Similarly,
principals were given hard copies after they waterviewed in December. All five LCs
and all five principals completed the survey faeturn rate of 100%. Faculty members
received, via their principal, an email of explaoat(see Appendix C for cover letter)
about the study and a request they participatekimg the survey. The introductory email
contained a link to the survey site, SurveyMonkemcwhich automatically directed
them to the appropriate survey. Their completiothefsurvey constituted their
willingness to participate and their permissiomnuse their responses in this report.
Moreover, faculty members were assured that themtity would remain anonymous.

In the survey, faculty members were asked to ifletitemselves but only for
follow-up purposes if they did not complete theveyr Only the researcher and her
assistant were able to identify who had or hadoaaticipated, or to access an individual
teacher’s responses. This was done in order tepeseacher anonymity. Beyond
contacts encouraging response, there was no ath&at with, nor were there
consequences for, those who chose not to respond.

Faculty members’ anonymity was also preservederatialysis of their
responses. Faculty responses as a whole were adaiyty by content-area, degree of

literacy training, and school level (middle or seriigh). This was done so that district
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administrators and individual school principals gvable to view the study’s results
holistically but not by individual school or by imtual faculty member. The survey was
sent to 300 faculty members, of which 195 respond@b resulted in a 65% return rate.

Survey AnalysiQuantitative data were analyzed to provide deseeastatistics.
Measures of central tendency and dispersion wecelated to describe the distribution
of data (Rea & Parker, 1997) and aggregated acuptdicategory of respondent.
Descriptive statistics on demographic informatiéfaculty members was reported by
school and included gender, ethnicity, years teagtand educational degrees.

Research Question Two required two different dtatisprocedures. ANOVA
was used to answer the primary question — Is tleeafathe secondary level reading
specialist perceived in a significantly differenammer by any of the following groups:
reading specialists, faculty members, and schaolimdtrators in each of the five
secondary schools located within the district?Wag comparisons were then generated
to determine where significance lay.

T-tests were performed to determine significanceoofiparisons on the three
subguestions of Research Question Two: (a) Do tiacoémbers from core content-area
backgrounds (math, science, English, social stigiesceive the role of the reading
specialist in significantly different ways from g®in non-core content-area backgrounds
(PE, humanities, art, etc)? (b) Do faculty memlvéth literacy endorsements and/or
district literacy inservice perceive the role of tieading specialist in a significantly
different way from those faculty members with natsliteracy endorsements or
inservice? (c) Do faculty members in middle sch@asceive the role of the reading

specialist in a significantly different way tharofie faculty members in the high schools?

58



Qualitative Data

Qualitative data, data which are generated thralogiervation in a natural
environment, can perhaps provide the best posgieinto a person’s thinking and
motivation for action. For this reason, variousaypf qualitative data, (i.e., personal
logs and responses, individual and focus groupviges) and observation were utilized
in this study to provide access to faculty membeffirts of making meaning of what
they do.

Time Logs/Weekly Personal Respordesecondary LCs kept two week’s worth
of self-report logs at three different times durthg study: at the beginning, middle, and
end of the semester being studied. For each twd-tee period, LCs received daily
logs which contained the list of job responsitektifound on the survey. These job
responsibilities were based on theriori categories of instruction, assessment/diagnosis,
and leadership as defined by the IRA (2000) passimtement on reading specialists. An
“other” category was also included for any taskythedertook that was not found on the
list. At the end of each week during the loggingqe LCs reflected on that week’s
activities and journaled briefly on one experietteey thought went well and one they
were not satisfied with. This allowed LCs to dewients that revealed additional insight
into their roles but that were not elicited by dieecklist. Because each literacy
coordinator was teaching regular class periodsrtajerity of the day, and because this
study did not focus on classroom interaction, L&sorded for only those 2-3 daily
periods in which they actually carried out dutiekated to the LC’s position (see

Appendix D for example of reading log).
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Each item in each category on each set of logsheassubjected to a frequency
count to determine in which priori categories the LCs’ fulfilled the most
responsibilities. Means were generated for each iteeach category. Means were also
generated for each category as a whole. The fregumyunts and journaled responses
were then compared to the results of the LC ingevgiand survey to help triangulate LC
responses. The logs did not require the LC to tthekamount of time spent
accomplishing any one task. Therefore, it was wstsjble to determine how demanding
or lengthy the task was simply by counting the nandf times the task was checked. As
a result, the percentages generated for each cateiglonot represent time invested in
the task, only the number of times the task wasezhout during the logging period.

ObservationsTo supplement the self report logs of the literaggrdinators’
activities, a 50-60 minute observation of theimages by the principal investigator took
place between each logging period. Each observatienperiod extended over two
periods of the school day, meaning it began halfthiequgh one period and ended
halfway into the next.

Observations were mainly non-participatory in natdisat quietly and took notes
on what | saw taking place. This happened whersénked the LCs coaching and
conducting faculty meetings, which accounted fav tf the three observations.
However, | also observed LCs in their rooms ushegrttime to prepare for other
responsibilities. During these times, LCs wouldras what they were doing as they
moved from task to task, but more frequently, theyld want to discuss what was going
on in their work. They would ask about resourceabmut my perspective on what they

were preparing or how an observation had gone jpress the frustration they felt as they
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tried to deal with multiple responsibilities. Thea new LCs, in particular, were desirous
to talk about what they were doing. On these oooasil offered suggestions concerning
resources; questioned them as to what they hadwassavhat they thought and why;
and offered encouragement.

Overall, observations provided three hours of frabtes on each reading
specialist that were analyzed to provide additiseaification of the responsibilities
undertaken by the LCs. Field notes were analyzted edch observation to assess what
responsibilities the LC carried out, to determirfeetiher additional interview questions
needed to be asked, and to build a better undeistanf the scope of the LCs’ job.

Interviews.LCs participated in four individual 40-45 minutearviews during the
course of the semester. The first interview wasd bieé week of August 15, 2005, before
formal classes began and provided a baseline fimesuent data. The second interview
took place at the end of September. By this tin@és bad enough time to become
somewhat acquainted with their responsibilities tnldegin interaction with faculty
members in an LC capacity. The third interview t@tkce in the middle of November
when LCs had typically established some sort ofineuo deal with their responsibilities
and had had the opportunity to interact with ma@ufty members. The final interview
took place the last week of January, 2006, oritiseWweek of February, just before the
semester ended and when a more established pattteehavior had developed. Logs
were reviewed before the interviews so that anystioles, patterns, or comments that the
logs generated could be discussed in additionrtetsired questions planned for each

interview (see Appendix E for interview questiorigjerview questions were generated
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from the review of literature and targeted inforimatabout the LCs’ preparation, scope
of responsibilities, strengths, challenges, plans, reflection on the role of LC.

Both principals and faculty members were also inésved in their respective
schools. The principal in each of the five schawds interviewed for one 45-50 minute
session (see Appendix E for interview question$Yh#s same time, each principal also
filled out a “Consent to Act as a Research Subjnth (See Appendix A for a copy of
the form). Interviews in the form of focus groupsk place with four or five secondary
content-area teachers (see Appendix E for intergegstions) in each school and lasted
from 45-50 minutes. Teachers participating in theut groups in each school were
recommended by that school’s literacy coordinasob@ng generally supportive of
literacy efforts within the school. Some of thedieers in each group had received
additional district literacy training in the fornfi summer conferences specifically
targeting middle and high school literacy instraotand some had not. All interviews
with all individuals or groups of participants weeped, transcribed, and analyzed.

Qualitative Data AnalysiQualitative data were examined for themes, pattefns
response, behavior, or thought, and coded accotditite properties and categories that
emerged from the groupings. After taped interviéhad been transcribed, the
transcriptions were entered into the computer angiguthe software program, NVivo,
coding began. This took place by first reading tiglothe data and highlighting
information that contained similar properties, whaould then be placed in a
representative category. Often the data relat@daie than one category and were placed

accordingly. Data initially placed into categonesre examined extensively as the
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categories were explored for emerging themes dataeships. As the process
continued, subcategories formed as related ideasget and developed.

Open coding began by starting with @neriori categories of instruction,
assessment and diagnosis, and leadership. In@ddatiditional new themes became
evident. One such category was that of job desariptfrom which emerged the
subcategories of obstacles to job, insignificasksaand positive aspects of being an LC
evolved. Other categories dealing with teacheraese to the LC, preparation to be LC,
effective LCs, time constraints, emotional demandee also identified.

After the interview, data were coded into categoard subcategories, they were
then reviewed a number of times. This was dondéak for accuracy of placement as
well as to discern whether initial categories cdugdcollapsed or necessitated expansion.
Items that were coded into a number of categore® &lso analyzed for fit of placement
and to discern possible relationships with othentls. Additionally, original transcripts
were reviewed to ensure that all information haginbeonsidered for placement in any
relevant node.

Qualitative data gathered from the interviews auys lwere examined, coded,
categorized, and evaluated in a holistic, indugtbregoing process in order to sift out
those regular occurrences and behavioral patt&tnauss & Corbin, 1998) and to
provide triangulation. Triangulation, corroboratiohinformation from different sources,
of the coded data was verified by the self regmysland observational field notes. In the
instance of disconfirming evidence, original datsweviewed to determine whether the

evidence had been coded correctly. In addition, bezrohecks took place as needed.
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Sometimes they took place in follow up interviewsother times, contact was made
with the person in between interviews.

Data analysis was done on an ongoing basis thratghe study and the findings
sometimes modified or completely altered the qoestasked in subsequent interviews.
These data were used to provide a thick descrifGaertz, 1975) so as to gain a greater
understanding of each LC within her own school.sSEh@ata were also used to perform
cross-case analysis among schools in order tordeterthe similarities and differences
that existed across the cases. These similariiésldferences will be discussed in
Chapter 5.

Researcher Stance

In a qualitative study, the researcher is consitlére primary research tool. As a
result, | give a brief overview of my experienceldrackground to acknowledge that
influence as | analyzed and interpreted the data.

| am an insider in that | have been an educatar knds worked at both the
elementary and secondary levels as a mainstreare @hdeacher for 11 years as well as
an ESL program administrator for six years. | halg® taught international students at
the university level for eight years as well asspreice teachers for three years. | have
completed three years of doctoral coursework @rdity and am currently completing the
dissertation requirements of my program with thiglg.

Though my teaching experience has not taken pfatted school district, it has
given me an understanding of the public schoolrggtind the rewards and challenges of
teaching literacy and of working with other educatwho have had varying degrees of

success in accommodating the literacy needs of BUlysexperience as a magnet ESL
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program coordinator in a junior high also familzd me with the needs and demands of
the administration within the school and at thératislevel. As a result, | was in a unique
position in this study to view issues not only frameducator stance but also from an
administrative position.

While this familiarity was helpful in sensitizingeno the workings of the
participants involved, it was also an issue | lmddnsciously consider as | conducted
this study, particularly the interviews. | triedrmain as objective as possible by not
interjecting my perspective into the conversatiahrather attempted to listen intently,

ask relevant questions, and allow the participemtespond freely.
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Chapter Four
Results

This study focused on the roles and responsitsliiditeracy coordinators at the
secondary level. Literacy coordinators are not tethe educational system being an
integral part of the elementary school setting. ey, it is much more unusual to find
LCs at the secondary level. As a result, it wasregkimportant to investigate what LCs
do at the secondary level as this setting diffessfthe elementary setting and because
literature dealing with the secondary level is sam&t lean. This study also examined
whether the perceptions of the roles of the LCeddtl from LC to principal to faculty
member. Therefore, this comparative case studyifsadly addressed the following
guestions:

1. In the selected district, what duties and res{imlities do secondary reading
specialists perform and how do these duties amqmbresbilities compare and contrast
from school to school?

2. Is the role of the secondary literacy coordingterceived in a significantly
different manner by any of the following groupsetacy coordinators, faculty members,
and school administrators in each of the five sdaonschools located within the district
and more specifically, (a) Do faculty members froiffierent content-area backgrounds
i.e. arts, English, math, PE, science, etc. peecttie role of the secondary literacy
coordinator in significantly different ways? (b) Eaculty members with literacy
endorsements and/or district literacy inservicee®e the role of the secondary literacy
coordinator in a significantly different way frorndse faculty members with no such

literacy endorsements or inservice? (c) Do facmigmbers in middle schools perceive
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the role of the secondary literacy coordinator sigmificantly different way than those
faculty members in the high schools?

3. How do the duties currently being undertakemsdgondary literacy
coordinators correspond to surveyed perceptioniseofole of the reading specialist?

This chapter first presents an overview of the B8d school demographics at the
five secondary schools in the district. First, tids at the two middle schools are
presented, followed by the LCs at the high schddige LCs’ roles and responsibilities
are revealed through in depth LC interviews ankiniglwith principals and focus groups
from each site, self recorded LC logs, researcheeivations, and survey responses.
These data sources provide information that adddeBesearch Question One.
Additionally, at the conclusion of the LC overviethe findings regarding the LCs’
duties are compared and contrasted across sitesaRRf Question Two is then
addressed through the results of quantitativessitzgirun on survey responses. Finally,
the Research Question Three is examined throughduovey responses and teacher
focus groups and principal interviews.

The School District

The school district was located in a city of 113 48sidents with a large
university in a western state. The district encosspd both urban and suburban areas
with a mostly Caucasian student population. In 2004 district invested a substantial
amount of money in literacy development. This reiiin the assignation of literacy
coordinators (LCs) in the secondary schools as agelhtensive training for those in the
position. Training included 6 weeks of on site worlCalifornia where the literacy

program, “Second Chance at Literacy Learning”, imé®duced. Second Chance is a

67



secondary professional development program develbpehe Foundation for
Comprehensive Early Literacy Learning (CELL) andoipotes best classroom practices
for reading and writing as well as small group méation for struggling readers in
secondary classrooms to meet state and distrintlatds” Foundation for
Comprehensive Early Literacy Learnirgp06, p.1). The main elements of this program
are read aloud, shared reading, reciprocal teachi@gature discussion groups, content
investigations, independent reading, interactiviéing, interactive editing, independent
writing, and test-taking strategies. Of the fiterdacy coordinators in the district, three
received this initial training. The other two L@®w to the position for the 2005-06
school year, received the training over the coofghe school year by attending training
under the district’s supervision. The Second Chabements basically became the core
of the district’s literacy focus and were emphadizem 2001 on.

In addition to the Second Chance training, theidistlso opted to send
secondary faculty members to a week-long Jeff Viath&eminar on reading
comprehension. This professional development wasegefor middle and secondary
teachers and focused on a range of reading steatezgachers could use to improve the
reading engagement and comprehension of their ssild@ngoing Wilhelm training took
place during the annual two-day summer literacyfex@mces with another one or two-
day meetings scheduled during the school year.Becaf limited space at the training,
the district was only allowed to send 15 teachissthis training began, the district
determined that because the content-area depagnmetfie middle schools were much
smaller than those at the high school level, meaehers and students would benefit if

the high school faculty members participated. Tioees while all five of the original
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LCs attended the Wilhelm training, only additiofetulty members from the two large
high schools, Claybourne and Dover, participatethEschool determined which of their
faculty members would go. At the time on this stuniyly high school faculty members
attended this training. As a result, these two lsigiools had a Wilhelm-trained cohort
made up of a variety of faculty members in différeontent-areas. These cohorts were to
work with the LC at their school to help implemétdracy strategies and act as a
resource to other teachers within their specifiatent-area.

In 2001 as the district began this literacy fo¢bs,district administration
requested that those teachers who assumed theditibpa@ommit to serving as such for
at least five years. This was done to capitalizéherdistrict’'s substantial financial
investment in the Second Chance and Wilhelm trgigimen to the LCs as well as to
provide for consistency in the literacy approacthwithe schools from year to year. As
the 2005-06 began, both Arbor Middle School and/arne High had new LCs.
Blaine Middle School and Dover High had LCs who eveompleting their fifth year and
had chosen not to continue on in the position wherschool year ended. East High's
LC, who was also completing her fifth year, intethde continue on as the school’s LC.

After five years of working to strengthen literganoficiency of secondary
content-area teachers using Second Chance, Willagldhother literacy programs, LCs
reported being responsible for a wider variety aties than just instructing faculty on
how to implement literacy elements or strategiehsas reciprocal teaching. They also
indicated that there was a very mixed teacher iactgarding the relevance and

effectiveness of the Second Chance literacy emglasiheir content-area classrooms.
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All secondary literacy coordinator positions in thstrict were considered half-
time and each LC received a $1200 yearly stipenddoepting the position. The district
office paid for three released periods for eachaL€very secondary school. This
resulted in the LCs teaching four out of seven lagelass periods. The remaining three
free periods were to allow LCs to attend to litgreslated issues (e.g., carrying out
district testing, peer coaching, researching foregal and specific teacher needs,
preparing for professional inservice meetings). ldosv, this half-time title was
misleading as it suggested that each LC actuatiytihiee free periods to deal with these
issues. This did not take into account that eachdu@ht at least three classes of
different content material, which still requiregh@riod to prepare for teaching
responsibilities. This, then, narrowed the freequr from three to two.

In addition to daily teaching and the LC duties sb@rmally assumed other
substantial responsibilities. For example, threeobtihe five LCs were either ESL
coordinators or so heavily involved with the sch®@&SL population that one of their
“free” periods was exclusively devoted to that. Arey LC had also been ESL
coordinator and had just relinquished that resmiityi after having served four years as
both ESL coordinator and LC. No doubt ESL fell untdte literacy umbrella but when
20-30% of the school was considered ESL, it wayg tasee that in addition to literacy
issues, there would also have been frequent conuattionm and logistical problems to
deal with such as translating for teachers, payanis students.

While the district had given some general guidaliabout the responsibilities of
the LC position, there was no specific formal j@scription for any of the LCs in place.

This left the individual site basically free to denine the specifics of the LC role.
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However, it was understood that each LC would cohthonthly professional
development meetings, peer coach, and overseage$tiere was also some flexibility
for the LC at each site to respond to the spen#ieds or directives at her school in the
manner she though most appropriate, so the rokksesmponsibilities of the LC varied
from, as well as corresponded to, those of LCelarcsites. It was, therefore, prudent to
understand the background of each LC, the studehtesacher demographics of each
school as well as the LC duties performed at titat $he following sections first cover
the two middle schools: Arbor and Blaine, after ethithe three high schools:
Claybourne, Dover, and East are examined. Afteba€kground and school
demographics are presented, Research QuestionrOwhe: district, what duties do
secondary reading specialists perform? is addressed
Arbor Middle School

Demographics of Arbor Middle Schodltbor was one of two middle school sites
serving the district. It was located on the ead# sif the district and while the student
population drew from all socioeconomic backgrouridaas predominantly Caucasian
middle and upper middle class. Table 3 indicatessthdent ethnic makeup of the 974
students attending school.
Table 3

Arbor Middle School 2005-06 Student Body Ethnic &gk

African American Pacific
Asian American Caucasian Hispanic Indian Islander Other Total

# of

students 40 6 719 181 12 15 1 974
% of total

student 4% < 1% 74% 19% 1% <1% <1% 100%
population
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The realigning of school boundaries and subsegeassignment of teachers as
well as all other teacher relocation resulted im2lv faculty members joining Arbor’s
faculty along with 30 returning teachers. The gratnent of school boundaries also
redirected 230 new students to the school and tharedoubled Arbor’s ELL
population: up from 80 to 190. The faculty was a6 Caucasian with an almost
three to one ratio of women to men. Almost halfhef faculty had taught for 16 or more
years and 20 teachers had completed master’'s gegree

The literacy coordinator and her responsibilitidgin, the literacy coordinator at
Arbor Middle School, was a sixth-year teacher amadeanber of the English department.
She had a BA in English teaching and an ESL endwsebut no reading endorsement.
In addition to being the LC, Ann was also the E8brdinator and only ESL-endorsed
teacher in a school where 190 students were ddsijiid L. She was also one of the few
faculty members who spoke Spanish. She taughtlass of beginning ESL and one
class of intermediate ESL as well as two periodsnoiched English to"8graders,
resulting in three different preparations.

This was her first year as an LC, though Ann hadkea at Arbor for five years
and was well known at the school. She was aské&k&othe LC position when the
previous LC moved to another state. She was tiné ki@ in five years at Arbor, but had
had some exposure to the position before assunmlhgegponsibility. This was because
as a first-year teacher, her mentor was the LCAswas mentored by the LC, she was
also exposed to the responsibilities of the pasithnn said,

M. was my mentor my first year here. So, as sheSéicbnd Chance stuff and was

learning how to be literacy coordinator, | healdtaabout that and because | did
Second Chance training that year [as a faculty negjndnd even when | was
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teaching Spanish, you know, | would collaboratenviér on other things and
kind of get Second Chance stuff as it went.

Then, two years later, she was also a good friattdtive then current LC and
collaborated with her on several projects and reteto herself as “the unofficial literacy
coordinator assistant for the last two years.”ditesof this familiarity with the work of
an LC, Ann struggled to define what her role wasulghout the year.

As the school year began, Ann was most worried taleacher resistance and
presenting to the faculty. She continued to comrmaerttoth throughout the year
indicating that the stress of presenting had tavilo both preparing “to teach [the
teachers] something that they’re not exactly excteout” and then presenting it in a
very limited time period. There was never enougietin the faculty guided meetings to
effectively teach all that she felt needed to beeced. However, she articulated her
overall desire and concern,

Part of [my concern] is that it won’t be someththgt’s useful. | don’t want it

to be just hoops that we jump through becauseidteat says we have to... |

think that we have a foundation already with th8seond Chance elements.

What | want to do is take those elements that tapmty of the teachers here are

familiar with and talk about the idea of how do yoodify them so they fit your

curriculum and accomplish the purpose. And theratiag | want to do is
introduce other kinds of strategies. Some thaiohMkrthat I've learned,
instructional strategies that work with ESL kidsimmstructional strategies that
work with gifted kids, that deal with text. And kirof give them, because | think
it's a tool box, is the way | like to look at it..aehers need more options... it's
worth it for them to learn some of the Second Ckalements and other
things...[but] they shouldn’t have to force fit itexy time. They should be able to

modify it and change it and make it fit... | wantatbe something teachers
actually use in their classrooms and they canltssdtthelps their students.
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Ann was torn between the value of using the rebelbased Second Chance
Program elements and her realization that manigeofeculty at her school did not think
them relevant to their classes. She also had hergualifications of the applicability of
the Second Chance program as well. She said,

The biggest problem | have with Second Chanceaisitls focused on reading

remediation — kids that are low readers — and wioendo that school-wide, since

I’'m also doing stuff with gifted and talented stat it's ridiculous to require

them to do that when they don’t need it and it dadselp them.

She, therefore, not only wanted to comply withdisgtrict’s implementation of the
Second Chance Program, but she also wanted to atianeliteracy strategies with
teachers that they could use in their content-gasteuction to ultimately benefit their
students.

Ann communicated directly with the principal cormdag her responsibilities and
concerns as LC. Though she did not meet regulatty mim, Ann often talked with him
informally and could count on his support as shevstto carry out her responsibilities as
LC.

Blaine Middle School

Demographics of Blaine Middle Scholi.contrast to Arbor, Blaine was located
on the west side of the district and the studedi/lmame from a middle to lower
socioeconomic background. There were 945 studewit$4 faculty members at Blaine.
New boundary changes and a school closing resumtg8d0 new students coming to

Blaine along with 20 new faculty members. The derapfics of the new students did

not alter the overall demographics of the schoattvlare presented in Table 4.
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The ELL population at Blaine was 30%. The faculgswalmost 90% Caucasian
and had a two to one ratio of women to men. Alnhadt of the faculty, 45%, had taught
for 16 years or more and 13 had masters degrees.

Table 4

Blaine Middle School 2005-06 Student Body Ethni&édip

African American Pacific
Asian American Caucasian Hispanic Indian Islander Other Total

# of

students 13 10 605 280 17 23 0 945
% of total

student 1% 1% 64% 30% 2% 2% 0% 100%
population

The literacy coordinator and her responsibiliti&sitta, the LC at Blaine, had
taught for 18 years, all at Blaine and all in thrgish department. She was in her fifth
and final year as LC. Britta had completed a BAnglish and history, a master’s degree
in reading pedagogy, Level 1 and 2 reading endaesésnan ESL endorsement, and the
Wilhelm training. She planned to begin a doctoralgpam in the fall of 2006 in
instructional psychology and technology.

During the first semester of the 2005-06 school yB#atta taught four periods:
two gifted and talented English classes, one a®@ESL/language arts class, and one
creative writing class. However, as the second senéegan, she was also asked to
teach a US history class. She had been the gifteédedented coordinator for five years
and in addition to running that program within g@hool, she was also administering a
grant and supervising the National Junior Honon&gand Future Problem Solvers

club.
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Britta had additional responsibilities on the ESImenittee helping with testing
and curriculum for ESL/English classes and worlonghe Teaching and Learning
Committee to do staff development with the dissicurrent instructional model for
English language learners. She met bimonthly waitheof the ESL and English
departments. She had also served as the ESL catydior four years and
reading/thinking specialist for six years prioithe 2005-06 school year. Finally, as the
new school year began, Britta was asked to shareeponsibility for carrying out new
teacher inservice for 8-9 teachers with the integrassistant principal. The district had
previously fulfilled this responsibility.

Five years ago, the principal asked Britta to beztime literacy coordinator.
When asked about what prompted her to becometérady coordinator she responded,

Because when | first started teaching .... all ofidden | get a student who reads

flawlessly and cannot comprehend a thing. Wowd h@ training. Zero. So |

went back and got my MA in reading instruction...Nedgnt should ever go
through school not being successful. There’'s wayget a student reading and
writing well. So, let’s do it.

Britta regularly attended literacy professional elepment in the form of district,
state, and national conferences and read a grabbflprofessional literature. At home,
she normally devoted about ten hours a week tangadrious professional journals and
books. She considered herself up to date on whahappening within the field of
literacy and called herself passionate about i &tributed coming to know how to be a
literacy coordinator to reading the pedagogy. Whasked what her LC responsibilities
were at her school, she responded,

The number one thing is to promote the program lbeen trained in, which is

CELL/XCELL Second Chance, where teachers are usthgol-wide an array of

strategies. And of course, that’s reading and mgitAnd basically the best way
to explain the program is probably the gradualasteof responsibility, where
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you've got a lot of teacher direction, a lot ofaséigies that are teacher directed

and [then you move] to the middle, you know, studerd teacher [working

equally in tandem]. And then of course, you're aigior student independence
in both reading and writing. It kind of looks aatder reading, group reading,
guided reading, and then independent reading. dime svay with writing. So,

it's to get those strategies learned and then ipextthrough peer mentoring and

through observation.

Regarding observing and mentoring, Britta indicated this year she would be
“restricted by logistics and lack of a formal laey staff development plan to visiting
teachers one on one — mostly new teachers.” Inquewears, she had worked much
more with the entire faculty.

In the past, Britta met with the principal on auleg basis, however, this year
meetings were quite sporadic and communicationsap@ort unpredictable. Britta was
ready to turn over the LC responsibilities to a riaeulty member indicating that new
blood and new perspectives were needed. Her ftigstreentered not only on infrequent
administration interface and support but also acher mind set,

[The teachers] haven’t caught it. It's not elemdntfdhe Second Chance

programl]. It's not specific little things you d@'sibest practices and a mind set. A

whole different way of looking at presenting theadthat, you know what, until

the kids get it, you haven't taught it... The thingttkauses me the most stress is
knowing that | can’t get to everybody and makeféedence with everyone...I
feel like I'm the only one out there.... This is difth year...that we've asked the
teachers to go and visit other classes. At thiatpaie should be requiring certain
things, we’ve got SIOP [Sheltered Instruction Olagon Protocol — the school’s
current instructional model] and Second Chanceops...Instead, it's ahh,
whatever, you know. Just go and visit.

Britta, in her fifth year as LC, was strugglingsiay optimistic and involved in
encouraging her faculty to continue moving forwaith the Second Chance elements
but having a difficult time maintaining either besa of ongoing teacher resistance and

lagging administration support. Table 5 providesimmmary of the demographics of the

middle school LCs.
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Table 5

Middle School Literacy Coordinators

LC Degree  Content Endorsements Years Yearsas Additional
Area Teaching LC Major Duties
Ann BS English ESL 6 1 ESL
Coordinator
Britta BA English Level 1 and 2 18 5 National Jr.
and reading, ESL, Honor Society,
History Wilhem Future Problem
Training Solvers Club,
MA Reading Gifted/Talented
Program

Claybourne High

Demographics of Claybourne Hig@laybourne High was one of two traditional
high schools and was centrally located within tistrigt. Claybourne served 49% of the
district’s 3,781 high school students. The studenty came from a wide socioeconomic
background with the majority falling in the lowermiddle classes. The student body
was about 30% minority (See Table 6 for make ugtwdent body ethnic background)
with 15% of those participating in some phase ef%L program. Another 12-13% of
the student population was special education anthan2-3% attended the special
problems unit which served the entire district.yBlaurne had a faculty of 92 teachers
with a woman to man ratio of almost one-to-one. ety was 91% Caucasian with

almost 50% having taught 16 or more years and 8firgpadvanced degrees.

78



Table 6

Claybourne High 2005-06 Student Body Ethnic Makeup

African American Pacific
Asian American Caucasian Hispanic Indian Islander Other Total

# of
students 44 13 1324 384 21 55 8 1849
% of total

student 2% < 1% 72% 21% 1% 3% <1% 100%
population

The district had a school choice program. If stisi@neferred to attend a school
other than the one in which boundaries they livledy could get special permission to
attend the desired school. Claybourne’s principdicated that this had affected the
enrollment at Claybourne High as it was a TitleHh@l and as such had several
programs for which Dover High did not qualify. Hated that access to these programs
drew 92 of Dover’s most needy students to Claybeutigh while 69 of Claybourne’s
students had chosen to attend Dover. Additionalynoted that the realignment of
school boundaries now directed what used to belOlaye High's most affluent
elementary feeder school to Dover High. He regdetitées because Claybourne would
now lose many well-prepared students that hadttoaaily come from that elementary
school.

The literacy coordinator and her responsibiliti€daire, the literacy coordinator
at Claybourne High, had taught for 16 years, allalybourne High. She had a BS in
Child Development and Family Relations, a secondartificate in Art Education with
an English minor, certification to teach Spanishijlmgual/ESL endorsement, and the
Wilhelm training but no reading endorsement. Shetdlao taught ESL/multicultural

classes for both the city’s large university andtfe district. She was a member of the
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art department and taught an AP art history tdtetat twelfth-graders along with an AP
history class. She had just started a “Latinosctioh” class. In this class, she placed and
supervised all ability-levels of ELL students aaghlourne as mentors in three
elementary schools and Blaine Middle School. Hal godesigning the class was to

give students the opportunity to not only learn tibey could contribute to their
community but also to experience the confidencé&lmg that resulted when they were
considered expert sources of knowledge by othelesiis.

This was Claire’s first year as an LC. The perstwo would have been the LC
had left to pursue a doctorate. However, as Ckgeod friend, she urged Claire to take
the position because one of the emphases for thengesschool year was to work
intensively with the sheltered ESL class teachera¢et the needs of ELL students.
These sheltered content-area teachers worked laghes composed solely of ELL
students in which the curriculum had been modifedccommodate for English
language learning as well as content. Claire empbadshe use of literacy
accommodations to help teach content materialr€lead the necessary ESL
background and training to mentor these teacheose®er, she thoroughly enjoyed
working with ELLs saying,

| have a passionate interest in the ESL kids aed dducation and development.

So, the reason | said “yes” to the job is thatvklthe idea of working with

sheltered teachers and that means I'll be in clatbsthose kids as | observe. So

helping them achieve literacy and acquire a setamgliage is really important to
me.

The current principal, in his second year at Clayhe, had been vice principal at

Claybourne some years previously. In returninghodchool, he found teacher morale

low and tension high. He believed that in ordectiange the morale, communication and
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collaboration needed to improve. Further, the stheeded a new perspective regarding
literacy. He believed the previous literacy empsasi Second Chance elements had
resulted in many negative responses among thedgeadifter convincing Claire to take
the position, together they opted to change theeditthe LC position to that of “learning
coach”. They did this in an effort to emphasizd tha position’s goal was to improve
the learning of the students and the faculty ratie@n call up a particular set of literacy
strategies. Claire described it this way:
How we framed it at faculty meeting is that I'mriking of myself as a “learning
coach” instead of a “literacy coordinator” becausfegourse, literacy and learning
are closely connected. And instead of [when] |dtap and they all see an
English teacher and more reading crammed downrethétf/’'s collective throat,
they're seeing an non-English teacher who'’s aéiarding and maximizing good
teaching and student learning. And so, it was yesjtive. And the response was
very positive.
Claire had indicated that she would not be abldotthe literacy work in the same
manner as the previous LCs as her background wesproifically English. The
principal thought this might be to the school’s adtage because the faculty had such a
negative attitude towards literacy and in Clai@ words, “when the English teacher
stood up to talk about literacy, the faculty justtof checked out.” Therefore, he and
Claire determined as the LC, she would addresgiptes that supported and motivated
faculty cooperation and development. Her approaa$ mot to focus on Second Chance
or Wilhelm strategies, but to work on communicaticollaboration, and
contextualization in an effort to improve relatibiss as well as literacy. Claire described
her job:
I'm in charge of heading up the focus groups [vi@ungroupings of teachers
who gather to discuss issues e.g., avoiding tedmir@out, making school a

socially fun place to be, acceptance of all stuglestheduling issues] ...Also, |
do the Crucial Conversations training, we do luaelry other Friday, and we
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take a chapter from the Crucial Conversations bbbkthree pieces are

contextualization, communication, and collaborati®a the focus groups are

collaboration, crucial conversations are commuiocatlhen | teach professional
development almost once a month, and we do sonce that deals with
communication and contextualization and collaboratit every one of those
faculty developments. So I, to collaborate, I'nmggieachers to do things that are,
so that they're teaching as part of those presenttl also work with the
department coaches and help them know what nedagpfzen in their 45 minute
session with their departments. And | also run geeaching. Those are all things
that cluster specifically around the LC. And thdre[principal] has also asked
me, as part of the LC, but which | see as a sep#natg, to mentor the sheltered
teachers. So I've met with them, I've taught sofgSheltered Instruction

Observation Protocol] principles, I've had somefemnces with them and some

visits to their classes. So that's my job desoipti

In relation to her job, Claire stated, “I think thihat's kind of, maybe my
approach: going underneath strategies and goirdgdito the feeling level, because...if
you just get strategies, strategies, strategiasjysi tune out.”

Claire felt strongly that teachers needed to bty ihe literacy training and for
that to happen, they had to see the relevancy af slie was presenting to their personal
educational situation. She focused on making tkosaections clear. Claire also had a
close working relationship with the principal amey met often to discuss faculty needs
and literacy issues. She stated that she hadgbddm to focus her efforts as she saw
needs arise and knew the principal would suppart he
Dover High

Demographics of Dover Higiover High was the second of the two traditional
high schools in the district and was located omitvtheastern boundary of the district in
one of the most affluent areas of the city. Tholaglated in the most affluent area of the
district, bussing also brought students in frons laluent areas. Dover had the most

homogenous student body in terms of ethnicity BitPt Caucasian as reflected in Table

7.
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Table 7

Dover High 2005-06 Student Body Ethnic Makeup

Asian African Caucasian Hispanic American Pacific Other Total

American Indian Islander
# of
students 61 12 1342 178 16 37 1 1647
% of total
student 4% <1% 81% 11% <1% 2% <1% 100%
population

Twelve percent of the students at Claybourne w&t. Ehe principal indicated
that the boundary changes had as yet had no feat eh the school enroliment. Most of
the students slated to attend Dover in the 2005eB60l year, but who had been
attending Claybourne High previously, elected toa@ at Claybourne High. The same
was true of the new incomind'@raders. Ninth-graders planning on attending
Claybourne High before the boundaries were charngédafter the realignment then
lived within Dover’s school boundaries, still chdseattend Claybourne. Conversely,
under the school choice option, 69 students whaume of boundary changes were then
slated to attend Claybourne High, chose to remaiDoaer.

Dover had 86 faculty members with a Caucasian eitigrof about 98%. There
was a 1.5 ratio of women to men and 20 teachersateti they had taught for 16 or more
years. There were 19 teachers who held advancedeateg

The literacy coordinator and her responsibiliti&@ebra, Dover’'s LC, was in her
fifth year as a secondary school teacher and asSh€ had been at Dover for her entire
teaching career and taught English to 18-geaders. Moreover, she had five years
experience teaching ESL to adults in an intensivglieh program at the city’s large

university. During the same period, she also talighracy classes to preservice

83



undergraduate students minoring in Teaching Englssh Second Language (TESL) at
the same institution. Debra had a BA in speech comcation and a master’s in TESL
as well as a Level 2 reading endorsement and tligeWii training. She was a member of
the English department at Dover and supervisegtbiessional development committee
in the school. She described her job this way:

There are several different facets to the job. Gfmay responsibilities is
professional development. I'm the leader of sixheass who are over six parts of
professional development. Every single teachenénsthool is assigned to one of
those teams and meets a couple of times a ye#@doss, to generate ideas about
what we need to do...We [teacher leaders] meet ewenth with the principals
and discuss our areas and anything else the painegnts us to do. So, we’re
kind of over professional development, plus weaacher leaders...I'm also in
charge of what happens [in faculty meeting] eveaigdtWednesday. Another area
| deal with is the new Basic Skills Competency Tthsat the students have to take
to graduate... They depend on me to figure out wieatengoing to do with those
kids [all students, not just seniors, who don’tg#k..I'm doing the biannual
district wide reading and writing assessments... i ltaison between the

district and the school, so | go to meetings onoeath with the LCs...[In
addition] another teacher and | have created adimiofessional study group...
we’ll be doing readings and talking about them [thdy] and then we’ll be peer
coaching each other...each time we meet we’re goneg another piece of what
we learned during that [Wilhelm training] week aedch it to the new teachers
which will help those of us who've just done itdhyjiear...Plus, we've started peer
coaching [with the faculty].

Debra routinely read professional articles andnalitel and presented at
professional workshops and conferences. She ergeadi@hers in her school to do the
same. As a fifth-year LC, Debra was now comfortatakd her job because as she said,

| pretty much have designed it...I just sort of hadrestinct for what needed to

happen, so this year, over the years, I've sogotten things to the place |
wanted them. So, | think | really am enjoying that of my labors as far as that
goes.

At this point, Debra understood her own and theltggadministration’s

limitations and had devised options that allowedtbdocus as much as possible on what

she felt was most important. As a result, she ematly distanced herself from
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disagreeable faculty members and school politicsfacused on creating and working
with professional development teams revolving adoliteracy development.

Her greatest concerns were teacher involvemenaecaoluntability, the new
requirements for graduating seniors, and how torenthat all seniors would be able to
pass the required state test. She also stated,

If you'd asked me that question [about what mosiceoned me] two years ago, |

would have been obsessed with the bad attitudssroé of my faculty. But |

think that you get wiser as you do this job, anthet point in my tenure as LC,

I’'m not really worried about those teachers becdusereally learned that | just

focus on...those that just love to try something neamd.as these teachers try out

new things and are successful in the classroonggbuoonverts that come over.

Debra was in her final year as LC and while nasfiatl with how all the literacy
aspects in the school were or were not being adéldetiad come to grips with the
situation and determined what she thought realiSte devoted the majority of her time
to those areas she thought most important as wédl those teachers who were receptive
to literacy improvement. While she had seen sonsitige changes in teacher literacy
instruction, she was ready to pass the respor@bilbnto others for a variety of reasons.
She had fulfilled the five year commitment she haatle to the district and felt like
someone with “a different set of eyes...can maybdlsags [I] didn’t see” plus she had
“almost become cynical from the faculty abrasiod aa if you can get someone who’s
kind of fresh, who hasn’t been worn down, | thibkvould be a positive. Plus, | really
love teaching.”

Debra had met with her principal regularly over ylears, though more so in the
beginning of her LC stewardship. She confidentlgressed herself on any issue and

could usually count on administrative support. Hegre at times she felt support was

lacking. Debra particularly felt like the admingion did not hold teachers accountable
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for participating in professional development ati like peer coaching and therefore,
teachers did not take the assignments seriously.
East High

Demographics of East High Scholrl.addition to the two traditional high
schools, there was also an alternative high sdnhable district: East High. It was a
smaller school with only 285 students and sat enntestern edge of the school district.
Students attending East had been referred frorattter middle or high schools in the
district for issues such as absenteeism, custoadyicts, behavior problems, and
substance abuse. The ethnic makeup of the studdgit(shown in Table 8) was more
diverse at East than at any other secondary samdleé district, though the majority was
still mainly Caucasian. Of the students who attendast, 28% had been identified as
ELLs. Of these, 43 students were actually enraheah ESL class, while the remaining
24 had been mainstreamed and were only being ntedito
Table 8

East High 2005-06 Student Body Ethnic Makeup

Asian African Caucasian Hispanic American Pacific Other Total

American Indian Islander
# of
students 1 11 147 110 9 7 0 285
% of total
student <1% 4% 52% 39% 3% 2% 0% 100%
population

Twenty-one faculty members taught at East with 9@éatifying themselves as
Caucasian. There was an almost one-to-one ratimofen to men with three teachers

holding advanced degrees and four teachers haaurgiht more than five years.
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The literacy coordinator and her responsibiliti€sze, the LC at East, had taught
at East all of her five years as a secondary sdieacher. She had a BA in history with
an English minor. Eve was a member of the Englegtaddment but she had regular
interaction with all the other faculty members hessmthere were only a total of 21
faculty members in the high school. She taught iBhdb ninth through twelfth graders
and had three different preps. She accepted theds@ion as a first year teacher. When
asked how she became the LC, her response was,

It was kind of an accident almost. Like that wasviat | was looking for. | was
just looking for a teaching job. History was actyahy major and English was
my minor. | teach English here, which was my mibot | kind of came here for
an interview. | didn’t even call this school, thealled me...I'd never even heard
of this school...I didn’t even know if | wanted to vkan an alternative school but
| came and did the interview and felt good abawAitd they said, “We want you
to teach English and also be the literacy coordinalf the time.” And they kind
of explained what that would mean and that I'd hi@vgo to these trainings...
They wanted someone who’d already been here, bytahly had one English
teacher that was staying on for the next year.thmn was going to be having a
second baby...So, she was going to stay one moreapedrain me and get me
going in the school..So, | kind of became the English department ciwadt
everything after she left. So, it was just kindaafaccident. They needed someone
to do the coordinating of the literacy and theyndithave anyone else in the
school to do it and that was what they hired me for

Because that was the first year that the distack ¢reated the LC position, Eve
learned how to be an LC by talking with the oth@slat the Second Chance training in
California and at other district meetings. She sdithe LC position] was a new thing
with secondary. They've done it with elementary bewer with secondary so it’s not like
anyone knew what we were supposed to do, we kimdaafe it up.”

When Eve was asked to describe her LC respongbilishe replied,

There’s training for the faculty in literacy strgies, so I'm in charge of one

faculty meeting a month that involves literacy. Aridnd of do whatever | want

with it but it focuses on Second Chance elementsteaching the teachers other
strategies they can use for literacy, reading anting, basically. Then going into
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their classrooms, observing, coaching, and trywuigtioe strategies. Testing. Any

kind of reading and writing test, I'm put in chargie administering, getting the

teachers the materials for the test, making sweégachers know how to give the
test, making sure they know how to score the Té¢&n I'm in charge of the day
when we actually get together and score it. Thesve kind of my random
things...like library. We don’t actually have a libien. We just have a lady that
works in the library that’s paid part-time and $fas no library training at all, so |
end up ordering all the library books and helpiegWith that stuff and putting
reading levels in the library books to kind of Ietree books. Things like that.

Eve had participated in some of the Wilhelm tragnibut because East was an
alternative school and had a small student boayfabulty had not been invited to
participate in the Wilhelm training. Eve had beka $ole exception. She was working on
an ESL endorsement but did not have a reading sadmnt. A reading endorsement was
something Eve wanted to obtain, but to that deaning had not been available in the
summer when she was free of teaching responsgsiliitve regularly attended literacy
inservice and read professional literature.

Unlike Britta and Debra, Eve believed she wouldtocare on as LC at East,
though she was a little hesitant. She said, “it& p lot of work and that’s why I kind of
hesitate but | don’t mind it really.” For the firdtree years as LC, she met with her
principal on a monthly basis to discuss what she deang. When the principal changed
two years ago, the monthly meetings stopped. Howy&xee felt fine about her job and
how things were progressing. She also felt quittpe about the support she received

from her current principal. Table 9 provides a staryrof the demographics of the high

school literacy coordinators.
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Table 9

High School Literacy Coordinators

Years Additional
Years aslLC Major

LC Degree  Content Area Endorsements Teaching Duties
Claire BS Child Develop Spanish, ESL, 16 1 Latinos in
Wilhelm Action,
Secondary Art Education Training Mentoring
Certificate English Minor ESL
sheltered
teachers
Debra BA Speech Level 2 5 5 Head of
Communication  Reading, (also 5 at professional
Wilhelm university development
Training level in
ESL)
Eve BA History ESL (in 5 5 Mentoring
English Minor progress), new
Wilhelm teachers,
Training Department
chair

Comparison and Contrast of LC Responsibilitieshie District

None of the LCs had definite job descriptions, &luhad general guidelines about
their roles and responsibilities, either from trarting they each received regarding the
Second Chance Program or from seeing a previoust ork. As a result, each LC had
some tasks that varied, but the majority of thedoades and responsibilities among LCs
was congruent. These responsibilities can be dividi® three categories defined by the
IRA: instruction of students, diagnosis and assessnand leadership.
Instruction of Students

Each LC primarily considered herself a teacher wbdked with various types

of students ranging from beginning ELL to mainstnea gifted and talented. However,
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in the capacity of an LC, no one worked directlyhwndividual, small groups, or a
classroom of students. All LCs drew a distinct loetween being a teacher of students in
their content-area and being an LC. Frequency sduomn self-report logs bear this out.
LCs rarely checked that they worked with studemtsny kind of capacity as LC. This
was also confirmed by observational records. Atime did the researcher observe an
LC working with students.

Moreover, all LCs reported that their job was takwwith the faculty members in
their school to build teacher proficiency in liteyanstruction so that students would
benefit. When asked if they would consider takirfgletime LC position if it were
offered, four LCs indicated that they probably wbaobt, mainly because they enjoyed
teaching students. Eve’s comment represents thefeé€lsigs on the whole,

| don’t think I'd like [being a full-time LC] becae | like working with kids.

That'’s like the whole reason | went into teaching & | couldn’t do that then it

would be like, “Why am | here? What's the point?tNhat | don't like working

with teachers but working with kids is more rewagdand fun and fulfilling.
However, both Ann at Arbor Middle and Claire at yllaurne qualified their responses.
While teaching was most paramount to them, they etgoyed having responsibilities
that broke up the routine of teaching studentsaifeded them opportunities to develop
professionally.

Britta at Blaine Middle School, the only LC who wdunave liked to have been a
full-time LC, was firmly convinced that the bestyva benefit students and improve
their literacy skills was to work more with the tdty on literacy instruction. So, while

she enjoyed teaching, she felt that more couldcberaplished for the students if there

were a full-time LC in place.
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LC self-report logs indicated that two to three L@arked working with different
groups of students somewhat frequently. When cumesti about this, all indicated that
they were had marked it when working with studemtifie capacity of a classroom
teacher. All LCs remained adamant that they didwak with students at all when using
their time as LC. None of the LCs were ever obstewerking with or planning for
working with students.

In summary, no LC directly instructed studentsny aapacity when functioning
as an LC. As LCs, they were to work primarily wiiachers to help them develop their
literacy instruction proficiency. In spite of thpsofessional development focus, all the
LCs primarily considered themselves teachers afesits, a responsibility they
thoroughly enjoyed. The desire to work with anddfgrstudents was the attraction that
first drew these women to teaching. Because ofdésire to maintain student interaction,
four of the five LCs indicated they would not assuanfull-time LC position if one were
offered.

Diagnosis and Assessment

Regarding diagnosis and assessment, LCs had smesjaonsibilities. The sole
exception to this was Claire. Claire’s principatihralieved her of all testing
responsibilities so that she could focus her effort teacher development issues. The
remaining four LCs were all responsible for adnterigg the district-wide reading and
writing assessment tests given in the fall andngpiThis responsibility entailed not only
distributing and overseeing the test taking, bsio @ahe training of teachers to evaluate
student essays. Further, the LCs were involvecttarchining how to help those students

who tested below grade level progress.
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All LCs indicated that the main responsibilitytesting was seasonal but at those
times very demanding. LCs put in many extra hotithese times of year and other LC
duties were forgotten. One LC summed it up saying,

I’'m amazed how much time it takes to administeintrand coach the faculty for

the two school-wide assessments. Scrambling tongétrials in and back, as well

as make-ups for the tests has consumed most ofaayime. | even had to

bubble in sheets that were not done correctly.
Another mentioned having to sort hundreds of steets by grade level and being
disgusted that dozens of sheets were unusable seoéstudent sloppiness which was
not corrected by teachers’ supervision. Yet, anmatiygorted that she spent a full week
doing makeup testing with students who had missedlistrict tests. All four LCs
expressed frustration over the amount of timerigstonsumed and took away from
more important LC tasks.

Occasionally, an LC might be asked to evaluatmdividual student’s reading
proficiency level if there were some question alappiropriate placement. She was then
to share her assessment results with teachersisnubss implications for instruction but
this was not a frequent responsibility.

While LCs all reported similar major responsilg, three LCs reported slightly
different responsibilities related to testing. AatnArbor Middle School was responsible
for using the outcomes of the year-end tests toepddudents in the appropriate reading
class. However, she felt this was the respongihilithe English teachers who actually
knew the students, and who would not base placeswéglly on one test score as she was
forced to do. Debra, at Dover High School, moniticest scores to see which students

needed extra help to ensure that they receiv&hé.was also working to develop a way

to identify which of the new incoming ninth gradadents might have problems with the
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competency tests and place them into a class thaldvprepare them to take the tests.
Finally, Eve at East High School was in chargentéripreting test statistics and
disseminating the information. She also oversawrasichool-wide tests that were
conducted at her school.

Other than at district-wide testing times whestitey demands were all
consuming for LCs, assessment obligations were. lighs was somewhat less true for
Eve, who indicated that a great deal of testingtwerthroughout the year at her school.
Overall, LCs supervised the biannual district-wiesting and teacher training associated
with its evaluation, but resented the time it t@skay from doing their much more central
task: working with teachers to improve literacytinstion. Some LCs reported having
additional testing tasks. These took the form alsw@nally assessing an individual
struggling student referred by a teacher or det@ngistudent class placement based on
testing scores or administering other school-wesst

These outcomes were substantiated through the ddlfsteport logs. Frequency
counts for this area of responsibility were nonsexit for Claire, who had been relieved
of testing responsibilities. Britta, Debra, and Elleeported more testing responsibilities
at the beginning of the semester when district-wed#ng was taking place than at any
other time during the study. This period accouribed1% of Britta’'s total testing
responsibilities during the logging periods, 44%bebra’s, and 100% of Eve’s. Ann was
the sole exception; testing during the first loggperiod accounted for 25% of all testing
responsibilities. This increased to 33% for theoselcperiod and 42% in the third period.

Testing was never addressed or attended to infaimg @bservations that | conducted.
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Leadership

The third category of leadership was by far theanewvhich the LCs spent the
majority of their time, and the one which all agteeas most needed in their schools.
This was supported by the LC self-report logs.llmarking periods, all LCs indicated
that from 58-87% of their work originated in thi®a. Additionally, two of the three
observations involved LCs peer coaching and comayaculty meetings. Debra stated,
“Leadership [is the most important category] beeagrsen if you had a full-time reading
specialist here, they wouldn’t be nearly as effectat being able to get everybody
involved [if the LC were not working with teachefdlCs worked to inform, motivate,
and involve teachers in the literacy efforts. Tastsimon to all LCs focused on
preparing and presenting professional developnefiserving and coaching, and
researching or staying current with the literatlw@s occasionally mentioned assuming
an administration responsibility related to leatlgrsTheir comments also revealed that
their priorities in and responses to literacy dfdaliffered. A description of the leadership
responsibilities assumed by the LCs follows.

Professional development meetingsur of the five LCs agreed that preparing
and presenting monthly professional developmentth@snost time consuming and
demanding task. This responsibility was stressfuktveral reasons: (a) the LCs’ had
high expectations to present helpful and relevafioirmation to teachers; (b) it took a
great deal of time to research and adequately prdpathe presentation; (c) some
faculty members displayed negative attitudes aspaeses to the content and

instruction; and (d) time allotted for their pret#ions was always too short.
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Britta, from Blaine Middle School, an experienced bf five years, described her
feelings about organizing and training teachersHerdistrict-wide writing assessment
after much preparation,

| was very nervous, having 21 teachers on our fgeouho were new to our

system of reading and grading these papers, asaweking a new rubric. In fact,

| didn’t sleep well the night before, and had to ge very early to make copies at

Kinko’s.

At the high school, Claire, in her first year as,ldéscribed the pressure of
presenting,

| find the most difficult part of my job, pressungse, is to keep performing at

those professional development sessions. | feelle got to have something

worthwhile, something new, something catchy, somgtengaging. And that's
kind of always hanging over my head and taking ntione and energy than
anything else. | haven't been able to mentor te#iesied teachers as much as |
would like to, and I think part of it is becausalways think, “Oh, oh, another
training coming up,” and then | have to kind ofdea do the Wilhelm stuff so

I've got to be growing it [growing in her own ung@nding of a concept or

practice] to be able to model it for them. And kgs that's a part of my job

description that is not visible, is that | havekeeep pushing myself so that | have

some new depth to plumb to share with the teachers.
Ann expressed frustration over time and logistisslies. She wanted to group the
teachers by discipline so that she could prestamaty instruction related to their content
matter. However, the amount of time needed to peeparsonalized instruction and
various materials was prohibitive. She was alsstfated about the short amount of time
in which she had to present. There simply was notigh time to present to teachers a
rationale for using the literacy instruction, moteiv the strategy could be implemented
into their teaching, and then have the teacheidipeait in some way. Eve was the only
literacy coordinator who did not find presentingessful. She felt comfortable working

with her small faculty but did indicate feeling semressure relating to time when it

came to gathering materials and setting up.
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Overall, presenting was unsettling for both the e experienced LCs. Not
only were they concerned about doing a professitalthey also faced negative faculty
reaction. All five LCs used negative terms or pbgas.g. resistant, nasty task, abrasive,
hostile, tease, heckle, literacy goddess, snidamems, completely checked out, to
describe some teachers and their responses. SSpdnees concerned not only
professional development meetings but also padimp in activity initiated by or under
the supervision of the LC. Ann commented, “Theydkai tease me and heckle me too,
‘Are we going to have to do this again? This i®edng,’...I'm the one who takes the
flack out front.”

Claire put it this way:

My first time in front of the faculty, | had to kihof get them on my side and pick

things to address this year that | thought wouldigeful to them... the previous

LC had hit literacy really hard, and he was a yegtiod teacher, and he really

knew his stuff, but everybody was just completdigaked out. [Afterwards] |

had so many people tell me, “Good work Claire. Llga’t touch what you'’re

doing with a ten-foot pole.” I've even had peopds,s‘l do workshops all around

the country, and | wouldn't do your job.”lt.is tough and if | hadn’t seen how
they [some of the faculty members] treated [thevipres LCs] - that's what taught
me what | needed to do ... this undercurrent, Igtlele comments, off-task
things. | just wasn’t going to go there.
Presenting to the faculty seemed to be a constasspre even for those who had done if
for years. Though Debra was in her fifth year as &l@ still said that she experienced
antagonism from teachers that was difficult to deith.

Eve, at the smaller alternative high school, irtezd on a fairly regular basis with
all the faculty members, and was more positive:

[The faculty] is pretty positive because they de sesults in literacy... They're
pretty positive most of the time, although theyerelike having to have another

meeting. Most of them are pretty willing about noenéng into their rooms and
like getting feedback. There are just a few thatrasistant.
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Dealing with the consistent negative response some faculty members was
the reason two of the experienced LCs were reatiyrtothe responsibility over to
someone new next year. They were worn down froncdiméinual conflict and not seeing
much progress being made.

All the LCs were acutely aware of their respongipénd intensely desirous to
help teachers see the importance of literacy im tontent-areas. They were also almost
painfully cognizant of those teachers who werestast. As a result, the LCs often
labored over their presentations trying to makentlas professional and as engaging as
possible. Eve was the only LC to state that pr@sgntas not her greatest pressure as
LC. Interestingly, though most LCs stated that pregyg and conducting professional
development meetings was the most difficult anesstiul job they undertook in their LC
role, all who carried out such presentations regubtthat they felt like their faculty
trainings went well and that they were getting pesifeedback from more teachers as
the semester went on.

When discussing professional development, the iséaentent arose. The focus
of the district had been for LCs to help teachemgléement Second Chance elements into
their content-area instruction. LCs indicated thase elements were not always a good
fit for teachers. Both teachers and LCs reportetlttiese literacy strategies often seemed
irrelevant or at least not conducive for use witéit content-area matter. Ann at Arbor
Middle School said,

[Second Chance training has] helped me to redtieenhiportance of literacy in

classrooms and helped me realize better ways ofjkeecoach... but | think

they’re [the strategies] helpful for language &e@chers in a secondary setting
and not for everyone. So it’s kind of frustratimgléarn things that I think work

really well for me and for my colleagues who amglaage arts teachers, but that |
can’'t share that way with the science teacherdaieBchers.
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Claire was not even using Second Chance elemestseda®cused on building teacher
morale and professional attitude. Debra was madstadrabout the content of the Second
Chance Program and accompanying training:

The training was awful. A waste of money...They baljjctook all this
elementary stuff that they had and just tried teakvif for secondary... | said [to
one of the presenters], “This really wasn’t destjfer secondary content-area
classes, was it? And she goes, “No.” ...I could kaétontent-area reading stuff
was what we really needed, so | focused on that] aever even called it Second
Chance. I've never used that expression in my ddexause that's not what I'm
doing. I'm focusing on content-area reading and hoge it in writing in the
content-areas which is more based on my endorsenagémng... plus my ESL
training is what | use. | mean that’s one of thadk about Second Chance
training is that we were being taught by people Wwhad never taught in a
secondary classroom...they had never tried out thiegegies in a science high
school classroom and... it was obvious that it wotilhork...| have really
encouraged the Wilhelm training at my school beeddslt like the best place to
try out reading strategies to teach science teaghen the science classroom, so |
thought the best thing to do was to get conterdsateachers trained where they
could actually try out the strategies and thentidheir peers because then it
made sense.

Eve, who indicated that her faculty members wereegaly receptive to literacy
training, currently did not use Second Chance efggi@ her presentations. However,
faculty members who were not first-year teachenseviemiliar with them as she had
taught them previously. Instead, she used a sefiesoks which addressed literacy from
different content-area perspectives. Finally, eBdtta, who was most supportive and
enthusiastic about the Second Chance Programatedi¢hat it wasn't really a program
that allowed for differentiation as had been towdad they had had “to invent their own
things.”

All the LCs readily admitted that literacy instrigst was a necessity, and most
could see ways of implementing Second Chance elesnm&o their instruction to some

degree. However, all LCs agreed to some exterttptitaide of language arts and history,
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the Second Chance elements were harder to useovitent matter. Therefore, LCs
opted for modifications which ranged from tweakthg Second Chance strategies to
selecting completely different strategies theyveduld be more beneficial to faculty
members. Both experienced and inexperienced LGxldptuse literacy materials and
strategies not related to Second Chance. Expeddr(Cs had already addressed Second
Chance elements in some form during the previousyears. However, Ann, a first-year
LC, used the Second Chance program because shekann it being a research-based
program and because there was an expectationthatauld. However, she also
modified the content and introduced other strateggewell. Claire, the other new LC,
with the support of her principal, was not addnegssecond Chance elements at all
because the faculty members at Claybourne High@eiere so unreceptive to them.

Because LCs were so committed to presenting viduiééracy instruction to
their faculty members, they agonized over and sp@meat deal of time preparing
professional development. Additionally, it appeattest the content matter of those
presentations generated teacher resistance. Tanseseto be particularly the case when
the Second Chance Program was the focus of thegmiohal development.

Peer coachingPeer coaching was another duty that all LCs assumtbe
leadership role. They considered it to be one eftiost important things they did
because it provided opportunities to determine hod/to what degree literacy was being
implemented within the school.

Time was always an issue when trying to fulfillsthesponsibility. The coaching
process necessitated a preconference before teevaben, the actual observation, and

then a post conference follow up. When peer coaglaith LCs recorded what they saw

99



so that they could discuss the lesson with thehtaat a later time. Of the three phases
of coaching, the actual observation was the tasst masily accomplished, while trying
to meet before and after the observation was ysoadre difficult. One LC reported that
once or twice she had conducted pre or post camfesethrough email. Another
indicated that she had occasionally carried outaop post conference as she and the
teacher walked down the hall together.

All LCs indicated that they spent some time obsenand coaching their peers,
but had varying degrees of success accomplishifk@itEve, observing was almost a
daily event, so this task was where she spent #jerity of her time. She was not only
responsible for observing all faculty members bsb #or mentoring six new teachers.
While her faculty was comparatively small, Eve dgbe most time with the new
teachers. She reported that she usually endedlpipgpéhem with classroom issues e.g.,
behavior management, lesson plans, rather thaaditeShe tried to observe the other
faculty members once every other month, and indét#tat this was usually possible
even though one or two teachers proved elusiveEFer scheduling the conferences and
observations was the LC responsibility that calsrdhe most stress.

Claire also observed and coached but focused antii@ 11 teachers teaching
content classes solely for ELLs. She had no plambserve the rest of the faculty. She
was however, working to develop a peer coachingehatthin the school using
department representatives as the agents. She dwartethem and they were to coach
those in their departments.

At Arbor Middle School, teachers had been direttgdthe principal to include

Second Chance methodology in the lessons that Asereed. At a later date in the
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semester, Ann submitted a report to the principdicating which teachers had fulfilled
the peer coaching assignment. She commented thdiashseen some good use of
literacy strategies in classes but some of the®¥e literacy instruction had not used
Second Chance methodology. As a result, she cdulgport to the principal that these
teachers had fulfilled their obligation. Ann wantedsee the literacy instruction criteria
modified so that teachers using effective literargtegies were not penalized if those
strategies were not Second Chance elements.

Britta was a teacher who referred to the Seconah&halements repeatedly.
While she talked about other literacy strategiewal§ it seemed important to her that
Second Chance elements were observable in teaddtrration. For whatever reason, she
did not present often nor observe in many of tlaehers’ rooms during the time of this
study. However, in previous years, Britta reporiederving and coaching teachers on
almost a daily basis.

Debra’s main frustration as LC was getting in te@ive teachers. She felt that
this was really difficult, if not impossible, to d8he had little success with teachers
outside of the English department. This frustrdtedto no end as she was not able to
discern what, if anything, was being done in tlesstoom. Professional development
was happening but she was not able to ascertaiw#s having any effect. Debra and
Britta, the LCs most vocal about teacher resistaweee also the ones who were giving
up the job after five years as LC.

Ann, Britta, and Debra were three LCs that indiddteey had not observed as
much as they would have liked to because of teaesestance. When asked about what

caused teacher reluctance, the general responseep@rted were as follows: (a)
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teachers felt vulnerable to peer criticism; (bxtesrs considered the LC to be the eyes
and ears of the principal and worried about a negagport getting back to the principal
and having it used against them, which was rumtorddhve happened under a previous
LC; and (c) teachers resented having to put orog ahd pony show” focusing on
something they did not intend to use afterward.

For the three LCs not satisfied with the peer oltésn they were doing, teacher
accountability was an issue. Teachers at all sshwele aware that the coaching process
was a part of their literacy training and somethimgy were to participate in, yet it was
the LCs’ responsibility to see that it happenedwieer, none of the LCs had the power
to ensure that it took place or took place bengifici They could facilitate the setting up
of the observations but if teachers did not sigoupere resistant to having someone
observe, the LCs were effectively shut down. Onede€cribed a peer observation,
“[The teacher] wanted to get it over with. She waswilling to listen to any of my
suggestions or change her lesson in any way.”

The LCs wanted the coaching to take place bedaeyeconsidered it a valuable,
collaborative, and insightful learning opportunity teachers. However, they did not
want to be put in the position of requiring teashter participate. Rather, they saw this
responsibility as that of the principal, and fékt until the principal somehow required
teachers to be accountable for coaching, teachmstaace and response would not
change. One LC did say that her principal addressadhing in his individual
conferencing with teachers at the end of the ymatrshe was not able to see that this
affected teacher performance during the year. 8% lcommented that getting in to

observe teachers that were not new teachers teéadeddifficult. Sometimes it was
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because time was the issue but usually it was Iseaafuteacher reluctance and/or lack of
administrative accountability within the school.fact, all LCs agreed that positive
involvement, in peer coaching as well as any othest of literacy that the LCs
presented, hinged on the support and attitudeeo&tiministration towards literacy.

In direct contrast to the difficulty LCs encountgia accomplishing the peer
coaching, every LC indicated that observing otkachers, seeing what was going on in
other classes, and getting an opportunity to tatkuait with them, was the aspect of the
job they most enjoyed. They also indicated thata@frtee most encouraging aspects
about their job was observing literacy strategiesny kind, not just Second Chance
strategies, being utilized. They reported that ligtiaese strategies were used
successfully. Ann said,

| look forward to observations, which is funny besa | didn’t think that | would,

but it’s really fun to go in, probably because tadbthings I've seen so far have

been very positive and very good...Like today, if Bte teacher had handed each
girl a heart monitor and then handed her the isitya book and said, “Read this
and do it,” there would have been some kids whadcbave done it quite easily.

But there would have been others, three of my E8& Were in that class, and

one is a Japanese speaker who came here at tmainggof the year and there’s

no way she can read that English, but she coulthaoassignment with everyone
else because they did it as reciprocal teachingt’sStun to see stuff like that.

LCs were not only desirous of observing otherdeirtLC capacity, but also of
being observed by their peers. Three LCs commehtgdhey appreciated being
observed by others and getting a chance to dishagsown teaching. They felt like they
still had a great deal to learn and welcomed thgodpnity to get feedback on what they
were doing, thereby improving their own instrucaibproficiency. They also felt

encouraged when faculty members asked for suggestioshared success stories with

them as they conversed.
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Miscellaneous leadership dutiestaying current in the field of literacy and
assuming administrative responsibilities were tieeoleadership duties that LCs
reported doing. All LCs expressed a need to statp wate on the literature. Both new
LCs agreed that they needed to know a great deiad atmut literacy and so spent a
considerable portion of their time reading theréitare. Because LCs also acted as
information resources for teachers, they expendec time finding helpful or requested
articles.

Staying current in the field of literacy also ing&d attending professional
workshops or conferences, which all LCs did andiedl Both new LCs attended four
additional weeks of Second Chance training througtite year which required that they
be absent from their classrooms for a week at a.tifhile they were generally
appreciative of the additional training, both conmteel on the difficulty of leaving their
classes for such an extended length of time. Claire of the new LCs, also attended
additional conferences related to building teacherale. All LCs found staying current a
necessary component of what they did. Becausasbd#iief, LCs invested substantial
time in building their personal base of literacytlutedge as well as providing teachers
with information that would support them in thesathing efforts.

Administrative tasks, both literacy related ankeotvise, fell under leadership.
Middle school LCs, Ann and Britta, and Eve, the &iGhe smaller alternative high
school, reported less involvement with any kinddministrative task than did the LCs at
the two large high schools. However, all LCs weustrated at the amount of time
administrative duties took away from work they wbtdther be doing. Ann commented,

It might be effective to have an administrative & a teaching LC. You know,
someone whose job was to do the administrative sitmé: the testing, the
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paperwork and the files and forms and those kifidsings. And then someone
whose job it was to do the guided meetings andhingc

Because the LCs were involved in and responsilsledanany tasks, there simply
was not enough time to attend to everything. Thaslenadministrative-type tasks
burdensome and distracting. This was specificalydase with testing. Though district-
wide testing was discussed in the earlier sectidimgnosis and assessment” and belongs
there, LCs considered testing an administrativie. telsey did not enjoy being
responsible for it, nor did they see it as a task tvas pertinent to their job as LC. Other
administrative duties falling to LCs were e.g.eatting school committee meetings,
setting up and informing teachers about departrhemtatings or events like writing
contests, deciding which students would attend wheading classes, and showing
secretaries how to enter test data.

Out of the total number of tasks carried out inlge&lership role, LC self-report
logs indicated that Ann, Claire, and Debra repotted 42—-46% of those tasks had to do
with some type of administrative duty. Ann and @aieported that those administrative
tasks were split fairly evenly between those relaeecifically to literacy and those tied
to other school issues. As new LCs, Ann and Clagee just beginning to sort through
the multitude of tasks directed their way and niag@twhat tasks were logical for them
to assume. Debra, on the other hand, indicatedhbatast majority of her administrative
tasks were directly related to literacy. After fiyears, Debra had positioned herself so
that she assumed mainly those tasks directly getatéer literacy goals. Britta and Eve
reported that only 4-13% of the tasks they caroedduring the logging periods had to

do with any kind of administration.
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All LCs were expected to carry out several roleg axpressed frustration over
the number of responsibilities for which they wereharge. Thinking through the
responsibilities and scope of each role (studesttustion, diagnosis and assessment, and
leadership), planning for its development and im@atation, and then carrying out all
the corresponding tasks was often times overwhgn@me LC put it like this, “It's
frustrating because | get so divided because lenitbracy coordinator and I'm the ESL
coordinator as well ... and sometimes | [even] en@sithe bilingual secretary because
someone in the office doesn’t speak Spanish... anddaching my classes. It's a lot to
divide my time.” Most frustrated by this situatiarere the two new LCs, Ann and Claire.
This frustration diminished somewhat as over thas® of the semester, they more or
less decided where they would focus their energikesse decisions were based on what
they felt was most needed in their school and it could realistically accomplish.

Finally, LC comments regarding leadership indicdatet they regarded it as the
most important work they did in the schools. Thegented other testing and
administrative responsibilities that took them avirayn it, but four out of the five LCs
also identified it as being the most stressful oesjbility of their job. It also appeared
that the Second Chance Program content coverée iprofessional development
meetings was problematic for the LCs when contesd-éeachers failed or refused to see
its relevance to their teaching. LCs also consui@exr coaching or observation of prime
importance in what they did and desired that caraesa teachers become more willing
and participatory in it. For this to happen, LCsdwed it was essential that principals

hold their faculty members accountable.
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At the conclusion of the study, LCs were asketiéfytwould like to have a more
defined job description to delineate their roled eesponsibilities. Both large high school
LCs, Claire and Debra, said they would not. Debftr five years as LC, had crafted the
job to reflect what she thought most important. %as comfortable with her job. Claire,
though new to the position, had been given a gteal of leeway in determining what
she would do and had also been relieved of teséisigonsibilities. Ann and Britta,
middle school LCs, and Eve, at the smaller altévradtigh school, indicated they would
prefer a more defined job description. These th@e had less determination over what
they were to do.

Summary of Comparison and Contrast of LC Respditbiin the District

In conclusion, LCs agreed on the instruction alagmbsis and assessment roles
in their positions. Instruction of students simplgts not part of their job. Rather, they
reached students by working in leadership rolel wachers. Diagnosis and assessment
roles were assumed by four of the five LCs anddadlgifocused on administration of
district-wide reading and writing tests. LCs fouhas role burdensome and not beneficial
to helping teachers develop professionally. ThowghLCs did mention that teachers
should know students’ test scores, they questiartexther the information ever reached
the teachers.

Leadership was the area in which LCs did the maskwrl'hey generally focused
on developing and planning faculty inservice, obsgypeer coaching, and researching
or staying up to date on the field. There were taltl supervisory tasks that each LC
carried out, and these tasks were consideredvaetdo the main role of helping

teachers increase in literacy instruction proficien
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In addition to fulfilling their literacy responsiliies, LCs were also responsible
for teaching four classes daily plus assuming twthtee other major responsibilities
such as coordinating the ESL or gifted and taleptedrams, chairing the English
department, sitting on school improvement commstteead mentoring new or ESL
sheltered teachers. LCs also performed other neswsius tasks e.g., ordering books for
the library or placing students in the reading $#gsor acting as a Spanish translator in
the office or being in charge of any kind of liteyacompetition, as well as attending
monthly meetings at the district office or relevaanhferences.

With the exception of Eve, at the alternative héghool, all LCs also reported
that dealing with teacher resistance to facultytmge or peer coaching and observing
was draining. This was the reason Britta and Ddiwth five-year experienced LCs,
were giving up the LC job at the end of the yeaheWthe LCs were asked if they
enjoyed the LC position, Debra indicated that skdendt, Claire and Eve were not sure,
while Ann and Britta both stated that they did.

All LCs stated that no job description for the LGsfiion existed. As a result, LCs
found themselves doing a variety of jobs that didalways feel congruent with the
literacy emphasis of the position. Additionally, Aand Claire, the two new LCs, and
Eve, the alternative high school LC, indicated thair job responsibilities were
increasing. Britta and Debra, the LCs leaving tbsifion at the end of the school year,
reported that their responsibilities were not iasieg. However, when questioned if they
would like a more formal job description that defihroles and responsibilities, Claire

and Debra said they would not, while the otherdhr€s indicated that they would.
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Finally, with one exception, all LCs would have bemwilling to give up their
half-time teaching to become a full-time LC if adk&he enjoyment of being a being a
teacher came from the students. It was this comemtrto helping students that led to
LCs to agree to accept the job.

Differences in Perceptions Among LCs, Teachers Raimttipals

Research Question Two states: Is the role of tberskary level literacy
coordinator perceived in a significantly differenainner by any of the following groups:
literacy coordinators, faculty members, and sclaaiphinistrators in each of the five
secondary schools located within the district, amote specifically, (a) Do faculty
members from different content-area backgroundsarts, English, math, PE, science,
etc. perceive the role of the secondary literamyrdinator in significantly different
ways? (b) Do faculty members with literacy endorseta and/or District literacy
inservice perceive the role of the secondary ladgi@ordinator in a significantly
different way from those faculty members with natsliteracy endorsements or
inservice? (c) Do faculty members in middle schgasceive the role of the secondary
literacy coordinator in a significantly differenty than those faculty members in the
high schools?

In order to assess differences in perception arlitergcy coordinators, faculty
members, and principals about the role of the le®eral sources of data were used. The
main source of information was a survey, but LC pndcipal interviews, teacher focus
groups, LC self report logs, and field observatimese also used to illuminate and

explain differences in perceptions.
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The survey was designed and sent out to each dlitee groups: LCs, teachers,
and principals. Thirty statements focused spedifiamn the role perceptions of the LC.
Respondents indicated on a five-point Likert s¢héedegree to which they “strongly
disagreed” (1), “disagree” (2), “no opinion” (3adreed” (4), or “strongly agreed” (5)
with the statement. An analysis of variance wasutated on the three groups’ responses
to the statements. Five of these statements rdsult&Egnificant differences. Table 10
presents the mean score, the standard deviatioy (8 score, and the statistical
significance for each statement. Because the aralf/sariance only indicated the main
effect and did not reveal where the significantedtdnce lay, pairwise comparisons were
then run and the significant comparisons incluctethe table. (Note that it is possible to
obtain a significant difference between mean sctivaisvary only slightly from one
another.)

Statements (30) “A literacy coordinator works wstlidents in content classes
with teachers’ collaboration” and (31) “A literacgordinator works with students in a
pullout program” dealt with the populations with evh the LC worked. On Statement
(30), the main effect indicated that both princgpghean 3.605D 0.89 and teachers
(mean 3.745D 0.82)differed significantly from the LCs (mean 2.4D 0.89.

Principals’ and teachers’ means approached “adrBein the Likert scale, while
the LCs’ mean approached disagree (2). Howevemnyis@ comparisons revealed that the
significant difference existed solely between tl@&sland the teachers. The main effect of
Statement (31) indicated again that both princigalsan 3.20SD 1.1Q and teachers

(mean 3.295D 096) differed significantly from the LCs (mean 1.8D 0.45.
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Table 10

Analysis of Variance for Perceptional Differencesang LCs, Principals, and Teachers

Literacy
Coordinator Principals Teachers Significant
(N=5) (N=5) (N=195) Pairwise
Mean Mean Mean Comparison
Statement (SD) (SD) (SD) F Only
A literacy coordinator
works with:
30. students in content 2.40 3.60 3.74 6.41** LC<T***
classes with teachers’
collaboration (0.89) (0.89) (0.82)
31. students in a 1.80 3.20 3.29 5.93** LC<T***
pullout programs
(0.45) (1.10) (0.96)
A literacy coordinator:
33. teaches only 1.60 2.00 2.71 5.29%*  LC<T***
literacy related skills P<T*
(0.55) (0.00) (0.90)
44. fulfills administration 3.60 1.40 2.59 5.79** T<LC*
responsibilities tied to P<T**
school issues not dealing (0.89) (0.55) (1.04) P<LC**
with literacy
46. plans and collaborates  2.40 3.60 3.72 7.02%**  LC<T***
with faculty and staff to
implement a school-wide (0.89) (0.89) (0.78)

quality reading program

Note. (SD)= standard deviation.
A list of the complete survey statements can baddan Appendix B.
*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001

Principals’ and teachers’ means hovered slighttyval¥no opinion” (3) though teachers
were somewhat closer to “agree” (4) than were jais. The LCs’ mean fell slightly
below “disagree” (2) but moving toward “stronglysdgree” (1). Pairwise comparisons

indicated that the significant difference lay obBtween the LCs and the teachers.
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Significant differences lay solely between the keais and the LCs. Teachers
leaned towards agreeing that LCs worked with sttgd@ncontent classes and in pullout
programs. LCs disagreed with this. Interviews wi@s, LC self-report logs, and
observations all confirmed that LCs did not workhnstudents in any capacity. Only one
teacher in the teacher focus group interviews roaetl the value of LCs instructing
students. He said that the LC was an effectivehiaand by not having the LC teach,
many students’ learning would be limited. Princgpaéver mentioned the LCs instructing
students. They all focused on the LCs’ role asex peach.

The remaining three statements (33), (44), andt@@)revealed significant
difference had to do with the duties the LC perfedmStatement (33) stated: “An LC
teaches only literacy-related skills.” The LCs’ mgmean 1.605D 0.59 fell almost
halfway between “disagree” (2) and “strongly disajr(1), while principals’ response
(mean 2.00SD 0.00 centered squarely on “disagree” (2). Teachesgoase (mean
2.71,SD 0.90 moved away from “disagree” (2) towards “no opimig3). Pairwise
comparisons showed that significant differenceldetyveen the LCs and the teachers, and
between the teachers and the principals. Statef@énstated: “An LC fulfills
administration responsibilities tied to school ssmot dealing with literacy (subbing,
discipline, extracurricular activities, etc.).” Th€s’ response (mean 3.68D 0.89
approached “agree” (4) while teacher response (B&#h)SD 1.04 hovered almost in
the middle of “no opinion (3) and “disagree” (Pyincipals’ response (mean 1.8D
0.595 fell below “disagree” (2) and began to approastnongly disagree” (1). Pairwise
comparisons indicated that significant differermg between all comparisons: the

teachers and the principals, the principals and. @&, and the teachers and the LCs.
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Principals were the most adamant that LCs werdutidting administrative
duties unrelated to literacy issues. However, conimigom teacher focus groups
reflected that they did not agree with the prinlgp®ne such conversation among the
teachers from Dover illustrates the conflict teashead with the LC administering or
controlling all of the professional developmentheir school:

Math Teacher: Why is she like the head faculty @ePsThat's what | don’t get.

Science Teacher: | don’t know.

Civics Teacher: Professional development teamnltdmow why she’s on that.

Science Teacher: | mean, | can understand beirigeoprofessional development

team but that being in charge of...

Math Teacher: Why is that her job as literacy camtbr? To be in charge of

professional development for the whole school?

Science Teacher: | don’t know. | don’t understameat.t

Math Teacher: That's not what professional develepimin my opinion, is

everything we do about literacy? Is that the onlguls of our professional

development? Is it nothing but literacy? | hope not
Though this conversation reflects teachers’ diskattion about the situation, LC self-
report logs show that all LCs marked that they weldling administrative tasks
unrelated to literacy at least periodically. Fa ttvo new LCs, Ann and Claire,
frequency counts were 23% and 22% respectivelgll dfie tasks they carried out in the
leadership area. The other LCs indicated that dhninistrative responsibilities
unrelated to literacy were much lower: 1%, 4%, &h#h. This may reflect that LCs were
carrying out administrative tasks unrelated tadity or it may reflect disagreement
among the three groups about what tasks were amesido be unrelated to literacy.

The final statement, Statement (46), read: “Theplas and collaborates with
faculty and staff to implement a school-wide qyal@ading program.” Both principals’

(mean 3.60SD 089) and teachers’ (mean 3. 8D 0.73 responses approached “agree”

(4) though teacher response was closer. Howewet,@Is’ mean (mean 2.48D 089)
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approached “disagree” (2). Pairwise comparison glaotivat the significant difference
lay completely between the LCs and the teachers.firfding may reveal something
about how the LCs and teachers perceive what anggadogram is. Teachers may have
the tendency to view Second Chance as a readigggmg a negative one at that, as a
teacher at Blaine commented,

When we first started [Second Chance], it was éxady has to do it and they

have to do it this way...It was that pushing...forcugyto do things that weren’t

fitting into our content area. We felt like it washoop,
while LCs saw Second Chance as strategies. Steatdgat could help teachers capitalize
on their students’ reading and writing so thatiéay took place, no matter the discipline.
A former LC at Arbor said,

We're trying to teach reading across the curricukorthat when they get into

history class, they can read that history boolt, sbeence book...But the point |

think for the teacher is pick something that's Isemhportant and have them use
these literacy strategies to learn that info angaodre teaching deep, one
concept, that’s really important that maybe theyldaise over and over rather
than trying to fit [it] into everything for math.

Of the five statements indicating significant difface, all five resulted in
significant difference existing between the LCs #melteachers. In three of these five,
the significant difference existed solely betwedas £ECs and the teachers. In the
remaining two statements, significant difference akso evident between the LCs and
the principals and the principals and the teachers.

Research Question Two — Sub question (a)

The survey also addressed three sub questionesagfaRch Question Two. The

first sub question read: (a) Do faculty membersfidifferent content-area backgrounds,

(e.g. math, humanities, arts, physical educatienggive the role of the reading specialist

in significantly different ways?
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In considering meaningful ways in which the dataldde analyzed, | chose to
forego a group comparison including all contentard3ecause of the large number of
content-areas and the unequal Ns in each of thosgpsg, analysis would most likely
have produced such a random main effect that evtbrpairwise comparisons,
determining outcomes would have proved impossi®é&ther, | chose to first group
content-areas into two divisions: core classes l{Emtanguage arts, history/social
studies, math, sciences) and non-core classesddppthnology, art/performing arts,
business technology, counseling/guidance, ESLjdgordanguages, music, ROTC,
special ed). This decision was based on the rdgdhat core classes are generally more
dependent on literacy skills and core class teaameght, therefore, have a different
perception of the role of the LC than teachersan-nore classes. Multiple t-tests were
run on the survey responses grouped core clasdesoancore classes. No significant
differences were found on any of the responses.

| then chose to analyze how English/language eashiers’ responses compared
to all other content-area teachers’ responsesrdtienale behind this grouping came
from the general alignment of literacy coordinater$h English departments throughout
the history of the reading specialist position. Aiddally, in the five-year history of LCs
in the district, all but one LC had come from argksh/language department. Therefore,
two categories: (a) English teachers, and (b) &leoteachers were created and multiple
t-tests run. This resulted in five statements shgva significant difference. Those five

statements are listed in Tablel1l.
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Table 11

English Teachers vs. All Other Teachers

English All Other
Teachers Teachers
(N=32) (N=163)
Mean Mean
Statement (SD) (SD) t-score
A literacy coordinator:
37. works with small groups of teachers (grade 4.13 3.70 2.79**
level, team unit, department, etc.) to strengthen
literacy instruction. (0.79) (0.79)
39. initiates casual or spontaneous 3.94 3.52 3.01**
conversations related to literacy issues with the
faculty. (0.72) (0.81)
51. assists teachers in learning how to 3.81 3.44 2.18*
administer and/or interpreting assessment.
(0.87) (0.86)
53. fulfills other district or state assessment 3.63 3.33 1.94*
responsibilities.
(0.79) (0.74)
55. analyzes test data. 3.84 3.39 2.90**
(0.82) (0.81)

Note. (SD) standard deviation.
A list of the complete survey statements can baddn Appendix B.
*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001.

The first statement, Statement (37), “A literacpmbnator works with small

groups of teachers (grade level, team unit, departratc.) to strengthen literacy

instruction,” revealed that English/language aatsufty members’ response (mean 4.13,

SD 079) fell slightly above “agree” (4) while other dent-area faculty members’

response fell slightly below “agree” (4). Similarigtatement (39), “An LC initiates
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casual or spontaneous conversations related taditassues with the faculty,” showed
that members of the English/language arts depatshesponse (mean 3.98D 0.72
closely approached “agree” (4) and that all otleemtent-area departments’ response
(mean 3.528D 0.8) fell almost exactly between “agree” (4) and “nmroon” (3).
Statements (51) “An LC assists teachers in learhow to administer and/or
interpret assessment,” (53) “An LC fulfills othaslict or state assessment
responsibilities,” and (55) “An LC analyzes dathhave to do with assessment issues,”
all had to do with assessment. The English/langaaigeeachers’ responses all
approached “agree” (4) while all other teacher oasp fell closer to “no opinion” (3).
Assessment, specifically the district-wide readamg writing testing that took place
twice a year, was something that all teachers ¥amdiar with as they were involved in
the evaluation of student writing. However, it agggethat the English/language arts
teachers were somewhat more aware of the resphinsshiied to assessment. This
seems reasonable as four of the five LCs weraa@d with the English departments at
their schools, and in such a situation, very likelgliscuss assessment and its concurrent
responsibilities with their colleagues. The soleaption was Claire at Claybourne High.
She was not a member of the English departmentvasmot responsible for any testing.
Focus group teachers and principals, in generdlindi have a great deal to say
about assessment, other than to acknowledge #nahtdd monthly writing assignments
to carry out with their classes. They also mentibiinee district testing but just as
something that happened at certain times. The ladsatbit more to say about
assessment and working with teachers. Debra coneshemnt her interaction with teachers

in general, regarding their awareness and involvenwveéh testing,
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So the writing assessment was started...the mairoparngas to get teachers from

all different content areas to talk about writimgldo be thinking about writing in

their classes....The whole district does the samengrprompt, and it's a

persuasive writing prompt. And until this year, did that in the fall and the

spring. They all do the writing prompt and therereis a day when the faculty
gets together and scores all the essays the studenie. We'll have like two
classrooms with teachers grading the ninth graes,cand two with the tenth
grade. We use the Six Traits, and so we had td tdecteachers the Six Traits. |

did that.

Ann from Arbor also indicated the involvement of feculty members and
mentioned the specific responsibility English teszshhad in the process,

The district’s writing assessment is persuasivéingiat this point, and the
district gave us a rubric, but we’'ve modified fioy our school. And again, the
entire school takes that test. The faculty as devhdes it using a rubric and
then all of the English teachers input those sc@eghat’s part of what | get to
do is oversee that. The [district reading testlJdodwice a year and the writing
assessment we do twice a year and | get to ovéraee

Finally, LC self-report logs indicated that anywdh&etween 17% and 33% of the
tasks LCs carried out during the three recordingppe were related to diagnosis and
assessment.

Research Question Two — Sub question (b)

The second sub question of Research Question Taeb Bo faculty members
with literacy endorsements and/or District literégservice perceive the role of the
reading specialist in a significantly different wisgm those faculty members with no
such literacy endorsements or inservice? Teackponses were grouped according to
whether or not teachers indicated they had anyatiieendorsements and/or inservice,
then multiple t-tests were run on the two grougss Tomparison generated the greatest

number of statements (12) with significant differes. Those statements and results are

listed in Table 12.
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Table 12

Teachers with any Literacy Certification/Inservice Teachers without any Literacy
Certification/Inservice

Teachers Teachers
with without
Literacy Literacy
Certification/ Certification/
Inservice Inservice
(N=136) (N=59)
Mean Mean
Statement (SD) (SD) t-score
A literacy coordinator:
34. teaches only content-area subject/s in 4.27 3.55 5.57**
which literacy instruction is integrated
(0.65) (0.83)
35. works with individual teachers (plan, 4.33 3.73 5.57*
model, follow up, etc.) to strengthen literacy
instruction (0.49) (0.85)
36. works with '/ 2" year teachers to 4.33 3.80 4.85*
strengthen their literacy instruction
(0.49) (0.86)
37. Works with small groups of teachers 4.33 3.74 5.58*
(grade level, team unit, department, etc,) to
strengthen their literacy instruction (0.49) (0.82)
40. finds and provides materials for teachers 4.25 3.74 4.08*
(0.62) (0.80)
43. fulfills administration responsibilities 4.17 3.66 4.25*
regarding literacy
(0.58) (0.80)
46. plans and collaborates with faculty and 4.33 3.68 6.19**
staff to implement a school-wide quality
reading program (0.49) (0.78)
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Table 12 (continued)

Teachers Teachers
with without
Literacy Literacy
Certification/ Certification/
Inservice Inservice
(N=136) (N=59)
Mean Mean
Statement (SD) (SD) t-score
A literacy coordinator:
47. researches ways to improve literacy 4.33 3.91 4.21*
within the school
(0.49) (0.68)
50. collaborates with teachers to develop 4.0 3.43 3.84*
assessments
(0.74) (0.92)
51. assists teachers in learning how to 4.25 3.45 6.24**
administer and/or interpret assessments
(0.62) (0.86)
52. works to coordinate school assessment  4.33 3.58 5.77**
with district or state standards
(0.65) (0.812)
54. administers standardized tests 3.67 3.13 3.52*
(0.78) (0.92)

Note. (SD) standard deviation.
A list of the complete survey statements can baddn Appendix B.
*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001

Statement (34) read “An LC teaches only contend-atdject/s in which literacy
instruction is integrated.” This kind of instruaticncludes literacy strategies that deal
with comprehension before, during, and after regdontent-area material. Attention is
also focused on vocabulary building and developimgwriting skills needed in that

particular content-area. With this kind of instioot as much attention is paid to the
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development of thinking, speaking, reading, andimgiskills as vehicles to access
meaning from the text as to the acquisition ofdbetent information itself. Teachers
with literacy certification response (mean 4.3D, 0.63 fell just above “agree” (4) while
teachers with no certification response (mean IBb60.83 fell almost exactly in the
middle of “no opinion” (3) and “agree” (4).

Statements (35), (36), and (37) all dealt withdheups of teachers LCs worked
with to strengthen literacy instruction. They weespectively: Statement (35)
“individual teachers”, Statement (36)%/2" year teachers”, and Statement (37) “small
groups of teachers” (grade level, team unit, depamnt, etc). For all three groups, faculty
with literacy certification response was the samegn 4.33SD 0.49) falling slightly
above “agree” (4) on the Likert scale. Responsas flaculty without certification on the
same statements varied somewhat (Statement (3%) 81é3,SD 0.8% Statement (36)
mean 3.80SD 0.86 and Statement (37) mean 3.%4 081)), but all means fell slightly
below “agree” (4).

Statements (40), (43), (46), and (47) all had tovith the responsibilities LCs
had within the school. Respectively, the tasks vesréollows: Statement (40) “finds and
provides materials for teachers”, Statement (48lfifls administration responsibilities
regarding literacy”, Statement (46) “plans and aodrates with faculty and staff to
implement a school-wide quality reading progranmg &tatement (47) “researches ways
to improve literacy within the school”. In all casehe teachers with literacy certification
responses’ ranged from “agree” (4) to slightly lagtStatement (40) mean 4.2
0.62 Statement (43) mean 4.15D 0.58 Statement (46) mean 4.8® 0.49 and

Statement (47) mean 4.33D 0.49 Faculty without literacy certification responses
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ranged somewhat below “agree” (4): Statement (48m8.74SD 0.8( Statement (43)
mean 3.66SD 0.8Q Statement (46) mean 3.6® 0.78 and Statement (47) mean 3.91,
SD 0.68

Finally, the last four statements, (50), (51), (%#2)d (54) all dealt with
assessment. Again, on all occasions, the teach#rditeracy certification agreed more
with the statements than did teachers withoutddgrcertification. The statements read as
follows: Statement (50) “An LC collaborates witlathers to develop assessments”,
Statement (51) “An LC assists teachers in learhimg to administer and/or interpret
assessments”, Statement (52) “An LC works to coatei school assessment with district
or state standards”, and Statement (54) “An LC adsters standardized tests”. Teachers
with literacy certification responses’ ranged frehghtly below to slightly above “agree”
(4): Statement (50) mean 439D 0.74 Statement (51) mean 4.25D 0.62 Statement
(52) mean 4.33D 0.65 and Statement (54) mean 3.60 0.78 Faculty without literacy
certification responses approached the mid poitvwwdsen “no opinion” (3) and “agree”

(4): Statement (50) mean 3.4 0.92 Statement (51) mean 3.45D 0.86 Statement
(52) mean 3.58D 0.81 and Statement (54) mean 3.88) 0.91In all 12 instances
where significant difference existed, teachers Wénacy certification agreed more with
the statement than those teachers without it.

These findings were encouraging as they presemaithly teacher knowledge of
the value and current roles of a literacy coordindt appeared that those teachers with
literacy endorsements or inservice had a more nméok view of what an LC could do.
Results related to this sub question were reintbliyeteachers’ comments about the

value of their literacy training. These teachemoréed on how literacy training had
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helped them to develop professionally. A teach@mfDover High provided an insight
into the pros and cons of literacy inservice far. he
I've learned enough over the last three yearsltaat consciously incompetent is
what Jeff Wilhelm calls it. | know | could do a tmand things better...So now |
have all this knowledge about literacy and what idoe effective, but | don’t
have anybody to work with me to try to implementritdevelop it.

A middle school teacher from Blaine commentedhendngoing value and of

learning literacy strategies:
Our focus was training that then we had flexibitidyfit into our content areas. I'll
speak for myself. | have reading and writing, asafathat part of literacy
components [go], that | have included in my classill do [them] because
they’re best practices. They're good things forkls. So | picked up some of
those three or four years ago, but I still do theroause | know that they are of
value. | can help my kids make connections.
Finally, a middle school PE teacher from Arborherised about her students’
improvement after she implemented literacy stra®qgi
...l was scared at first [to adjust my teaching gtsted | didn’t really see at first
how this was going to help me. And now, I'm lik&ybw!” My curriculum hasn’t
changed, | still teach the same things but | reliyk that my kids are getting it
more because of these extra things that I'm doiitly hteracy and I've seen. I've
been teaching for nine years and I've been ustetply for probably three years
of really putting it in my classroom and I've rgafleen such a difference. My

kids are remembering the cues that I'm teachinmitibey’re performing the
skills better, and | really attribute it to theeliacy program.

Research Question Two — Sub question (c)

The third and last sub-question of Research Quesim read: Do faculty
members in middle schools perceive the role ok#wmndary literacy coordinator in a
significantly different way than those faculty mesndin the high schools? After running
multiple t-tests on faculty survey responses grdugeeording to middle school or high
school designation, ten statements were foundrpteaa significant degree (See Table

13).
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Table 13

Middle School Teachers vs. High School Teachers

Middle High
School School
Teachers Teachers
(N=71) (N=124)
Mean Mean
Statement (SD) (SD) t-score
A literacy coordinator works with:
26. native English speaking struggling readers 4.09 3.67 2.57*
(0.85) (0.80)
27. ELLs to build literacy skills 4.12 3.69 3.06***
(0.72) (0.78)
28. on-level readers 3.93 3.65 1.74*
(0.86) (0.77)
29. honor or gifted readers 3.88 3.43 2.43**
(0.99) (0.84)
30. students in content classes with the 3.93 3.63 1.75*
teacher’s collaboration
(0.90) (0.76)
A literacy coordinator:
35. works with individual teachers (plan, 3.97 3.65 2.14*
model, follow up, etc.) to strengthen literacy
instruction (0.77) (0.87)
36. works with ¥and 2° year teachers to 4.03 3.72 1.94*
strengthen their literacy instruction
(0.82) (0.85)
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Table 13 (continued)

Middle High
School School
Teachers Teachers

(N=71) (N=124)

Mean Mean
Statement (SD) (SD) t-score
A literacy coordinator:
39. initiates casual or spontaneous 3.75 3.49 1.76*
conversations related to literacy with faculty

(0.76) (0.82)
48. tests/diagnoses student abilities 3.75 3.27 3.12%**

(0.81) (0.82)
49. provides teachers with student assessment 3.72 3.42 1.76*
results and discusses implications for
instruction (0.92) (0.89)

Note. (SD) standard deviation.
A list of the complete survey statements can baddn Appendix B.
*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001.

Statements (26) — (30) all concerned ability gragpiof students with whom the
LC was perceived to work. In all instances, thedtedschool teachers’ agreed more than
did the high school teachers that the role of tBenas to work with each ability group of
students. While significance existed for all agiiroupings of students, Statement (28)
“on-level readers” and Statement (30) “studentsointent classes with the teacher’s
collaboration” were significant at the .05 levelat@ment (26) “native English-speaking
struggling readers” and Statement (29) “honor/dikudents” were significant at the .01
level. Statement (27) “English language learneras wignificant at the .001 level.

Statements (35) and (36) focused on the teachénswkiom the LCs worked.

Again, middle school teachers agreed more thamidia school teachers that the role of
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the LC was to work with (35) “individual teachets plan, model, follow up etc.) to
strengthen literacy instruction” and with (36) %ir and second-year teachers to
strengthen literacy instruction”. The next statem&tatement (39) “The LC initiates
casual or spontaneous conversation related tadyewith faculty” also resulted in
middle school teachers agreeing more strongly iwvithan high school teachers. The last
two statements to show significant difference leadd with assessment.

Statement (48), “The LC tests/diagnoses studelitiedy” and Statement (49),
“The LC provides teachers with student assessnesatts and discusses implications for
instruction,” indicated once again that middle swhieachers agreed more with the
statements that this was a role of the LC tharhajd school teachers. In all situations,
middle school teachers agreed more with the statethan did high school teachers.
There is little from teacher focus, principal, d@ interviews that spoke to these
outcomes. All LCs reported that they occasionalagdosed individual students for
placement purposes or if students missed schod-teisting. However, Britta was the
only LC to mention that she would like to do monghwassessment. She thought students
should know their scores on the district reading anting tests and be able to attach
significance to them. This information was readilailable but no one accessed it. She
also advocated teachers learning and using assetsslike informal reading inventories
on a regular basis to be more informed about 8tagtents’ specific reading abilities.
Summary of Differences in LC Perceptions Among I€sachers, and Principals

In summary, it appeared that there were not magnifgtant differences between
the perceptions of literacy coordinators, facultgmibers, and principals as to what the

LC’s responsibilities were with two major exceptaisee Table 10). The first difference
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had to do with whom the LCs worked. When the resoiftall teachers were considered
in the analysis among LCs, teachers, and principedghers seemed to think that LCs
should be working with students while LCs indicatieely did not. This was significant as
it reflected two different approaches to improvstgdent literacy proficiency. Teachers’
perceptions related to a previous focus that ibnger being emphasized by reading
experts and the IRA: direct instruction of studehtswever, LCs’ perceptions reflected
congruence with the current emphasis of IRA (20628ding specialists work with
teachers to improve their literacy instruction.

When subgroups of teachers were compared to eheh different survey
statements were considered significant. Englisthieis were compared to all other
content-area teachers and teacher response reviealdthglish teachers were more in
line with what LCs considered important (see Tddlg They indicated to a significant
difference that the LCs worked with small groupseaichers to develop literacy
instruction. When teachers with any kind of litgracservice/certification were
compared to those without any, teachers with lttgraservice/certification indicated
more agreement with the LCs’ emphasis on workirty ¥aachers (see Table 12). Their
responses implied that LCs worked with individwechers, first- and second-year
teachers, and small groups of teachers to devidépdy instruction. They also thought
that LCs found and provided materials for teach@fisen the final grouping of teachers,
middle school vs. high school, was compared, middhl®ol teachers indicated that LCs
worked in conjunction with all student groups anithwndividual and first- and second-

year teachers (see Table 13).

127



The second difference had to do with the scopb®t.Cs’ role. Teachers saw the
LC’s role as somewhat more narrow — dealing onbWwieracy instruction, while LCs
did not confine it thus and in fact, indicated ttrety assumed additional administrative
tasks unrelated to literacy. Principals disagreedenstrongly than teachers that LCs
assumed administrative tasks not connected t@adiyerThis was the only item on which
there was significant difference for principals.

Teacher and Principal Attitudes

In addition to the statements focused specificatlyResearch Question Two and
its subsections, several statements probing tesicad principals’ attitudes were
included on the survey with the hope that they wWdutther reveal and explain the
perceptions existing among the LCs, principals, @adhers. Of those statements, the
ones that revealed significant differences wertuthed here, and were used to help
develop a richer and fuller picture of the percamiof the participants. The results of the
analysis of variance on these statements, plugaineise comparisons run thereafter can
be found in Table 14.

Statements (13), (14), (15), and (17) had to db w@acher attitudes. Statement
(13) stated “As a teacher, | implement literacyhteques in my teaching.” Teacher
response fell just above “agreed” (4) on the Lilsedle with this statement (mean 4.08,
SD 0.80, followed by principal response approaching “mpinan” (3) (mean 3.205D
1.10), and LC response slightly lower (mean 3.8D, 1.00. Pairwise comparisons
indicated that significant difference lay betweeadhers and LCs and also between
teachers and principals. Statement (14) read, “&eaeher, | feel that literacy issues are

not my responsibility.” This statement was crossded and therefore, the desirable
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Table 14

Analysis of Variance for Perceptional Differencesang LCs, Principals, and Teachers

on Teacher Attitude and the Role of the Principal

Literacy
Coordinator Principals Teachers Significant
(N=5) (N=5) (N=195) Pairwise
Mean Mean Mean Comparison
Statement (SD) (SD) (SD) F Only
As a teacher, I
13. implement literacy 3.00 3.20 4.08 6.89***  LC<T***
techniques in my P<T*
teaching (1.00) (2.10) (0.80)
14. feel that literacy 3.80 2.40 1.85 11.19%**  T<LC***
issues are not my P<LC*
responsibility (0.84) (0.89) (0.94)
15. am under a great 4.60 4.40 3.44 4.54* T<LC*
deal of pressure to meet T<P*
curriculum demands at (0.55) (0.55) (1.10)
my school
17. would do more with 3.80 4.00 2.79 4.91**  T<LC*
literacy instruction if | T<P*
felt better prepared to (0.45) (0.00) (1.12)
teach it
My principal:
23. has a literacy plan 2.60 5.00 4.03 13.59***  LC<T***
and is working towards LC<P*
implementing it (0.55) (0.00) (0.72)
24. actively discusses 3.00 4.80 4.05 6.54**  LC<T**
literacy and encourages T<P*
attendance at (1.22) (0.45) (0.79) LC<P*

professional
conferences, institutes,
etc. with faculty
members
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Table 14 (continued)

25. plays an important 3.00 4.60 3.77 4.18* LC<T*
role in improving T<P*
student literacy (1.50) (0.30) (0.76) LC<P*

Note. (SD) standard deviation.
A list of the complete survey statements can badan Appendix B.
*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001

answer was a lower rather than a higher scoreveasiin all the other statements.
Teacher response (mean 1.88) 0.93 fell slightly below “disagree” (2), indicating ai
they did think that literacy was a responsibilifytioeirs. However, principals and LCs
commenting on whether the teachers in their schetilthat literacy issues were not
their responsibility, responded differently.

Principal response (mean 2.4D 0.89 was almost exactly in the middle of
“disagree” (2) and “no opinion” (3). Principals vedess inclined to agree that teachers
accepted literacy as one of their responsibilitiesally, LC response (mean 3.&D
0.84) approached “agree” (4). LCs were least inclireeddree that teachers accepted
literacy as one of their responsibilities. Pairnesenparisons revealed that significant
difference lay between the teachers and the LCsamaday between the LCs and the
principals.

Statement (15) read, “As a teacher, | am undeeatgteal of pressure to meet
curriculum demands at my school.” LC response (mé&0,SD .055 fell above
“agree” (4) and approached “strongly agree” (5)sliiost agreed with this statement
about teachers. Principal response (mean £B0).55 was just slightly below that of
the LCs. Finally, teacher response (mean 3SB11.10) fell almost exactly between “no
opinion” (3) and “agree” (4). Pairwise comparisahe®wed that significant difference lay

between the teachers and the principals, and betthegeachers and the LCs. The final
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statement focusing on teacher attitude was (17)d'#sacher, | would do more with
literacy if | felt better prepared to teach it.'itipal response (mean, 4.&D .00 was
“agree” (4). LC response (mean, 3.80) .045 fell slightly below “agree” (4). Teacher
response (mean, 2.79D .05) fell slightly below “no opinion” (3). When examing the
pairwise comparisons, significant difference wasf between the teachers and the
principals and also between the teachers and LCs.

The last three statements found to have signifiddfdgrence dealt with the role
of the principal. In all three statements, printspegreed more with the statement,
followed by teachers, and finally, by LCs in leagteement. Again, agreement with the
statement was indicated by response to a five fhkett scale with “strongly disagree”
at (1), “disagree” at (2), “no opinion” at (3), ‘eg” at (4) and “strongly agree” at (5).
The statements were as follows: Statement (23) pkilycipal has a literacy plan and is
working towards implementing it.” Pairwise compans revealed that significant
difference lay between the LCs (mean 28D,0.55 and teachers (mean 4.&) 0.723
and between the LCs (mean 2.6@ 0.53 and the principal (mean 5.08D 0.00;
Statement (24) “My principal actively discussesrbicy and encourages attendance at
professional conferences, institutes, etc. witlhifganembers.” Pairwise comparisons
indicated that significant difference lay betwelka LCs (mean 3.0GD 1.22 and the
teachers (mean 4.0SD 0.79 but significant difference also existed betwdenteachers
(mean 4.058D 0.79 and principals (mean 4.88D 0.43 and between the LCs (mean
3.00,SD 1.22 and principals (mean 4.88D 0.45; and Statement (25) “My principal
plays an important role in improving student ligyd Pairwise comparisons showed that

significant difference lay among all groupings: L{@sean 3.00SD 1.5Q and teachers
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(mean 3.778D 0.76, teachers (mean 3.73D 0.76 and principals (mean 4.68D
0.30, and LCs (mean 3.08D 1.50 and principals (mean 4.68D 0.30).

The responses to these statements indicated #diaes did feel that literacy
issues were their responsibility and even more mapdly, they indicated that teachers
were implementing literacy techniques to addresh ssues. It appeared the teachers
felt like they were addressing literacy and asressegquence, their response to Statement
(17) “As a teacher, | would do more to with liteyanstruction if | felt better prepared to
teach it,” was unsurprising. They disagreed. Teactesponded as if they were aware of
literacy and addressing it. However, LC and priatigsponse to these statements
presented quite a different view of teachers. L@ @rincipals were more of the opinion
that teachers did not seem to view literacy ag tlesponsibility nor implement many
literacy techniques. They also thought that if besis felt better prepared to teach
literacy, they would do more with it.

Principals agreed more strongly than either teacbetDs about the role they
played in supporting literacy. They felt they hadable literacy plan in place, were
consistently raising issues related to literacy ancouraging faculty members to
become more involved with literacy. They also shentselves playing an important role
in improving student literacy. For whatever reagbe,LCs were less convinced that
principals had literacy plans they were implememtiéhdditionally, neither the LCs nor
the teachers exhibited agreement about the rdleeqgbrincipal in furthering literacy

awareness among the faculty or playing an importaletin improving student literacy.
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Additional Teacher Perceptions

Teacher focus groups and principal interviews rlageadditional perceptions
about the work of the LC. In these interviews, sogaecurring topics surfaced. One
such topic raised in teacher focus groups had twittowhat literacy looked like within
the content-area classroom. There was no one p#sariln fact, this was the teachers’
point — literacy looked different within each diglone. Therefore, teachers often
preferred a broad definition of literacy thoughgrbups specifically mentioned reading
and writing and wanted flexibility to modify litecg instruction to fit their particular
situation.

However, when the district elected to adopt theo8dcChance program,
flexibility was not an option. Second Chance watanourricular program, but rather a
methodological approach, and the initial LCs (adbksh teachers) were given the task of
implementing that approach school-wide. Some LO®weite insistent that all teachers
implement the strategies in one particular man@ee teacher from Arbor said in
response to a question about the general attitutteeischool toward the LC, “It has been
negative. New things cause resentment. The grourkdhail by the first person
victimized the [current] LC. It's a matter of imphentation, how it's done.” A similar
viewpoint was also expressed by a teacher frormBJéi think we've gotten better at
that in our school. When we first started, it wasrgbody has to do it [implement
Second Chance strategies] and they have to dis nvey.”

Additionally, in implementing the Second Chancetpcol, LCs were also
responsible to go into teacher classrooms to obsamd coach teachers in carrying out

the strategies. This resulted in some teachersusistg the motives behind the visit of
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the LCs and expressing resistance. Reasons befaokdr resistance ranged from feeling
inept and vulnerable to resenting evaluation bger po worrying that a negative report
about their teaching might reach the principal bedised as evidence for censure. Some
teachers felt they had been forced to allow annt@ their classroom to observe, and this
had engendered negative feelings. A teacher fraagl@lurne expressed this view in
response to what the role of the LC was in the slcablarge:

Unfortunately, most see the LC as doing part o fthncipal’s] job. Internal

conflict still exists here from previous years andny see her as part of his eyes
and ears. However, she has made a positive differenhow faculty meetings

go.
A teacher at Blaine Middle who had transferred fittwn middle school which closed the
previous summer, said,
In my previous school, | felt like there was adbtresistance, more so [than here].
And it was kind of like insisting that she be inuyelassroom. And she would
come and you know, you were a little bit more defe® because you had to sign
up and she had to come, and it was just every.class
Both of these approaches to teacher accountatebtyited in significant teacher
resistance, some of which still existed in the stho
Another topic engendering emphatic comments arstrition concerned the
effectiveness of the literacy instruction preseriigd. Cs with English backgrounds. In
particular, the focus groups at Blaine Middle aral/& High were quite outspoken in
their criticism of all LCs being English teacherglaot in touch with what would work
in their content-area classrooms. A music teaatoen Blaine made a distinction between
what he viewed as successful literacy instructioth \@hat usually happened when

literacy instruction was presented:

One of the successful things we did a few yearstlagioBritta helped do, is that
she had content teachers [because] we feel likeer& go the English teachers

134



again.” One of the things is that she had a matthter get up and share a
strategy...and that told the math teachers, thatreaig to the math teachers than
anything an English teacher could ever have saidl &science teacher showed a
practical way, an effective way, to use text editim a science textbook. That said
more to science teachers than anything an Englather could have said. And
my advice is that if you want a literacy coordinatmwork effectively with

content teachers, make sure he or she is not diskmgacher.

This sentiment was echoed by a math teacher fram&|who spoke positively about a
workshop in his content-area that had integratedalcy skills:

One of the greatest things | went to was... a mattingr reading
workshop...that was taught by math people througtstage Office of Education,
and they gave us a folder this big...it was how t® alsthese ideas with math,
and they had pulled books, activities, they hadepiuadll this stuff so that we
actually had the stuff... Then we went through antdalty practiced with each
other. We taught lessons to each other... and itthvafirst time that | as a math
teacher went “Oh!” instead of looking at an Englsbposal and groaning...|
wish everyone had a chance to go to a class fardheiculum like | had,
because that was key. That was the best thing...\Md say, “OK, here's a unit.
Here’s some stuff with fractions. We can use tluskh” | have the book in my
hands. | don't have to go find it somewhere orc@edrout, | have it.

A teacher from Dover retorted:

You start doing [literacy strategies] for the sakeloing it instead of doing it in
the service of trying to teach something. Until ymume up with an activity that
[includes literacy strategies] and is well-desigrtbén what is the point of having
[the LC] come watch? If she can't tell me whetbenot it really is teaching kids
how to do trig or how to do ... what's the point?’'rti not going to help them
figure out that when two secants cross insideds;inow do you find the
measure of the arcs? What difference does it nfdkteei LC] doesn't get the
whole concept? Do you understand what | meahWwould never invite Debra
into my classroom. She's not going to understaalfiyrevhat I'm doing. So | don't
really feel inclined to ever consider itl.think that's where we fall short with the
training is it's always been by English teacheth \English and history examples
and until you get a hook for the faculty that’satiranchised, you're not going to
move any further forward.

The focus group from Claybourne High did not adsitéss topic with the same

level of intensity; however, their frustration owle content of the literacy instruction
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was still apparent. The focus group from Arbor M&ldddressed the issue but more in
passing while East High's teachers had nothingwyoas this topic.

There was no outright personal criticism of the lu@ rather repeated requests to
have content-area experts with literacy skills cam#r professional development to
show them how literacy could be woven into thesicteng. All teachers in the focus
groups were very aware of the need to integrageality and supported it, hence their
involvement. However, having to do it on their oamd without content-area resources
was extremely frustrating and time-consuming, ame twvas the commodity of which
they had least. They also broached the idea tlihaips the professional development
training taking place in faculty meetings coulddpeen by department instead of the one-
size-fits-all training they found ineffective.

These focus group teachers, usually four or fieenfdepartments other than
English, were the teachers that LCs indicated m@gported literacy in the schools and
who were working in tandem with the LCs. Theseheas responsibility was to work
with their departments and find ways to help ottentent-area faculty members
integrate literacy strategies into their teachivigt in a couple of schools, they often
seemed borderline explosive as a result of frustratbout what they were being asked
to do. A member of the focus group from Blaine said

For me, time is the only resistance. | have no leralin changing or learning or

anything. Time becomes valuable. | have six kidgave all kinds of stuff going

on in my life and it really is frustrating to me ansomeone tells me, “You have
to go to this for free,” This is my job, this istrmy calling... But the

expectation, and | think it's more so in this attea@n in a lot of areas, teaching is a

calling and to be a good teacher, you just givgooir time and everything’s, ‘But

don't you want to be a better teacher?’ Yeah, D't you want to pay me? |
mean, that sounds selfish but this is my job. Amgilch my family members and

if they do anything for their job, they get paid fo And here you have to be
squeaky about that if you want that. And it makes ok like you're a money
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monger and you're not. It's just the expectatididifove to do it. Do you want to
give me some time to do it?

A member of the focus group from Dover expresseuglar frustration by saying,

| know that | could do a thousand things bettet,ftankly, pay me to do it. I'm

not going to spend every waking minute of my afieito rewrite a curriculum

that's terrible. And if the district isn’t going put the money into buying me a

new curriculum that’s already written for me, tHan just going to have to do a

chunk at a time when | can. I'm not going to resvtite whole textbook...well,

honestly, the stuff that they were talking abost laeek [in the literacy
professional development meeting] | mean, you gaand did a skim and scan
and H ...a participation guide and P... a simulatiofoteeshe talked about
something. You can do all those things in math, laget it. | totally understand
that that can be done in math, but when are yooggt give me the time to sit
down and write it?

These focus group teachers were not complainingtahcorporating literacy
into their curriculum. They could see its valuethRa, they seemed overwhelmed and
frustrated about how they were going to do it waeerything had to be rethought and
modified to fit their content-area. Math teachangyarticular, seemed more dissatisfied
than did teachers from other content-areas. Akdddime and resources. Additionally,
they resented somewhat the expectation that they twdind a way to make it all work,
usually by themselves, and without compensation.

The strong sentiment expressed by these focus geagpers did not seem to be
shared by teachers district-wide as no significkiférence was reflected in the analysis
of variance on survey Statement (18) “As a teadhéink that the literacy coordinator
lacks content-area expertise which restricts thecgfeness of her suggestions” (see
Appendix B). There was no significant differencepgrception among LCs, teachers, or

principals. In fact, teachers were the group taglise most with the statement. Their

mean response of 2.1 corresponded with “disag@edr{ the Likert scale. Principal
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response was slightly higher at 2.4, while LC reseo(3.4) fell between “no opinion”
(3) and “agree” (4).

This outcome, along with the four statements disedreviously (13, 14, 15,
and 17) regarding teacher attitude, indicated te@chenerally appeared to have a
positive attitude towards literacy. They had act¢esan LC, thought literacy was
important, saw a relation between it and their eotiarea, felt responsible for literacy
and believed they were implementing strategiesy Hi®o indicated that knowing more
about literacy instruction would not change the wegy taught. Basically, they seemed
to see themselves attending to literacy in themeuot-area classes.

Moreover, to give the impression here that focusigrteachers were angry and
hostile about working with the LC would be a migtakll focus groups indicated that
teacher resistance did exist, some thought quibagity, but this resentment was usually
not localized at the school LC. Many positive comisavere made about the LC being a
mentor, facilitator, coordinator, researcher, aneecleader. A teacher from Blaine said,
“I think one reason [for having an LC] is back tafe of teacher]’s point about the role
as the cheerleader or the one that is advocatmgsfto do this kind of stuff and helping
us,” while a PE teacher from Arbor commented,

And M [a previous LC] was my mentor and she helpedtremendously in

getting comfortable and actually implementing fey instruction] and showing

me how to think outside the box and how can youtlisse strategies to help your
students learn physical education and learn thHis $kieed to teach. So it was
really beneficial to me when | was first learnidgnd now | think our LC,

because | know the strategies, | think it's moeefiedback they can give when

they come and observe you. | think it's the encgenaent, | think some teachers
really need encouragement.
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Another teacher from East High said,

She's really helped me with math as well in thettuggle with, “Well, | don't

want you to read the math book because it's camgysiven] to me," but to make

it a requirement that they take notes at the beéginof our class, and how to
organize those notes, that's been a way agaistiea directed me in kind of the
same way. This is still helping them to learn tad@nd write and to
communicate. And also from the perspective of itst year teacher, it's helped
me to know kind of how to teach literacy. Justha WSGs, [monthly writing
assignments all teachers do with their classesjussx| wasn't that great of an

English student, so[the writing and instructiomfrthe LC] been a good resource

for me.

Finally, a second teacher from East High added,

She’ll actually bring us articles. | know twice dhbe reading stuff for her own

classes but she’ll see an article about scienceaustie’ll copy it and bring it to

me. | don't know if you can use this, but heremaiting about science. She's
willing to like help us find resources.

Members of the focus group from East High wereipaldrly positive in their
assessment of the LC. To them, she was someonedh&y/ go to for help with their
classes or if they needed some sort of resouraey Etked about their school being
small and lacking departments, only the Englishad@pent had more than one teacher
and was functioning as a department. They talkedafreing interdependent and
regularly communicating on some level with almdktree faculty. However, they were
also a young faculty with few teachers having ntbem five years teaching experience
and fewer teachers who had more than 3-4 yeargierpe at that particular school.
Additionally, six of their 21 faculty members warew to the school that year and were
either first or second year teachers or held aradtive credential. These teachers were
much more receptive to direction and guidance.

The focus group at Arbor Middle was also more pesitOne teacher was a

former LC and the other three content-area teadtetsll found a place for literacy in
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their content-areas of PE, computer technology,ahdlhey indicated that there was
teacher resistance but three out of the four ifadtprogress was being made. The fourth
was not so sure. She felt like the LC was doingesgneat things but didn’t see her peer
coaching and observing as had been done in thapdsthich she felt was an essential
and critical part of the literacy emphasis.

Among all the focus groups, the two teachers wlukepnost favorably of the
influence of the LC and literacy were Arbor’'s PElaaomputer technology teachers.
They had both found a place in their curriculumlit@racy and had many good things to
say about the influence of the literacy instructontheir students, yet were not
responsible for trying to get other teachers orrdh@ath literacy. The computer
technology teacher did think that the most effex8trategy to bring resistant faculty
members around was to show them how successfidditemplementation could make a
difference in student engagement and proficienoghBf these teachers, now positive
about literacy, spoke of the initial difficulty thanging their way of thinking and
approaching their subject matter. They also inédaheir delight in increased student
achievement and involvement, which they attributetheir change of instruction. These
two teachers, while aware of the conflict overrliey, simply proceeded to teach with the
literacy strategies that worked for them.

In spite of the positive comments made by the faposips, the most telling
outcome of all the focus groups was the almost ¢etma@agreement that if literacy were
not mandated, they would not be incorporating their teaching. They did not have the
time. Even those at East High, the most positieeigitowards literacy, thought a literacy

emphasis would not be necessary. They indicatgchtha small faculty, they would
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continue to interact with English teachers and d@dhbéreby get the information and
direction they needed. Additionally, no one in tbeus groups wanted to be an LC.

In summary, focus groups varied in their resporseserning the role of the LCs
in presenting effective literacy instruction rethte various content-areas. With the
exception of East High, all dealt with substangialounts of frustration in implementing
literacy strategies. This seemed to be a resubostraints in what they had been asked
to do rather than how they viewed literacy andnitportance. However, focus group
teachers also commented on the value of the LOnaesndior and facilitator. Moreover,
survey results indicated that teachers in gena@lahfairly positive orientation towards
literacy, saw its relevance to their teaching, wede using it in their classrooms.
Ironically, almost all focus group teachers agréed literacy efforts on the part of
teachers would disappear if literacy ceased tonbengphasis. Each was adamant about
not wanting to have the job of the LC.

Additional Principal Perceptions

In talking with principals, it was clear that thaly saw the importance of
increasing student literacy proficiency and wengpgutive of their LCs’ efforts to help
teachers integrate more literacy instruction ihrtteaching. Dover’s principal went so
far as to say,

Ninety-nine point nine percent of the disciplin@lplems we deal with are with

kids who are misbehaving because they’re frustragaduse they cannot function

[in school]. And if you trace back, it goes rigladk to their ability to read and to

write and to understand.

Principals generally participated in all the praiesal development meetings that the

LCs gave to the faculty members and emphasizedthi@achers were to be involved in

peer coaching. All principals indicated differerdys of supporting the LC e.g., through
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providing resources or including them in schoohpiag committees or listening to and
following suggestions based on the LCs’ advice hgamcipal tended to think most
highly of his or her own teachers. Principals frAnbor, Claybourne, Dover, and East,
all indicated that the teachers in their schoofgpsuted the literacy emphasis and
requirements better than did the faculties in ofiefiools.

Overall, principals reported that they were veryssé@d with the LCs’
performance and that the LCs’ efforts were makipgsitive difference. Only Blaine’s
principal seemed somewhat hesitant about how Wwatlwas happening in her school. At
the time of this study, her LC was not involvedhe professional development meetings
as she had been in previous years, and the schmaiisfocus had shifted to an
additional emphasis the district was promoting.

When principals were asked which of the three aateg of responsibilities
defined by the IRA (2000) (i.e., student instruntiteadership, and diagnosis and
assessment) seemed most important for the LCdfily #urbor’'s and East’s principals
indicated that all three were necessary and exgalesatisfaction that their LCs were
doing something in each of the categories. Howguancipals from Blaine, Claybourne,
and Dover all responded without hesitation thatiéeship or professional development
was the most critical area for them, although ttieynot dismiss the other two areas.
Regarding leadership, all principals reported thatpeer coaching piece was in place
and happening to a greater extent than did LCq:Harsncipal said, “She [the LC] just
does [the peer coaching] and | know it's happenihgnow it's happening because |

know I'm paying people to observe and be observed.”
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Principals were more optimistic than either the l0€$eachers about faculty
members’ responses to principal directive to imgetrand participate in literacy
activities. Principals indicated there was litéa¢her resistance to peer coaching and
implementing literacy instruction and generallyasdpd it as much less of an issue than
did the LCs. This was evidenced by the principahfrArbor, “Well, again, most of the
resistance was in the beginning and that was fasyago.” Principals also related
positive anecdotal stories about teachers who hibzked a literacy strategy or been peer
observed and had had positive experiences.

This is not to say that principals were oblivioaghe challenges that LCs faced
in dealing with teacher resistance and how it affié¢them. The principal at Dover High
School captured a great deal of the principalstisent when he said,

Even though I've tried to relieve the pressure divért the focus [of teacher

resistance], it's there. Self-implied because sfibs LC] so conscientious. Most

of them are. And so they feel bad. And there aaelters who are angry and they
strike out at somebody and they’re not going tikastout at me. So they, even
though we try not to, they put the focus on her maybe they send her a rude
email or they razz her or you know, they just mhk&ee feel miserable and she
feels the pressure because of the need to impitevady. She feels like that the
burden for that falls largely on her shoulders. Axdmatter what you do to try
and alleviate that burden, conscientious peoplegosept that. They take it on
themselves.

Principals, therefore, saw the LCs bearing the toofiteacher resistance no matter what

they did to change or modify teacher attitude awilifate their jobs.

Principals all felt they had a teacher accounthbgiece set up within their
schools. They all talked about monthly writing gssnents each teacher was to carry out
with their classes to prepare student for theidistvide writing test. While teachers did

conduct monthly writing assignments, evaluatiothef assignments differed. At East, the

student writing was gathered and scored by théntgaand the scores given to the LC,
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while at Claybourne, the writing assignments weseen collected or examined and
teachers only self-reported what they had done.

All principals also indicated that they, not thed,@vere accountable for teacher
compliance to peer coaching. However, only theqppad from Arbor talked about
personally observing teachers as they implemeittzady instruction. He stated that
teachers reported to him on their peer coachingites in year-end interviews.
Principals from Blaine and Dover also mentioned tBachers reported on peer coaching
through department heads or year-end interviewsidder, two LCs indicated that year-
end interviews were ineffective in motivating teahto participate in peer coaching.

In holding teachers accountable, principals allagtad about the necessity of
approaching teachers from a positive standpoirg. grincipal at Blaine said,

There are lots of ways you can address resistdozecan call them in and call

them on the carpet, | don’t think that's usefupooductive. | think you try and be

positive with people. | think you try to find, catthem doing things that are

working and encourage that to happen around tHdibgi
The principals could emphasize and encourage pgaation, highlight success, and
reward participation with some type of recognitibat in the end, teachers decided if
they would participate or not. Principal intervieresealed the complexity of having to
work with LCs and teachers. They had to negotidieeabalance by supporting LCs
through requiring teachers to participate in p@acbing and implementing literacy
strategies, but not overwhelm, frustrate, or amgachers in the process.

Given that teacher resistance to literacy instamcéind peer coaching existed,
principals were asked what made an effective L@\cigrals’ responses varied: having

people and communication skills; being teachaldgjlile, committed to literacy,

comfortable in a leadership position, a great tegaind having a broad knowledge, a

144



vision. However, the one quality identified by pitlincipals was being respected by their
peers. Blaine’s principal said,
See, I've looked around the district and | think Key to any successful literacy
program in any school is the person. And in my oletén, we’ve had some
schools that have had very strong, powerful LCs@hdr schools have had
teachers who have not been completely acceptesspected by their faculties
and so it's the degree [to which] they're respeard accepted by the faculty.
Briefly summarized, principals were supportivelud L.Cs and generally satisfied
with their performance. They reported that the b@d made a positive difference within
their schools. Principals generally believed thatmost important responsibility of the
LC was that of leadership, indicated that the peaching strand was working, and
reported having a means of holding teachers acablenfor their literacy involvement.
Current LC Duties and Perceptions of LC Duties
The final research question, Research QuestioreTiead: How do the duties
currently being undertaken by secondary literaayrdmators correspond to surveyed
perceptions of the role of the reading specialist¥oth interviews and survey, possible
LC duties were categorized into three main categdahat the IRA (2000) had stipulated
in their position statement on reading specialiBig@se categories were instruction,
leadership, and diagnosis and assessment. Thoaghwias no formal job description for
the LC, all LCs were basically in agreement regagdhe first two categories. LC self-
report logs, observations, and interviews suppdhede findings. The first had to do
with student instruction whether it was one on @meall group, or whole class and

whether it happened in a pull out situation or whemking in conjunction with another

classroom teacher.
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When functioning as an LC, not one of the LCs @rexctly taught students in
any capacity. LCs also agreed that the secondodileadership was the area in which
they spent the majority of their time, and in whibley were primarily focused on
professional development. All LCs were in charge@feloping and planning faculty
inservice, observing/peer coaching, and researatistaying up to date on the field.
Additionally, each LC had some supervisory tasls they considered irrelevant to the
main role of increasing instructional literacy peegncy. While in the third area of
diagnosis and assessment LCs were not in comgetement, this was solely because
one LC had been totally relieved of any testingpoesibility. The remaining LCs,
however, were all responsible for the district widading and writing tests that took
place biannually in their respective schools. Mas born out in interviews with LCs,
principals, and teachers as well as through obiensaand teacher logs.

Teachers and principals were asked in a surveyetatify what they perceived
were the LCs’ duties and responsibilities. Thespanses differed from the duties the
LCs actually carried out. The greatest differenaé to do with student instruction.
Teachers perceived to a significant difference itz were to work with students in
pullout programs or in classrooms with teacheratmiration. However, LCs never
worked directly with students on any kind of ba3isachers also perceived that an LC
only taught literacy related skills, did not fulfddministrative responsibilities tied to
school issues other than literacy, and planneccatidborated with faculty and staff to
implement a school-wide reading program. LCs orother hand, indicated that they
taught more than just literacy skills, fulfiledrme administrative responsibilities tied to

school issues not related to literacy, and disabwath the idea that they planned and
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collaborated with school personnel to implementlesl-wide reading program. When
the perceptions of principals were compared taltitees of the LCs, there was only one
significant difference. Principals agreed with st@tement that LCs did not fulfill
administrative responsibilities tied to school sswutside of literacy while LCs
disagreed with this statement.

Chapter Summary

LCs in the district fulfilled many duties. The oty considered most important
was working with teachers to improve their literaggtruction. This effort was often met
by teacher resistance. In spite of that fact, L&s®nted other tasks such as assessing and
diagnosing or any type of administrative job tlatk them away from it. Additionally,
LCs were in step with IRA’s (2004) current emphasisvorking with teachers. As a
result, no LC directly instructed any studentsniy aapacity. Besides these major
responsibilities, LCs were also responsible fonyaiad of other tasks such as ordering
library books or acting as a translator etc.

In addition to their LC responsibilities, LCs alsssumed two or three other major
responsibilities such as ESL director or mentoalgnew teachers etc. as well as taught
half time. Teaching required a substantial amo@itiee and preparation but four out of
the five LCs were not willing to give up teachirtigdents in order to become a full time
LC. All'in all, there simply were too many tasks faCs to complete. As a result, they
were forced to pick and choose the tasks theyete most important. There was no
formal job description and this flexibility to meste needs seemed to work best for the

majority of schools.
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LCs, teachers, and principals varied in their patioas of the LC in two main
ways: with whom they worked and the overall scopme LC job. First, teachers as a
whole thought that LCs should be working with stutldeHowever LCs disagreed on this
point. When teachers were divided into smaller ggpuesponses varied. English
teachers agreed that LCs should work with smalligsamf teachers to improve their
literacy instruction while non English teachers dat. Teachers with any kind of literacy
certification or inservice agreed that LCs shoutatkwvith more kinds of teachers:
individual teachers, first- or second-year teach&ssvell as small groups of teachers.
Teachers without any kind of literacy certificationinservice disagreed with this.
Finally, middle school teachers agreed that LCsishavork with students of all ability
levels as well as individual and first- and secgedr teachers.

The second main difference in perception had twitto the scope of the LC job.
Teachers perceived the job as being more narrawstx mainly on teaching literacy
related skills. However, LCs considered the jobeédroader and to encompass
additional administrative jobs not related to ktey. Principals disagreed most with this
last statement. It was the only item for which piprals indicated a significant difference
in perception.

In addition to the survey responses, interviewgadd additional teacher and
principal perspectives. As a whole teachers gelyaegorted a positive attitude toward
literacy, its importance, and their use of it. Foguoup teachers also had positive
comments regarding the work of the LCs; howevery thiso repeatedly raised the issue
of the effectiveness of the professional developrtieat the LCs presented to the faculty

members. They struggled to find ways to make wlest presented fit into their
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disciplines and wanted a content-area expert tgaesd present literacy strategies that
would drop neatly into their curriculums. All focgsoup teachers agreed that literacy
efforts on the part of teachers would disappeblteifacy ceased to be an emphasis.

Principals were generally supportive of and sadsivith the job of the LC. They
agreed that the LCs were making a difference amagalvith the LCs, considered
leadership to be their most important role. Thep aénded to view the LCs in a more
influential light, specifically regarding the pesyaching/observation strand, than did the
LCs themselves and felt that LCs were not askexd$ame non literacy administrative
responsibilities while the LCs disagreed with this.

The concluding point of this study revealed thatréhwas a mismatch between
what LCs are perceived to do and what they actwlalyThe most significant had to do
with whom they worked. Teachers thought LCs wonkétth students. In reality, LCs
never did this. Teacher also thought that LCsw@s limited to teaching literacy related
skills and working towards implementing a schootievguality reading program. LCs
reported that they taught more than literacy skilled non literacy administrative
responsibilities and were not working towards dsthimg a school-wide quality reading

program.
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Chapter Five
Conclusions
This study investigated what roles and responsdslisecondary literacy
coordinators assumed, if perceptions of the rabeksrasponsibilities of the LC varied
according to LC, teacher, or administrator grouy how the current roles and
responsibilities of the LCs corresponded to thesegptions.
Roles and Responsibilities of the LC
Results indicated that the roles and respons#slitiCs undertook were many and
complex. They also varied in type as well as iatieh to place of work. LCs assumed a
myriad of responsibilities but also continued tade half-time and carry out other major
responsibilities in the school. Results also shotkat LCs were in step with current
literacy emphases as designated by IRA (2004): waked with teachers and never
directly instructed students. LCs primarily assurteadiership roles that supported and
helped teachers improve their personal literacyucsion, e.g., preparing professional
development meetings, acting as a resource, paehew. They resented responsibilities
such as school-wide testing and administrativestéisat impeded that effort. Because of
the number and complexity of responsibilities th@s assumed, they were often faced
with a number of untenable situations. Three sitciatsons are detailed in the following
sections: (a) LC Responsibilities and RestrictiensAdequate Resources and
Compensation, (b) No LC job Description and Fldkijovs. Formal LC Description and
Manageable Role, and (c) Conflicting Nature of ltkeDuties — the Ideal vs. Reality. At
the conclusion of each of the aforementioned sesticecommendations are made

regarding each situation.
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The next issue addressed in this chapter has wattdhe varying perceptions of
the role of the LC. LCs, teachers, and principdlexhibited some discrepancy of belief
over the duties for which the LC was responsibleesk discrepancies are addressed in
the section titled “Differing Perceptions of thel®of the LC”. Moreover, content-area
teachers were specifically not in agreement abdwietfectiveness of the LCs’ literacy
instruction. This conflict is discussed in the sattitled “Conflicting Teacher
Perceptions about the LCs’ Current Responsibifitiémally, this chapter concludes with
the limitations of the study and recommendatiomdudher research.

LC Responsibilities and Restrictions vs. AdequasoRrces and Compensation

LCs’ duties could have easily consumed an entiye laawever, the district only
provided funding for part-time LCs. This meant th&s were also half-time teachers and
taught four class periods a day, which left the¢lmemaining class periods free for
literacy responsibilities. Unfortunately, the L@separation period had been subsumed
into that literacy time. Ironically, that while s@nflocus group teachers questioned the
need for the LCs to have so much released time sif@gly had too many tasks for
which they were responsible. They could not congplleém all adequately and were
forced to pick and choose those they considered mmp®rtant. This finding has
remained constant since the position of the reasigggialist was first formally studied in
the 1950s (Bean, 1979; Crain, 2003; Darwin, 200 wbod, 1999/2000; Quadroche,
Bean, & Hamilton, 2001; Robinson, 1967, 1958; Mo$bB§2).

However, when LCs were asked if they would be wngjlto give up teaching to
become a full-time LC, four out of the five LCsdahey would not. Working with

students was where the LCs found enjoyment andrcewaaddition, continuing to teach
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offered the LCs the advantages of remaining inacntith students and their struggles
as well as having a working class in which theyldaonprove their own literacy
instruction and invite other teachers to observe.

In accepting the LC postion, LCs assumed the respiity for instructing and
working with all faculty members as well as cargymut teaching duties and other major
responsibilities. In return, they lost their pregdaon period as principals and teachers
alike commented that LCs had three periods in wtodlfill literacy responsibilities.
This perspective appeared to influence the quaotitgsks LCs were asked to assume. In
reality, LCs only had two periods for literacy, hhis did not appear to be taken into
consideration. Additionally, any teacher willingdve up their preparation period in
order to teach another content-area class recewediditional one-sixth of their salary.
LCs received $1200 more a year for accepting, semse, the same situation. It is
debatable whether the LCs received an equitablerrein their investment of time and
effort.

None of the LCs was overly concerned about thentire remuneration of the
position. However, they were concerned about thebar of tasks they were to fulfill in
the allotted time. Both tasks and time should lmpertioned equitably so that the role
stays manageable and so that LCs who have gaipedierce and expertise in the role
will desire to remain in it. By doing so, both thehool and district benefit. In addition,
LCs should be fairly compensated for their addaiamme and effort.

No LC Job Description and Flexibility vs. LC Jobddaption and Manageable Role

Literacy coordinators accepted the LC position witthhaving an accurate picture

of what they would be asked to do as LCs becalese thas no formal written job
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description of the position. However, there wergrdit and principal expectations that
LCs would conduct professional development meetatgkessing literacy instruction,
oversee peer coaching, and administer the distlubol-wide reading and writing

testing. Although two LCs and all of the princippleferred this arrangement because of
the flexibility it offered to respond to on-sitesiges as needed, the distinct disadvantage
of this was that no one really knew what the jotaged. As it turned out, the LC role

was so large and unwieldy that a job descriptiamatprobably not have described the
many facets of the job.

A review of the literature revealed that difficelsi arising over vague job
descriptions is not uncommon as the role has beestantly changing since the 1920s
(Bean, 1979, 2004a; Bean & Eichelberger, 1985; H&uy1999/2000; Hutson,
McDonell, & Fortune, 1982; Jaeger, 1996; Quadro&san, & Hamilton, 2001;
Robinson, 1967). Moreover, even the IRA (2000) fasistatement on reading
specialists reads, “Reading specialists can assouitgle roles...” (pg. 1) and goes on
to list several. In addition, the IRA’s (2004) piosn statement on reading coaches does
not delineate specific job responsibilities eitiidris ambiguity has most likely existed
because there is a multitude of literacy needsimvahschool and therefore, a variety of
approaches that may be taken.

When the district was considered in that lightyds possible to see that different
schools had different needs and therefore, diffegeals. This was evident in Claire’s
approach with faculty members who were divided laad low morale. Claire focused on
collaboration, not at all related to Second Chaaseher first literacy focus. However, to

introduce it, she spent a significant amount oktestablishing connections between why
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the teachers were educators and how they helpadrigaake place. She had to meet
teachers where they were in order to help move tioeammnew perspective.

This approach was entirely unnecessary at East ttgh worked with a small
group of integrated and communicative faculty mersléhose needs were easy to
assess. As a result, her professional developroenséd on presenting literacy from
different content-area stances. However, she facosest of her observational time on
helping the six new teachers in the school dedl wldiss and behavior management with
some literacy instruction added occasionally. Esmbroach differed substantially from
the other, yet each was appropriate for the stnaind both included literacy. These
examples illustrate the need for there to be fliéghn the roles the LC assumes.
However, flexibility also complicates the questminwhat is expected of the LCs.

Flexibility by its very nature defies an exact dgsteon. However, if the answer
to the question of what the literacy coordinataoislo is to be left to the discretion of the
LCs and administrators at individual sites becausein the best interest of the schools,
then it is also in the best interest of the schtwds$ limitations be set on how many tasks
the LCs will assume. This is necessary becausegdthitations requires LCs and
administrators to prioritize and set specific gpdiineate how those goals will be met,
and keep expectations realistic for the LCs’. Binddhese things, it is also much more
likely that LCs will experience less frustrationdamore desire to remain in the position.
However, setting goals and limitations can be exdéily difficult to do when principals
and/or LCs may not see the intricacy or compleaftgne major responsibility until the

LCs have been working at it for a time.
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It is, therefore, recommended that consistent arggdialog between the
principals and LCs take place to determine whedldeling or removing responsibilities is
appropriate. It is also essential to have someddatélineated agenda to use to work
through the process of selecting appropriate gdakgrmining how the goals will be
assessed, and gathering feedback from the fa@&tttyThis is a time consuming process
but if discretion is to be left to the sites to oke which of all the responsibilities the LCs
will assume, they must develop a plan of actionaskssment so choices and directions
are made wisely and with justification.

In addition, LCs must be reflective about theirgtiee, forthright in what they
have to say, and able to articulate the reasorehgnd their statements and suggestions.
Principals on the other hand, need to be cognirati Cs are much more attuned to
how the faculty is responding to the literacy engiabe prepared to question LCs
carefully about teacher response and the LCs’ eoniraction and rationale, be willing to
defer to LCs’ judgments and suggestions basederahdity of that rationale, and find
effective ways of motivating teachers to respontheoL.Cs’ requests.

In regard to communication between LCs and pririsjpgith one exception, both
groups indicated that positive communication wasaplace between them. However,
principals seemed to be much more satisfied wighdialog than were most of the LCs.
Principals also seemed to have a general overvievhat the LCs were doing but not a
great deal of understanding of what was requireattmmplish any given task. This was
not surprising given the number of areas and respdities a principal oversaw: Time

was always at a premium. This resulted in dial&gntaplace sporadically and somewhat
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hurriedly. While regular meetings had taken placthe past for all LCs, the current
situation had changed. Only one LC reported meeggglarly with her principal.

Site initiative and freedom to respond to localiessas school administration sees
fit is an essential component of any successftitin®n and should always be so.
However, LCs and administrators also need somedigdiide to delineate the duties of
the LC in order to keep the job manageable andaapens realistic. If this does not
happen, the LC simply becomes spread so thinteadifficult, if not impossible, to
accomplish anything as completely or as well agel@sSuch was the case in the schools
of this district.

Conflicting Nature of the LC Duties - the Ideal Reality

Working with teachers was a task that was paradbxicnature for the LCs.
Teachers could be, and often were, abrasive in itteraction with the LCs. A few
teachers would simply not respond to LC requestgaik with them personally. In
contrast, when LCs saw teachers experiencing ssitsEmuse of some form of literacy
implementation or modification, they were delightedl encouraged to continue on in
what was at times an unrewarding endeavor.

Also paradoxical in nature was the fact that LCsenggven the injunction to train
teachers to implement certain literacy elementsti®n had no power to assess whether
their efforts were making a difference or whetheytneeded to modify their training in
forthcoming faculty presentations. No LC wanted pgver to force teachers to let them
in to observe. LCs thought and the principals comcl that that was the role of the
principals. Principals, on the other hand, stalted they couldn’t force teachers to do

anything. They indicated that they tried to holddieers accountable for literacy
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implementation in year-end interviews, but LCs mded that interviews were ineffective
in influencing teacher behavior during the courkthe year.

That principals did not or would not try to for@athers to do anything was
probably the best option, and in this era of hygareuntability, most likely the right
response. However, this left the LCs in a figumatio man’s land. It set them up for
failure when they were given the responsibilitcbt@nge or modify teacher instruction
but no ability to follow through on that injunctiomhis situation also pointed out the
supervisory nature of the peer observation tasgifted LCs into a leadership role with
which they had to be comfortable, but for whichythad received little, if any, training
and no corresponding authority. Readance, Baldavid,Dishner (1980) also found this
to be true and noted that if LCs were to make msgin the secondary schools, they
needed to have status as well as responsibility.

Assuming this leadership role may have also put &iGslds with some of their
fellow teachers who feared or resented being oksey a colleague even though the
emphasis was on coaching, not evaluating teacti¢h® LCs were evaluating anything,
it was their own instructional effectiveness. Itsaaso this assessment of effectiveness
that facilitated the LCs in modifying and improvitigeir faculty presentations.

As things stood, principals had the responsibibtyold teachers accountable for
this strand of the LCs’ work. However, not havimgre kind of ongoing teacher
observation or assessment in place jeopardizedgsedgoward literacy goals. In fact,
teacher observation was the only element in plaaedould be examined to determine if
the efforts of the LCs were making inroads in tbleo®l. This is the case because to date,

no studies have been conducted that prove or ited&caorrelation between the use of a
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reading specialist and improved literacy scorest $eores in schools with reading
specialists may rise but it has not been estalligiat one is tied to the other. Therefore,
one measurable way to determine if LCs make aréifiee within a school is to observe
teachers and note the extent and effectiveneseditéracy instruction in their teaching.
Educators more than any other group, should uratetdhe purpose and
importance of goals and assessment in gaugingte#eess. That teachers were
unwilling to participate and administrators limitedefforts to motivate them to do so,
spoke directly to one of the questions lying athbart of the literacy matter: What is it
that we want LCs to be responsible for and whatwel empower them to be able to do?
If peer coaching is to be emphasized as a signifieeement in improving literacy
instruction and thereby, student literacy proficigrthen it also requires that some sort of
evaluative piece support it. LCs must have somedd@dditional supervisory status
regarding observation or principals need to deteenhiow evaluation will take place.
This does not suggest that evaluation be punitiml, that some method of follow up
support it. It seems reasonable that administratot®nly include literacy instruction as
one of the elements they look for in their yeathgervations of teacher instruction, but
that they also question teachers about their pmssteng involvement when they discuss
the teacher observation. It also seems reasonabpeihcipals to ask departmental chairs
to help encourage and follow up on peer coachiqge&nces within their departments.
Moreover, LCs when emphasizing peer coaching, neagiibe to encourage greater
teacher interest by presenting it in terms of degwielg greater professional expertise and

collegiality than in solely emphasizing it as aemeént of literacy instruction.
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Differing Perceptions of the Role of the LC

Perceptions of the LCs and their role, not surpglsi, varied from LCs to
teachers to principals. Blumer (1969), Charon (1988d Stryker (1980) address varying
perceptions in context of symbolic interactionisna &xplain that people’s actions are
based on what they perceive. To the extent thatlpdmd value or meaning in symbols
or interactions, determines their receptivity tol aise of that thing. It appeared that LCs,
teachers and principals all held different isswese important within the context of the
LC role and literacy. As a result, different gromadued different things and perceptions
of the LC varied from group to group.

Teachers, as a whole, saw the LCs as those wheedievikh students in either
pullout situations or in the classroom in collalimma with the classroom teacher. This
harkened back to an earlier role of the LC — diyaastructing students in order to
improve their reading proficiency (Bean, 2004a; Rebn, 1958, 1967). However, the
LCs did neither of these tasks. Rather, they workig the teachers to improve their
literacy instruction. Individual teacher groupsfelied from teachers, as a whole, in that
they saw LCs working with differing combinationssttidents and teachers.

That teachers, in general, had this perceptionefdle of the LC after five years
of the LC working with teachers within the scho@sssomewhat surprising. This
perception might reflect that teachers and pridsigalued a former, more traditional,
role of the LC than the one currently defined by RA (2004) and emphasized by their
school district or it might simply reflect what tdeers thought LCs could do. In any
event, the LCs were in congruence with currentditg trends while teachers seemed to

not yet value this emphasis.
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Another difference in perception concerning the @i LC had to do with the
level of optimism concerning LC effectiveness. Eifpals were generally more optimistic
about how well the LCs were functioning and thefluence on the faculty than were the
LCs or the teacher focus groups. This could be#se because principals relied more
heavily on seeing an element in place, such aspt@€senting well-thought out and
organized professional development, than on knowpegifically which teachers were
actively trying to develop their literacy instrumti through peer observation.

In spite of the differences, all groups indicatedttthey thought the LCs were
making progress or had made progress since théna@&irst been positioned in the
school. Principals were positive about having L64d shared experiences where the LC
had made a difference. Evaluations were subjeeatiekbased on anecdotal experiences:
One principal even said she would die without h€ér Brincipals referred to the district
testing scores and indicated they were rising hétier or not it was attributable to the
influence of the LC was impossible to indicate.

It was encouraging that teachers and principals kegiorted that the LC were
making positive impressions at their schools. Hoevegonflicting perceptions about the
role of the LC may indicate a greater depth ofglisament or misinformation about the
LC position than was easily observed. For theit,pa€s were consciously aware of
those faculty members who perceived them as anceganuisances, or threats and did
not value what they had to offer. LCs tended tacteese kinds of teachers and instead,
focused on those teachers who were receptive to tiwbg had to offer. Both experienced
and inexperienced LC talked about the futility afrking with resistant teachers and the

need to work with those who were open to new i@@asinformation.
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One LC identified three types of teachers in héost resistant, receptive, and
unconvinced. She emphasized that she had given theaesistant teachers. For the
most part, she categorized those teachers asermuyetd teachers on the verge of
retirement and opposed to almost anything neweéastshe focused her efforts on those
teachers, at all levels of experience, who wereptee to learning about new methods
that might help them facilitate student learninige $emarked that by working with
receptive teachers and coaching them to succexs® thho were unconvinced would see
that success and come along of their own volition.

Most LCs had come to this same conclusion verykdyi@end were focusing their
efforts on those teachers whom they considered opmst to their encouragement and
support. This seemed to be the best, and at tomdsyecourse, open to LCs as principals
reported limitations in motivating teachers towagpdsitive involvement in literacy, often
because teacher perceptions did not seem malldataddition, principals often seemed
inundated with too many responsibilities of theamoto be able to put a great deal of
time and effort into any one thing. However, alhpipals indicated they supported the
literacy emphasis and efforts of their LCs. Witk #xception of one LC, all LCs
concurred with this. LCs were in agreement thatefleenent most likely to change
neutral or slightly disinterested teachers’ perogyst was for them to see and hear about
successful experiences from the receptive teachers.

Conflicting Teacher Perceptions about LCs’ Literdgtruction

The most interesting finding from this study haditowith teacher perceptions

concerning the literacy instruction that LCs préednn professional development

meetings. Survey results indicated that teacheasvdole, felt satisfied about their
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literacy instruction in their content areas, anolight that the LCs’ content-area
background did not limit their effectiveness ingerting to teachers from all content-
area backgrounds. However, this perception wasadicted by one or two focus group
teachers in each of four schools. These teacheesweey outspoken about having a
content-area expert present literacy instructiash sad, without hesitation, that
knowledge of the content area was essential fnaltty instruction to be effective. Math
teachers, in particular, were more vocal aboutttias other content-area teachers.

Perhaps some of the answer in the conflicting metsge of the teachers was
explained in the bridging position in which the disayroup teachers found themselves.
Focus group teachers were the teachers most reegptsupportive of the literacy focus
and to who the LCs looked for support. Particulatiyhe high school level, these
teachers were representative of many content-arehsvere the teachers the LCs and
principals depended on to help the teachers irr aygartments become better informed
and more supportive of literacy. Their job was ¢dpiteachers in their departments
integrate the literacy strategies into their cotmea instruction.

These focus group teachers expressed intenseatiastabout the difficulty of
making the LCs’ literacy instruction relevant t@ithcontent areas. Even though all LCs,
teacher focus groups, and principals talked abtaraty in similar terms, how those
ideas transferred into instruction differed. Fogusup teachers complained about the
time and effort it took to make the LCs’ literadyategies relevant to their content areas.
The LCs’ presentations had no credibility for thanad they wanted to collaborate with
someone from a similar content-area backgroundy Tésoned, as well as spoke from

experience, that content-area specialists who predditeracy strategies had already
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designed the strategies to drop neatly into thaitent-area curriculum. They suggested
that faculty literacy inservice be conducted byatépent and by someone with expertise
in that area.

These comments bring us back to the theoreticaldveork of this study,
symbolic interactionism. These focus group teaghresponsible for making literacy
strategies applicable to their departmental colieagdid not see the relevance of literacy
strategies as presented by LCs with English backgts, to what and how they taught.
Therefore, they dismissed them as irrelevant aokldd to others proficient in their own
content-area for instructional credibility.

While these focus group teachers did not personidlyarage the LCs, they were
adamant about the necessity of having a conteatiseeacy instructor. They firmly
believed that only when someone understood theitec area, could they discern
whether the strategies actually helped studentpoeimend better. Whether or not this
was accurate, the perception was pervasive. Tiheepgon was reinforced by those
focus group teachers who had attended literacyitrgiconducted by experts in their
field. They were enthusiastic and profuse in tpe#tise about how helpful the workshops
had been and about how relevant the materialsrdadmation that had been given to
them were.

What these teacher focus groups revealed was ato@sclude content-area
teachers in the discussion about literacy andaliteinstruction. It indicated that at the
least, content-area teachers perceived literagepted by LCs with English

backgrounds to be less relevant and applicablesim than that presented by someone in

163



their own fields. However, even more interesting@position, and one that needs
exploring, is that literacy, does in fact, lookfdrent in different fields.
Limitations

In any study, be it qualitative or quantitativeniaiture, there are limitations. While
findings from a qualitative study cannot be geneeal to a larger population, they supply
rich detail and insight into a specific situati®uch was the case with this study as
interviews, self-report logs, and observations aés@ the complexities of the LC role as
well as others’ perceptions of it. Additionallygetstudy examined only five secondary
schools within one school district. No attempt dddae made to generalize findings from
this study to other secondary LCs or schools.

Regarding the quantitative nature of the survey simple sizes of the participant
groups were unequal. There were five LCs and fiuecppals but 193 teachers. It was
unclear whether the participants responded to gstatements based on what they saw
the LCs doing within their schools or on what thlegught the LCs should be doing.
Moreover, significant difference in response cduddreached if the group mean fell
slightly to one side or the other of the same nunolnethe Likert scale. This is to say that
a significant difference sometimes resulted whenntiean of participants in one group
was only slightly higher or lower than the meamnother group. The length of time
covered by the study was the first semester 02@85-2006 school year. While this was
deemed a long enough time for routines and pattegerding literacy instruction and
involvement to develop, a longer period of time imigave revealed additional

developments, specifically for those LCs new togbsition.
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Finally, though | recorded and transcribed intamgeverbatim, my own fallibility
as a human being may also have contributed to ig¥essor errors made while
interpreting that data as well as the quantitadiata.

Recommendations for Further Research

Studies examining LCs at the secondary level avarienumber. This is most
likely the case as LCs working at the secondargllaxe also dramatically fewer in
number. While substantially more studies have lmeealucted concerning elementary
school LCs, it has only been in the last ten te&h years that LCs have begun to make
inroads at the secondary level. Attitudes, teachieghods, and resources at the
secondary level differ dramatically and the functad the LC in these circumstances
needs more attention. This study has added one sheee of insight into the roles of the
LCs but additional studies are needed to providmereater understanding of how LCs
function and interact at the secondary level.

Although LCs, teachers, and principals basicallyetd about literacy using the
same terms, teacher focus groups all commenteditéracy looked different in different
disciplines. What literacy looks like in differeciontent areas was not a specific focus in
this study. It is, however, squarely in the midolehe issue. Assuming that literacy
coordinators have knowledge of literacy that camkwo tandem with what content-area
teachers do to improve student proficiency, thesiinperative that the two collaborate.
Presently, this is not happening. Discussions meéolcus on what literacy means in each
discipline. This may require some effort as ita clear if, or to what extent, content-
area teachers have common language with whichstusi the subject. On one hand,

content-area teachers may struggle articulating wisthey want and need to say about
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literacy while conversely, literacy coordinatorsymmat have sufficient subject
knowledge to understand other content-area tedchevgooints. Studies bringing
teachers from all content areas together to diseiss literacy is in their content area
would help to establish common understanding tlmatlevfacilitate LCs effectiveness
when working with all content areas.

It also appears that there may be a mismatch bath@® content-area teachers
and LCs traditionally from English backgrounds aggwh literacy in the classroom. In
the five years that the district has had LCs indbeondary schools, almost all of the LCs
came from English departments. However, teachersfgecoups from four schools
consistently voiced the desire to have a conteza-teacher help them integrate literacy
into their curriculum. This finding leads to perlape most compelling areas for further
research: 1) Determining what acts of literacy loké& in different content areas and how
they mirror or differ from what LCs traditionallygdm English backgrounds present. It
may well be that literacy strategies that work vietldisciplines such as English and
history, may not be nearly so effective for disicipt such as science and math. 2)
Evaluating outcomes and responses to content-&satesenting literacy instruction
fashioned specifically for their discipline. Thiddxesses the question sometimes raised
by teachers and LCs alike, “If something is workihg way we’re doing it, why do we
have to change?” The question seems to indicatéghehers consider their instruction
effective or they have not yet been convinced ¢thanhging or modifying their approach
will make any difference in the achievement of tlstudents. In either case, teachers
may be more receptive to content-area LCs becaigyanay be perceived as having

more credibility and therefore, more applicablegasgions.
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In conclusion, the voices of secondary content-teaehers regarding literacy, be
they literacy coordinators or teachers from withirwithout English departments, have
not been heard much (Crain, 2003; Sarno-Tedesg8i,)1 Studies dealing with literacy
coordinators at the secondary level are few, anefestill are those in which LCs have
been able to share their experiences and ressitiocesses and failures. Almost non-
existent are studies in which secondary conterd-ge&chers have been included in
conversations about literacy and their disciplargd studies looking at secondary
content-area experts functioning as the LC areexastent. It may be that such LCs do
not yet exist.

Moreover, it appears that the role of the LC is always has been ambiguous
and may well remain that way as literacy needsiwihschool vary widely. LCs should
have the flexibility to meet them in a way mostiffig for that situation. However, greater
efforts must be made to limit how much respongipthe LC will assume. It also appears
that perceptions of the LC role may continue toyffewm LCs to teachers to principals as
each group values different aspects of the LC Flgally, coming to understand and
capitalize on the role of the secondary literacyrdmator requires that both LCs and
content-area teachers be included in discussiomgt diteracy, what it is, what it looks

like, and how literacy instruction can be improvedrder to benefit students.

167



References

Applebee, A.N., Langer, J.A., Mullis, I.V.S., LathaA.S., & Gentile, C.A. (1994).
NAEP 1992 writing report car@Report No. 23-W01). Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, Education InformatioraBch, Office of
Educational Research and Improvement, U.S. Depattofdeducation.

Babbie, E. (1990)Survey research methoddelmont, CA: Wardsworth Publishing Co.

Baker, K., & Allington, R. L. (2003). Best practge literacy instruction for children
with special needs. In L. B. Gambrell, L. M. Morro&. B. Neuman, & M.
Pressley (EDs.Best practices in literacy instructiqpp. 292-310). New York:
Guilford Press.

Barclay, K. D., & Thistlewaite, L. (1992). Readisgecialists of the 90’s: What do they
want?Reading, Research and Instruction, 82;96.

Barry, A. (1994). The staffing of high school rersdeading programs in the United
States since 1920ournal of Reading, 384-22.

Barry, A. (1997). High school reading programs séed.Journal of Adolescent & Adult
Literacy, 40,524-531.

Bean, R. M. (1979). Role of the reading speciaflstultifaceted dilemmaReading
teacher, 32409-413.

Bean, R. M. (2004a)he reading specialist: Leadership for the classnpschool and
community New York: Guilford Press.

Bean, R. M. (2004b). Promoting effective literangtruction: The challenge for literacy
coachesCR, 37,58-63

Bean, R. M., Cassidy, J., Grumet, J. E., Sheltor§.D& Wallis, S. R. (2002). What do
reading specialists do? Results from a nationalesuReading Teacher, 5536-
745.

Bean, R. M., Cooley, W. W., Eichelberger, R. T.zag M. K., & Zigmond, N. (1991).
Inclass or pullout: Effects of setting on the reméteading programlournal of
Reading Behavior, 23145-464.

Bean, R. M. & Eichelberger, R. T. (1985). Chandimg role of the reading specialists:
From pull-out to in-class prograniReading Teacher, 3848-653.

Bean, R. M., Knaub, R., & Swan, A. L. (200Reading specialists in exemplary schools.

Paper presented at the'tternational Reading Association convention,
Indianapolis, IN.

168



Bean, R. M., Swan, A. L., & Knaub, R. (2003). Reapspecialists in schools with
exemplary reading programs: Functional, versaditg] preparedReading
Teacher, 56446-456.

Biancarosa, G., & Snow, C. E. (200Reading next — A vision for action and research
in middle and high school literacy: A report to @agie Corporation of
NewYorkWashington, DC: Alliance for Excellent Education.

Blackford, L. (2002). Secondary school readighool Administratqrs9, 12-14.

Blumer, H. (1969)Symbolic interactionism: Perspective and mettidetkeley:
University of California Press.

Bond, G. L., & Dykstra, R. (1967). The cooperatigsearch program in first grade-
reading instructionReading Research Quarterly, 2142.

Brownell, M. T., & Walther-Thomas, C. (2000). Arténview with Dr. Michael
Pressley|ntervention in school & clinic, 3&05-108.

Buly, M. R., Coskie, T., Robinson, L., & Egawa, (R004). What is a literacy coach?
Voices in the Middle,160-61.

Carvell, R., & Kerr, M. (1980). A self-appraisalrsay of reading specialists: Education
in the least restrictive environmedburnal of Educational Research, 7&0-
124.

Chall, J. (1967)Learning to read: The great debatéew York: McGraw-Hill.

Coaches, consensus, and controversy. (26029ding Today, 2118.

Charon, J. M. (19895ymbolic InteractionisnEnglewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice
Hall.

Crain, A. B. (2003)Role of the reading specialist: Perspectives ottennarea teachers
and reading specialist&Jnpublished doctoral dissertation, Georgia State
University.

Crotty, M. (1998).The foundations of social research: Meaning andpective in the
research procesd.ondon: Sage Publications.

Darwin, M. J. (2002 Delving into the role of the high school readspgecialist
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, George Masorveélsity.

Davis, F. B. (1944). Fundamental factors of compnsion in reading?sychometrika,
185-197.

169



Davis, W. N. (1976)A study of the role perceptions and occupation lina of
elementary and secondary reading teachespublished doctoral dissertation,
The American University.

Dietrich, D. M. (1967). Standards and qualificadar reading specialistthe Reading
Teacher, 20483-489.

Dilley, L. (1944). Every teacher and readiiithne School Review, 5297-605.

Dole, J. A. (2004). The changing role of the regdipecialist in school reforrReading
teacher, 57462-471.

Draper, R. J., Smith, L. K., Hall, K., & Siebert, 2005). What's more important —
literacy or content? Confronting the literacy-cartdualism.Teacher in Action
Education, 27, 12-21.

Duke, N. K. (2000). 3.6 minutes per day: The stami informational texts in first
grade Reading Research Quarterl$s, no. 2, 202-224.

Durkin, E. (1972)Teaching Young Children to Red&bston: Allyn and Bacon.
Eisenhart, M. A., Cuthbert, A. M., Shrum, J. L. Harding, J. R. (1988). Teacher beliefs
about their work activities: Policy implicationBheory into Practice, 27,37-

144.

Foundation for Comprehensive Early Literacy Leagni{2006). Retrieved 5/15/2006
from http://www.cell-exll.com/secondchance.htm

Freire, P. (1970)edagogy of the Oppressétew York: Herder and Herder.

Garry, V. V. (1973-74). Competencies that count agneeading specialistdournal of
Reading, 17608-613.

Gates, A. I. (1937). The necessary mental agedgimining readergducation Digest,
42-43.

Gates, A. I. (1958). Improvements in reading pdesibthe near futureReading
Teacher, 1283-88.

Geertz, C. (1975)nterpretation of culturesLondon: Hutchinson.
Georgia State Department of Education (19Payrent advisory council information

handbook for title 1 in GAAtlanta, GA: Title One Unit, Office of Instructiah
Services.

170



Gibson, J. B. (1937). A novice remedies junior higading.California Journal of
Secondary Education, 1221-423.

Goodman, K. S. (1986yvhat’'s Whole in Whole Languag®rtsmouth, N.H.:
Heinemann.

Haab, M. d. (2001)The emergent nature of the role of a reading spistiad study of
the sociopolitical forces that shape the role eéading specialistUnpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Pennsylvania.

Hall, B. (2004). Literacy coaches: An evolving rdBarnegie Reporter, 3-5.
Hammersly, M. (1992)What’s wrong with ethnographydndon: Routledge

Henwood, G. F. (1999/2000). A new role for the regaépecialist: Contributing toward
a high school collaborative educational cultd@urnal of Adolescent & Adult
Literacy, 43,316-325.

Hutson, B. A., McDonell, & Fortune, J. C. (1982,deenber) A multifaceted view of
the roles of the reading specialiftaper presented at National Reading
Conference,Clearwater, Florida.

International Reading Association. (196Rgading specialists: Roles, responsibilities,
and qualificationsNewark, DE: Author.

International Reading Association. (1978lidelines for the professional preparation of
reading teacherdNewark, DE: Author.

International Reading Association. (198Guidelines for the specialized preparation of
reading professionals\ewark, DE: Author.

International Reading Association. (1998)andards for reading professionaléewark,
DE: Author.

International Reading Association. (2000¢aching all children to read: The roles of the
reading specialist. A position statement of therdmational Reading Association.
Newark, DE: Author.

International Reading Association. (200S)andards for reading professionals - Revised
2003.Neward, DE: Author.

International Reading Association. (200%he role and qualifications of the reading

coach in the United States. A position statemetttefnternational Reading
AssociationNewark, DE: Author.

171



International Reading Association. (2008)andards for Middle and High School
Literacy CoachedNewark, DE: Author.

International Reading Association Evaluation Coneeit (1979). What's in a name:
Reading specialistfournal of Reading, 2(p. 623-28.

Isenberg, J. P. (1990). Teachers’ thinking anceleelnd classroom practicehildhood
Education, 66322-327.

lvey, G., & Fisher, D., (2005). Learning from witatesn’t work Educational
Leadership, 638-14.

Jaeger, E. (1996). The reading specialist as anl#ive consultanfThe Reading
Teacher, 49622-630.

Johnson, B., & Christensen, L. (200BHucational researciNeedham Heights, MA:
Allyn and Bacon.

Kulesza, D. (2001)The role of reading specialists: A descriptive studnpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Nevada at Magas.

Lapp, D., Fisher, D., Flood, J., & Frey, N. (200Bual role of the urban reading
specialistJournal of Staff Development, 223-6.

Maleki, R. B., & Heerman, C. E. (1994). What doaluniddle-secondary teachers
expect of reading programs and reading speciali®s@ling Improvement, 31,
101-106.

Mason, G. E., & Palmatier, R. A. (1973). A prepematfor professionals in reading.
Journal of Reading, 1&37-640.

Moburg, L. G. (1967). A new consultant gets starRehading Teacher, 28620-524.

Morphett, M. V., & Washburn, C. (1931). When shoaldldren begin to read?
Elementary School Journad96-503.

Morris, D., & Slavin, R. E. (2003Every Child ReadingBoston: Allyn and Bacon.
Mosby, E. M. (1982)An analysis of job descriptions for reading spdsialin selected
school districts in the United Statésnpublished doctoral dissertation,

Texas A & M.

Mullis, I.V. S., & Jenkins, L. (1990 he reading report card, 1971-1988: Trends from
the nation’s report cardPrinceton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.

172



Nation’s Report Card, (2003). Retrieved February2DO5, from
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/reading/re20@3/natachieve-g.8asp.

National Reading Panel. (2000&gaching children to read: An evidence-based
assessment of the scientific research literatureeaaing and its implications for
reading instruction(NIH Publication No. 00-4769). Washington, DC: datl
Institute of Child Health and Human Development.

Nespor, J. (1987). The role of beliefs in the pcacof teachingCurriculum Studies, 19,
317-328.

Neufeld, B., & Roper, D. (2003Toaching: A strategy for developing instructional
capacity — promises and practicalitiedlashington D.C.: The Aspen Institute
Program on Education/ Providence, Rhode Island:Arreenberg Institute for
School Reform.

O’Brien, D. G., Stewart, R. A., & Moje, E. B., (18P Why content literacy is difficult to
infuse into the secondary school: Complexitieswficulum, pedagogy, and
school cultureReading Research Quarterly,3042-463.

Patton, M. (2002)Qualitative research and evaluation methof@kousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications.

Pipes, G. (2004\What are they really doing?: A mixed methodologyuiry into the
multi-faceted role of the elementary reading spistidnpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Alabama.

Pressley, M. (2002). Metacognition and self-reg@datomprehension. In A. E. Farstrup
and S. J. Samuels (Ed3/fhat research has to say about reading instructipp.
291-309). Newark, DE: International Reading Assioia

Quatroche, D. J., Bean, R. M., & Hamilton, R. LOQ2). The role of the reading
specialist: A review of researcReading Teacher, 5532-294.

Rea, L. M., & Parker, R. A. (1997esigning and conduction survey researghn
Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Readence, J. E., Baldwin, R. S., & Dishner, E.1080). Establishing content reading
programs in secondary schodl$ie Reading Teaches23-527.

Robinson, H. A. (1958). The secondary school repdpecialistReading Teacher,
12,103-106.

Robinson, H. A. (1967). The reading consultanthefpast, present, and possible future
Reading Teacher, 2@,75-482.

173



Robinson, R. D., & Pettit, N. T. (1978). The roketlwe reading teacher: Where do you fit
in? Reading Teacher, 3923-927.

Ruddell, M. R. (1993)Teaching content reading and writingeedham Heights, MA:
Allyn & Bacon.

Rupley, W. H., Mason, G., & Logan, J. W. (1985)sRaresent, and future job
responsibilities of public school reading spectaliReading World48-60.

Sarno-Tedeschi, J. M. (199Dhe roles of the reading specialists in the cultoir@igh
school: A tapestry of perceptions, politics, po#isies. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation. Columbia University.

Schrekman, L. J. (1981Attitudes of secondary content area teachers tovilaed
disabled reader, teaching reading and inserviceksbopsUnpublished masters
thesis. Kean College of New Jersey.

Serafini, F. S. (2005, MayT.he evolving role of the reading (literacy) speisalPaper
presented at the National Reading Conference, S, Texas.

Snow, C. E., Burns, M. S., & Griffin, P. (Eds.)9@8).Preventing reading difficulties in
young childrenWashington, DC: National Academy Press.

South Carolina Department of Education, DivisiormTeacher QualityTitle 11 no child
left behind Retrieved January 26, 2005, from
http://www.scteachers.org/Titlell/index.cfm

Stake, R. (1994). Case studies. In N. K. Denzin.&YLincoln (EDs.)Handbook of
gualitative researclipp. 236-247). Eds., Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage €atlins.

Stauffer, R. G. (1967). Change, bReading Teacher, 2@,74 and 499.

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998asics of qualitative researchondon: Sage
Publications.

Stryker, S. (1980)Symbolic interactionsim: A social structural versidlenlo Park, CA:
Benjamin/Cummings Publishing.

Sturtevant, E. G. (2003). The Literacy Coach: A k@ymproving Teaching and
Learning in Secondary SchooMliance for Excellent Education, Carnegie
Corporation of New YorkRetrieved January 25, 2005 from
http://www.all4ed.org/publications/LiteracyCoachf.pd

Tatum, A. W. (2004). A road map for reading spesialentering schools without
exemplary reading programs: Seven quick lesdReading Teacher, 528-39.

174



Thomas, E. L. (1967). A reading consultant at gxeadary levelThe Reading Teacher,
20,509-514, 519.

Thorndike, E. L. (1917). Reading as reasoning:ualgtof mistakes in paragraph
reading.Journal of Educational Psychology, 83-332.

Thompson, R. (1979, Octobefeachers’ perceptions of how reading consultants ca
be of best usd”aper presented at the Florida State Readinge@orde, Daytona
Beach, Florida.

Tucker, J. (1970). Setting up and operating pudidttool and reading clinics. In D. L.
Shepherd (Ed.urrent emphasis in reading. Proceedings of Hof&tréversity
Reading Conferences Six, Seven, and ERI®B3-67. New York: Hofstra
University.

U.S. Census Bureau (2005a). Retrieved Februar@@, om
http://www.census.gov/popest/cities/tables/SUBESB204-49.xIs

U.S. Census Bureau (2005b). American fact findetriBved February 2, 2007 from
http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DTTable?_bmgg& id=16000US4962470
&ds _name=ACS 2005 EST GO0 _é&redoLog=false&mt nameSAZDO5 EST
~G2000_B02001

U.S. Census Bureau (2005c) Retrieved February@; #om
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/49/496 24ndl.

Usova, G. M. (1973)A comparison of attitudes toward reading instruntaamong
secondary principals, secondary reading speciglat&l secondary content-area
teachers in Pennsylvania and West Virginimpublished doctoral dissertation.
University of Pittsburgh.

Vacca, R. T.,(1998). Let’s not marginalize adolesdigeracy.Journal of Adolescent &
Adult Literacy, 41604-609.

Vacca, J. L., & Padak, N. D. (1990). Reading caasii$ as classroom collaborators: An
emerging roleJournal of educational and psychological consutiatil,99-107.

Vaughan, J. L., & Estes, T. H. (198Reading and Reasoning Beyond the Primary
Grades.Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc.

Walsh, P. (1986)Tales out of schooNew York: Viking Penguin.

Worthen, B. R., White, K. R., Fan, X., & SudweeRs R. (1999)Measurement and
assessment in schoolew York: Longman.

175



APPENDICES

176



Appendix A

Letters of Consent

177



Brigham Y oung University
Consent to Act as a Resear ch Subject
(Administrator and Faculty Form)

A multiple case study of the secondary literacyrdowtors in Foothill School District

Purpose of the Studyou are being asked to participate in a resesiiatly investigating the
responsibilities and roles literacy coordinatorsuage in middle and senior high schools and how
the faculties of those schools perceive those rblesla Frost, a doctoral candidate in the
Department of Teacher Education, is conductinggtudy. Dr. Roni Jo Draper, associate
professor, supervises her work. Eligibility is bdiea willingness to participate.

Procedureslf you participate in this study, you will be &skto do the following:

1. Participate in a 30-45 minute interview abdetracy coordinators in which you will
be audio taped. Follow up contacts may also be nfapeestions arise concerning the content of
the interview.

2. Complete a survey.

Risks or Discomforts

You may have concerns about being audio taped. Henyvthe data on the audio tapes will only
be used by the researcher to produce transcripentdysis. When referring to this information in
the report, a pseudonym will be used.

Benefits There are no direct benefits to you for partitipgin this study. However, it is likely

that information from this study will help secongachools and Foothill School District utilize
literacy coordinators in a more effective way sa@esncourage and increase student literacy
achievement.

Confidentiality Strict confidentiality will be maintained whernp@rting findings from this study.
No individual identifying information will disclogke Where possible, all identifying references
will be removed and replaced by pseudonyms. Alhdaflected in this research study will be
stored in a secure area, and access will only\mngdb personnel associated with this study.
Interview tapes and surveys will be destroyed atcimclusion of the study.

Voluntary Nature of ParticipatiorParticipation in this study is voluntary. You leathe right to
refuse to participate and the right to withdravetatithout any adverse effect. If you choose not
to participate in this study, you will not be coetted further.

Questions about the Studyyou have any questions about the study, pleakghem now. If

you have any questions later, you may contact LFrdat at 373-2900 or 422-3091. If you have
guestions regarding your rights as a human subjetparticipant in this study, you may contact
Dr. Renea Beckstrand, Chair of the InstitutionaliBe Board, 422 SWKT, Brigham Young
University, Provo, UT 84602; phone (801) 422-38%3ail: renae_beckstrand@byu.edu

Agreement Your signature below indicates that you have readerstood, and received a copy
of the above consent and desire of your own fréleawd volition to participate in this research
and accept the benefits and risks related to thdy sty our signature also indicates that you have
been told that you may change your mind and withidraur consent to participate at any time.

Research Subject Date
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Brigham Y oung University
Consent to Act as a Resear ch Subject
(Literacy Coordinator Form)

A multiple case study of the secondary literacyrdowtors in Foothill School District

Purpose of the Studyou are being asked to participate in a resesitatly investigating the
responsibilities and roles literacy coordinatorsuage in middle and senior high schools and how
the faculties of those schools perceive those rblesla Frost, a doctoral candidate in the
Department of Teacher Education, is conductinggtudy. Dr. Roni Jo Draper, associate
professor, supervises her work. Eligibility is bdiea willingness to participate.

Procedureslf you participate in this study, you will be &skto do the following:

1. Keep two week’s of daily logs at three differéme periods (at the beginning, middle and
end of the semester) of the tasks you carry oatlésracy coordinator.

2. At the conclusion of every week of the stualyefly describe in a log one experience that
went well and one you were not satisfied with.

3. Participate in four 30-40 minute interview®abyour role as a literacy coordinator in which
you will be audio taped.

4. Complete a survey.

Risks or Discomforts

You may have concerns about recording your actwitn the log, being audio taped and
observed. However, your logs will be returned ta ifojou desire and the data from the audio
tapes will only be used by the researcher to predanscripts for analysis. Observation notes
will be similarly analyzed and when reference tg ahthis data is made in the report, a
pseudonym will be used.

Benefits There are no direct benefits to you for partitipgin this study. However, it is likely
that as you reflect on your practice and recordegrpces in your log, you will gain insights into
your role and responsibilities. Also, informationrh this study may help secondary schools and
Foothill School District utilize literacy coordiras in a more effective way so as to encourage
and increase student literacy achievement.

Confidentiality Strict confidentiality will be maintained whenpating findings from this study.
No individual identifying information will disclogke Where possible, all identifying references
will be removed and replaced by pseudonyms. Alhdaflected in this research study will be
stored in a secure area, and access will onlyy@ngo personnel associated with this study. At
the conclusion of the study, logs will be returtedhe literacy coordinator and interview tapes
will be destroyed.

Voluntary Nature of ParticipatiorParticipation in this study is voluntary. You leathe right to
refuse to participate and the right to withdravetatithout any adverse effect. If you choose not
to participate in this study, you will not be coetied further.

CompensationLiteracy coordinators will receive $25.00 at thiel point of this study and $25.00
at its conclusion.

Questions about the Studfyou have any questions about the study, pleagghem now. If
you have any questions later, you may contact LFrdat at 373-2900 or 422-3091. If you have
guestions regarding your rights as a human subjetparticipant in this study, you may contact
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Dr. Renea Beckstrand, Chair of the InstitutionaliBe Board, 422 SWKT, Brigham Young
University, Provo, UT 84602; phone (801) 422-38%3ail: renae_beckstrand@byu.edu

Agreement Your signature below indicates that you have readerstood, and received a copy
of the above consent and desire of your own fréleawid volition to participate in this research
and accept the benefits and risks related to thdy sty our signature also indicates that you have
been told that you may change your mind and withidraur consent to participate at any time.

Research Subject Date
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Literacy Coordinator Survey

Please answer each item as completely as you téminformation will assist the researcher in prapa
as thorough a case study as possible on the §te@ardinators in the Foothill School District.

Circle the appropriate answer:

1. Gender: Male Female

2. Ethnicity:
American Indian or Alaska Native Pacific Islander
Asian White
Black or African American Other

Hispanic/Latino

3. In which type of school do you work? Middle Senior High
4. With which grade or grades do you work? 7 8 9 10 11 12
5. Of which department are you a member?

English/Language Arts PE

Social studies Technology

Science Special Ed

Math Guidance

Art/Music Other (please specify)

6. For how many years before specializing in regqvere you a classroom teacher?
0 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+

7. For how many years have you been a literacydioator?
At elementary school level At secondarystlevel

Please specify other types and years of expegian the public schools not mentioned above.
Please complete:

8. What degrees do you hold?
Field/Specialization Year Earned Institution

BA

BS

MA

MS

M.Ed

EdD

PhD

Other (please specify)

182



9. In addition to a degree in literacy or othertemn area, what literacy training have you had?
When Taken Sponsoring Institution

Reading certificate

Reading endorsement

District training
Wilheim Cohort

School inservice

Summer institute

College courses (approx. how many?) Undergraduate Graduate

Other (please specify)

10. How many times in the last 2 years have you:
in your content areaon literacy issues

Taken a university course
Attended a

state/national/international

conference

professional workshop

Attended a district or school

endorsement class

professional workshop

institute

conference

Read journals/professional material

Other (please specify):

11. Circle how you obtained your present position.
a. Direct application
b. Asked to accept job; pay raise
c. Asked to accept job; no pay raise
d. Other (please specify):

12. Please indicate about what percentage of ymaris spent in:
Teaching/instructing student roles
Leadership (working with faculty, community, etm)es
Assessment roles
Other (please specify):
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Short answer questions
13. What are your needs as a literacy coordinator?

14. Would you like more literacy expertise?

If so, in what areas?

15. Other comments:

Please circle the number on the scale that mostlgioeflects your opinion.

Strongly
Disagree Disagree
16. | have a job description 1 2
17.1 would like to have a more defined job dedwip 1 2
18. 1 would like to have a less restrictive job agstion 1 2
19. My job responsibilities as a literacy coordovadre
increasing 1 2
20. I would like to collaborate more with otheeliacy
coordinators 1 2
21.1 enjoy being a literacy specialist 1 2
Strongly
Disagree Disagree
My principal:
22. believes a school wide reading program is heiaéf 1 2
23. has a literacy plan and is working towards
implementing it 1 2
24. plays an important role in improving studetgricy 1 2
25. observes my work and provides feedback 1 2
26. gives me autonomy to make decisions about how
| use my time 1 2
27. provides the resources | need (materials, tatte) 1 2
28. doesn't request that | participate in extraicutar
activities 1 2
29. actively discusses literacy and encouragendstee
at professional conferences, institutes, etc. with
faculty members 1 2
30. has me present literacy inservice to faculty 1 2
31. refers to me for information about current
literacy research 1 2
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Strongly No Strongly
Disagree Disagree Opinion Agree Agree
Theteachersin my school:

32. know of my presence and expertise 1 2 3 4 5
33. come to me with questions, concerns, requessts,

about literacy 1 2 3 4 5
34. are willing to learn about literacy 1 2 3 4 5
35. are willing to implement literacy techniquetoin

their lessons 1 2 3 4 5
36. feel that literacy issues are not their resiility 1 2 3 4 5
37. are under a great deal of pressure to meatalum

demands 1 2 3 4 5
38. see no relation between literacy issues and the

content-area subjects 1 2 3 4 5
39. would do more with literacy issues if they fedtter

prepared to do so 1 2 3 4 5
40. feel that | lack content-area expertise whastricts

the effectiveness of my recommendations 1 2 3 4 5
Thedistrict:
41. emphasizes literacy development 1 2 3 4 5
42. has a variety of resources to help with litgriasues 1 2 3 4 5

Asa literacy coordinator, | work with:
43. native English speaking struggling readersuitdb

literacy skills 1 2 3 4 5
44. English language learners to build literacyiski 1 2 3 4 5
45. on level readers to build literacy skills 1 2 3 4 5
46. honor/gifted students to build literacy skills 1 2 3 4 5
47. students in content classes with teachersaloothtion 1 2 3 4 5
48. students in a pullout program 1 2 3 4 5
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Asaliteracy coordinator, I:
49. teach only literacy related skills

Strongly

Disagree Disagree

1 2

50. teach content area subject/s in which literacy

instruction is integrated

1 2

51. work with individual teachers (plan, model)|doV

up, etc.) to strengthen literacy instruction

52. work with £72™ year teachers to strengthen their

literacy instruction

53. work with small groups of teachers (grade level

team unit, department etc.) to strengthen literacy
instruction
54. conduct professional development for faculty 1

NN

55. initiate casual or spontaneous conversations

related to literacy issues with faculty
56. find and provide materials for teachers
57. develop curriculum

58. build good home school community connections

(answer questions, speak to groups, facilitate
effective parent teacher relationships etc)

59. fulfill administration responsibilities regandj
literacy

60. fulfill administration responsibilities tied szhool

issues not dealing with literacy (subbing, discip)
extracurricular activities, etc)

61. provide instructional guidance to aides, petrs,

paraprofessionals who work in the classroom tp hel
teachers meet student needs

62. plan and collaborate with faculty and staff to

63.
64.
65.

66.
67.

68.
69.
70.
71.

72.

Social studies
Science

Math
Art/Music

implement a school-wide quality reading program 1 2
research ways to improve literacy within thiecaxd 1 2
test/diagnose student abilities

provide teachers with student assessment sesult
and discuss implications for instruction
collaborate with teachers to develop assessment 1 2
assist teachers in learning how to adminisidfa
interpret assessments

work to coordinate school assessment withidistr
or state standards
fulfill other district or state assessment meggibilities 1 2
administer standardized tests
analyze test data

1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2

No

Opinion

w w

3

3

Strongly
Agree Agree
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5

Approximately how many times a month do youkweith faculty from the following departments?
English/Language Arts

Technology/Home Econor(iid<C)

Special ED
Guidance
PE

Other: (please specify
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Administrator Survey
Please complete each item as completely as yourtésinformation will assist the researcher in
preparing as thorough a case study as possibleeorolke of the literacy coordinators in the Fodt&ithool
District.

Circle the appropriate answer:

1. Gender: Male Female

2. Ethnicity:
American Indian or Alaska Native Pacific Islander
Asian White
Black or African American Other

Hispanic/Latino
3. In which type of school do you work? Middle Senior High

4. How many years have you worked as a principal?
1-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+

5. Did you teach before becoming a principal arabiffor how many years?
No 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+
In what grade?

6. Have you been a literacy coordinator? If sohfmv many years? At what level?
No 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+

At elementary school level
At secondary school level

Please complete:
7. What degrees do you hold?
Field/Specialization Year Earned Institution

BA

BS

MA

MS

M.Ed
EdD
PhD
Other (please specify)
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8. In addition to a degree in literacy or othertemn area, what literacy training have you had?
When Taken Sponsoring Institution

Reading certificate

Reading endorsement

District training
Wilheim Cohort

School inservice

Summer institute

College courses (approx. how many?)
Undergraduate Graduate

Other (please specify)

9. How many times in the last 2 years have you:
in your content area on literacy issue
(administration)

Taken a university course

Attended a state/national/international

conference or workshop

Attended a district or school

endorsement class

professional workshop/inservice

institute

conference

Read journals/professional material

Other (please specify):
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Please circle the number that describes your posiégarding each statement.
Strongly No Strongly
Disagree Disagree Opinion Agree Agree

Asaprincipal, I:
10. believe a school-wide reading program is beiadfi 1 2 3 4 5
11. have a literacy plan and am working towards

implementing it 1
12. play an important role in improving studergd#cy 1
13. observe the literacy coordinator at work araljae

feedback 1 2 3 4 5
14. give the literacy coordinator autonomy to make

decisions about how to use time 1 2 3 4 5
15. provide the resources the literacy coordinegquests

(money, materials, time, opportunity, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5
16. do not request that the literacy coordinatatigipate

in extracurricular activities 1 2 3 4 5
17. actively discuss literacy issues and encourage

attendance at professional conferences, instjtutes

etc. with faculty members 1 2 3 4 5
18. have the literacy coordinator present literiasgrvice

to the faculty 1 2 3 4 5
19. refer to the literacy coordinator for infornwati

about current literacy research 1 2 3 4 5
20. think the literacy coordinator has a well-detin

and enacted program 1 2 3 4 5
21. think the literacy coordinator interacts weithwall

kinds of faculty 1 2 3 4 5
22. believe the literacy coordinator lacks contarda

expertise which restricts the effectiveness of

2 3 4
2 3

her/his recommendations 1 2 3 4 5
Strongly No Strongly
Disagree Disagree  Opinion Agree Agree

Theteachersin my school:
23. know of the availability and expertise of therhcy

coordinator 1 2 3 4 5
24. go to the literacy coordinator with questiond a

concerns about literacy 1 2 3 4 5
25. are willing to learn about literacy 1 2 3 4 5
26. are willing to implement literacy techniques

into their lessons 1 2 3 4 5
27.feel that literacy issues are not their resiiility 1 2 3 4 5
28. are under a great deal of pressure to meeatglunm

demands 1 2 3 4 5
29. see no relation between literacy issues arid the

content-area subjects 1 2 3 4 5
30. would do more with literacy issues if they felt

better prepared to do so 1 2 3 4 5

31. feel that a literacy coordinator lacks contarga
expertise which restricts the effectiveness of
their recommendations 1 2 3 4 5

Thedistrict:

32. emphasizes literacy development 1 2 3 4 5
33. has a variety of resources to help with litgriasues 1 2 3 4 5
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Strongly No Strongly
Disagree Disagree Opinion Agree Agree
A literacy coordinator workswith:
34. native English speaking struggling readersuitdb
literacy skills 1 2 3 4
35. English language learners to build literacyiski 1 2 3 4
36. on level readers to build literacy skills 1 2 3 4
37. honor/gifted students to build literacy skills 1 2 3 4
38. students in content classes with teachersilootiation 1 2 3 4
39. students in a pullout program 1 2 3 4 5

A literacy coordinator:
40. is a valuable resource at the secondary sdéeell 1 2 3 4 5
41. teaches only literacy related skills 1 2 3 4 5
42.teaches content area subject/s in which liyerac

instruction is integrated 1 2 3 4 5
43. works with individual teachers (plan, modellda

up, etc.) to strengthen literacy instruction 1 2 3 4 5
44. works with 172" year teachers to strengthen their

literacy instruction 1 2 3 4 5
45. works with small groups of teachers (gradelleve

team unit, department etc.) to strengthen literacy

instruction 1 2 3 4 5
46. conducts professional development for faculty 1 2 3 4 5
47. initiates casual or spontaneous conversations

related to literacy issues with faculty 1 2 3 4 5
48. finds and provides materials for teachers 1 2 3 4 5
49. develops curriculum 1 2 3 4 5
50. builds good home school community connections

(answer questions, speak to groups, facilitate

effective parent teacher relationships etc) 1 2 3 4 5
51. fulfills administration responsibilities regargd

literacy 1 2 3 4 5
52. fulfills administration responsibilities tied school

issues not dealing with literacy (subbing, discip)

extracurricular activities, etc) 1 2 3 4 5
53. provides instructional guidance to aides, paters,

paraprofessionals who work in the classroom tp hel

teachers meet student needs 1 2 3 4 5
54. plans and collaborates with faculty and staff t

implement a school-wide quality reading program 1 2 3 4 5
55. researches ways to improve literacy withingtieool 1 2 3 4 5
56. tests/diagnoses student abilities 1 2 3 4 5
57. provides teachers with student assessmentgesul

and discusses implications for instruction 1 2 3 4 5
58. collaborates with teachers to develop assegsmen 1 2 3 4 5
59. assists teachers in learning how to admingstdrfor

interpret assessments 1 2 3 4 5
60. works to coordinate school assessment withictist

or state standards 1 2 3 4 5
61. fulfills other district or state assessmenpogsibilities 1 2 3 4 5
62. administers standardized tests 1 2 3 4 5
63. analyzes test data 1 2 3 4 5

Please use the reverse side of this sheet to nmgksuggestions/comments you have about the peocepti
and/or roles of the literacy coordinator in youhaaol. Thank you very much for your participation.
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Faculty Member Survey

Please answer each item as completely as you baniriformation will assist the researcher in
preparing as thorough a case study as possibleeamle of the literacy coordinators in the

Foothill School District.

Circle the appropriate answer:

1. Gender: Male Female

2. Ethnicity:
American Indian or Alaska Native Pacific Islander
Asian White
Black or African American Other

Hispanic/Latino

3. In which type of school do you work? Middle Senior
4. With what grade or grade ranges do you work? 7 8 9 10
12
5. Of which department are you a member?
English/Language Arts PE
Social studies Technology
Science Special Ed
Math Guidance
Art/Music Other (please specify)

6. a. How many years have you been a classroorhdeac
1-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 16-20

b. How many years have you been a counselor?
1-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 16-20

c. Other types of experience and years in pahools not listed above?
Please complete:

7. What degrees do you hold?
Field/Specialization Year Earned Institution

BA

11

21+

21+

BS

MA

MS

M.Ed

EdD

PhD

Other (please specify)
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8. In addition to a degree in literacy or otherteom area, what literacy training have you had?
When Taken Sponsoring Institution

Reading certificate

Reading endorsement

District training

Wilheim Cohort

School inservice

Summer institute

College courses (approx. how many?)
Undergraduate Graduate

Other (please specify)

9. How many times in the last 2 years have you:
in your content areaon literacy issues

Taken a university course
Attended a

state/national/international

conference

professional workshop

Attended a district or school

endorsement class

professional workshop

institute

conference

Read journals/professional material

Other (please specify):

10. List what you consider to be the three mosbirtgmt responsibilities of a secondary
literacy specialist . (One being the most imporjant
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Please circle the number that indicates your pmsittgarding each statement.

Asateacher, |:

Strongly
Disagree

11. have access to a literacy coordinator in mpaktch

12. am interested in learning about literacy

13. implement literacy techniques in my teaching
14. feel that literacy issues are not my respolityibi

15. am under a great deal of pressure to meet
curriculum demands at my school

16. see little or no relation between literacy esand

my content-area teaching
17. would do more with literacy instruction if liféetter
prepared to teach it

18. think that the literacy coordinator lacks caontarea
expertise which restricts the effectiveness of

her suggestions

19. think a school wide program to increase litgrac

would be beneficial
20. am satisfied with the reading abilities of nydents
21. am satisfied with the writing abilities of mipdents

My principal:

22. believes a school wide reading program is beiaéf

23. has a literacy plan and is working towards
implementing it

24. actively discusses literacy and encouragendsdtee

at professional conferences, institutes, etc. with

faculty members

25. plays an important role in improving student

literacy
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Strongly No Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Opinion  Agree  Agree
A literacy coordinator workswith:
26. native English speaking struggling readersuitdb
literacy skills 1 2
27. English language learners to build literacyiski 1 2
28. on level readers to build literacy skills 1 2
29. honor/gifted students to build literacy skills 1 2
30. students in content classes with teachersabothtion 1 2
31. students in a pullout program 1 2 3 4 5

4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5

w
o @ P W,

A literacy coordinator:
32.is a valuable resource at the secondary séteell 1 2 3 4 5
33. teaches only literacy related skills 1 2 3 4 5
34. teaches content area subject/s in which lijerac

instruction is integrated 1 2 3 4 5
35. works with individual teachers (plan, modellda

up, etc.) to strengthen literacy instruction 1 2 3 4 5
36. works with 1/2" year teachers to strengthen their

literacy instruction 1 2 3 4 5
37. works with small groups of teachers (gradelleve

team unit, department etc.) to strengthen literacy

instruction 1 2 3 4 5
38. conducts professional development for faculty 1 2 3 4 5
39. initiates casual or spontaneous conversations

related to literacy issues with faculty 1 2 3 4 5
40. finds and provides materials for teachers 1 2 3 4 5
41. develops curriculum 1 2 3 4 5
42. builds good home school community connections

(answer questions, speak to groups, facilitate

effective parent teacher relationships etc) 1 2 3 4 5
43. fulfills administration responsibilities regard

literacy 1 2 3 4 5
44, fulfills administration responsibilities tied school

issues not dealing with literacy (subbing, discip)

extracurricular activities, etc) 1 2 3 4 5
45, provides instructional guidance to aides, pa®rs,

paraprofessionals who work in the classroom tp hel

teachers meet student needs 1 2 3 4 5
46. plans and collaborates with faculty and staff t

implement a school-wide quality reading program 1 2 3 4 5
47.researches ways to improve literacy withingtieool 1 2 3 4 5
48. tests/diagnoses student abilities 1 2 3 4 5
49. provides teachers with student assessmentgesul

and discusses implications for instruction 1 2 3 4 5
50. collaborates with teachers to develop assessmen 1 2 3 4 5
51. assists teachers in learning how to admingstdrfor

interpret assessments 1 2 3 4 5
52. works to coordinate school assessment withictist

or state standards 1 2 3 4 5
53. fulfills other district or state assessmenpogsibilities 1 2 3 4 5
54. administers standardized tests 1 2 3 4 5
55. analyzes test data 1 2 3 4 5
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Dear Faculty,

My name is Linda Frost and I'm a doctoral studeérB¥U. I'm currently working in
conjunction with Foothill School District to resehrthe role of the literacy coordinator
(LC) in each of the five secondary schools in tistridt. The district administration
intends to use this information to help them exantive effective use of school personnel
in fostering greater student literacy in the dettsi secondary schools.

In order to get your particular perspective onrtile and responsibilities of the LC, I'm
requesting that you please respond to an electsuma@y. You can reach it by clicking
on the provided link: http://www.surveymonkey.coragp?u=463521803031

The survey is no more than 15-20 minutes long andwill be providing unique and
essential information. Your individual identity aresponses will be kept confidential.
Only I will have access to the surveys and oncedkelts are compiled and written up in
a holistic form, the surveys will be destroyed.duld appreciate your completing the
survey by Friday, March 3.

If you should have any questions or want more mfaiion, please email me at
frostlinda@yahoo.com or calR2-4974. Also, please be sure and contact me should you
encounter some problem taking the survey.

| know teacher time is always at a premium andttyregpreciate your willingness to
share your opinions with me. Thank you very much.

Sincerely,
Linda Frost
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Daily and Weekly Task Logs
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Daily Task Log

Please check all tasks below that you carry ounduhe course of your day as a literacy
coordinator. If you perform the same task more thace in a day, please check it the
corresponding number of times. If you perform & thsit is not on the list, please write it in
under “Other” and check it as often as performed.

I nstruction

work with native English speaking strugglieaders to build literacy skills
work with English language learners todorelading skills

work with on level readers to build literakills

work with honor/gifted students to buitédacy skills

work with students in a content-area atasarwith that teacher’s collaboration
work with students in a pullout program

teach only literacy related skills

teach content area subject/s in whichatitemstruction is integrated

plan and/or prepare for instruction

L eader ship

work with individual teachers (plan, modellow up, etc.) to strengthen their literacy
instruction

work with ¥2" year teachers (plan, model, follow up, etc.) tersgthen their literacy
instruction

work with small groups of teachers (gradell team unit, department etc.) to
strengthen their literacy instruction

conduct professional literacy developmeintsculty

initiate casual or spontaneous conversataated to literacy issues with faculty

find and provide materials for teachers

develop curriculum

build good home school community connest{@nswer questions, speak to groups,
facilitate effective parent teacher relationshift3 e

fulfill administration responsibilities @agling literacy

fulfill administration responsibilitiesdi¢o school issues not dealing with literacy
(subbing, discipline, extracurricular activities;)e

provide instructional guidance to aidesr pators, paraprofessionals who work in the
classroom to help teachers meet student needs

plan/collaborate with faculty and staffiriplement a quality school-wide reading prog.

research ways to improve literacy withimghhool

Diagnos s/Assessment

Other:

test/diagnose student abilities

provide teachers with result of studergéssaents and discuss implications for
instructions

collaborate with teachers in developingsssent tools

assist teachers in learning how to admeingstinterpret assessment results

work to coordinate school assessment watha or state standards

fulfill other district or state respongdii®ls regarding assessment

administer standardized tests

analyze test data
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Weekly Reflective Log

Please write briefly about one experience or dgtiyou had this week carrying out your
duties as a literacy coordinator that you weresadisfied with, why, and what you
discovered. Also, briefly describe an experienes ylou felt went well, why, and what

you discovered.
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Possible Interview Questions
(Others may be generated after considering raw) data

Literacy Coordinator

Interview #1

1. Do you have a job description? If so, what?s it

2. Does your job description match your personéhdmn of the role of the literacy

coordinator? How so?

3. What do you view as being most important in yjobf? What are your three most
important roles you have?

. What specific preparation have you been givernhis job?

. What's your plan of attack as a literacy cooatlim? What do you plan to do first?
Next?

. What are your greatest concerns?

. What are your strengths as a literacy coordif?ato

. Why did you become a literacy coordinator?

. How did you come to know how to be a literacgrcinator?

(G2l
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Interview #2

1. The International Reading Association (IRA) des three role descriptions for the
literacy coordinator: leadership, instruction, diagis and assessment. Which of
these three takes most of your time? Which of tineetis most needed in your
school? Why?

2. Who do you work with? How do you decide whom #famork with?

3. What facilitates your role? Hinders your role?

4. Are there any discrepancies between what yoandovhat you would like to do? If
so, what?

5. What recommendations would you make to the raconcerning your job/

Interview #3

1. What kinds of tasks do you mainly do?

2. What tasks, if any, do you assume that takeayeay from literacy issues?

3. What kind of response are you getting from teexh What are they most interested
in?

4. What kind of support do you get from the adnimatson?

5. What are your biggest challenges? Rewards?

Interview #4

1. How do you feel the first semester went asesidity coordinator?

2. What kind of additional professional developmérdny, would you like to have had
or have?

3. How have your ideas/beliefs about being a lttgi@ordinator changed over the
semester?

4. If you could make changes so that you could beereffective, what changes would
you make?

5. What have you most enjoyed in your role this esster?
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Faculty Member Focus Group

1. What connections, if any, do you see betweenrealty and your content area?

2. With whom do literacy coordinators primarily w@rwWhy?

3. How do you view the role of the literacy cooratior?

4. Why do you approach or not approach the litecmyrdinator regarding the literacy
needs of your students?

5. How do you regard literacy inservice? Have yad hny? What kind? Was it or was it
not beneficial? Why?

Administrators

. How is the literacy coordinator funded? Why opdyt time?

. What percentage of students is reading on oraalevel?

. What is your school’s greatest literacy issue?

. What kind of districts support or emphasis er¢hon literacy?

. Are there any policies or legislation that efféecisions you make regarding literacy
issues?

6. What is your view of literacy and how do youiti& the school? What are your
literacy goals? How do you encourage teachers t& wovards literacy?

. How do teachers respond to literacy opportusiiiie., inservice, conferences, etc.

. What is the role of the literacy coordinatothe school?

. Are there faculty members who actively workritegrate literacy techniques into their
teaching? Who? Do they influence others? How?

g wWNPEF
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