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Abstract 

 

 The purpose of this research was to examine the impact of literacy coaching on 

teachers’ perceptions of improved classroom instruction.  The research was also 

conducted to further determine whether a teacher’s building level or years of teaching 

experience impacted the teacher’s perception of the literacy coach’s ability to improve 

classroom instruction.  The research design for this study was quantitative in nature.  The 

sample was limited to 711 elementary, middle, and high school teachers from District 

XYZ who had access to a literacy coach in their building.   

 As part of this quantitative study, archival survey data was used to examine the 

relationship between literacy coaching and teachers’ perceptions of improved classroom 

instruction.  A survey designed by District XYZ was used to evaluate the literacy 

coaching program during the 2013-2014 school year.  The four research questions 

concerning teachers’ perceptions of improved classroom instruction were analyzed using 

chi-square tests of independence. 

 Results from the hypothesis testing indicated a statistically significant difference 

in teachers who spent time with a literacy coach perceived that their classroom 

instruction improved.  More specifically, the findings revealed elementary, middle, and 

high school teachers and teachers with different levels of teaching experience who spent 

time with a literacy coach perceived their classroom instruction improved.  
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

School districts have begun to implement variations of the learning coach model 

to increase student achievement through continuous, job-embedded professional 

development.  These relatively new positions have a variety of names such as reading or 

literacy coach, math coach, technical coach, collegial coach, team coach, cognitive coach, 

peer coach, learning coach, or instructional coach.  Although their titles differ, they are 

all largely defined as on-site professional developers who support teachers to incorporate 

research-based instructional practices (Knight, 2009).   

As instructional leaders, each coach potentially has many responsibilities 

including organizing and implementing state testing, making sense of and presenting 

data, leading professional development, conducting study groups, and modeling best 

instructional practices in the classroom.  Coaches may also be responsible for observing 

and providing feedback to teachers, co-teaching, co-planning lessons and units, 

implementing interventions for low achieving students, organizing instructional 

materials, and partnering with the principal to make instructional decisions (Borman & 

Feger, 2006).  The growth of the position has led the International Literacy Association 

(ILA), formerly known as the International Reading Association (IRA), to realign their 

reading specialist standards to include literacy coaches, which reflects the most current 

research (ILA, 2010).  Even with the inclusion of standards specifically for literacy 

coaches, there are a variety of interpretations of roles and responsibilities made at the 

district and building levels.   
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Despite best intentions, the dilemma faced by instructional coaches and school 

leaders is that too many coaches are given the wrong type of work or too little time with 

teachers.  Because of this, there can be limited impact on classroom practice (Saphier & 

West, 2009).  Research has shown coaching efforts can be squandered and “good 

coaching” cannot be achieved because the coach is not able to develop and sustain the 

right environment for teacher learning and instructional improvement (Fullan & Knight, 

2011).  For these reasons, it is important for school leaders to understand how 

instructional coaches spend their time and the relationship between coaching roles and 

student achievement.  Research documenting the positive relationship between coached 

teachers, improved teacher practice, and student achievement gains are beginning to 

emerge (Garet et al., 2008; Marsh et al., 2008; Moss et al., 2008; Poglinco et al., 2003).  

Background 

Beginning in 2001 with the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), legislators have 

generated reform efforts by increasing demands for student achievement (Guskey, 2000).  

With student achievement gains as the end goal, the NCLB legislation stated 

“professional development programs [should] incorporate activities, like coaching, that 

are provided consistently over time” (Kowal & Steiner, 2007, p.1).  The NCLB Act 

(2002) also stipulated that states must provide new and experienced teachers with 

“teacher mentoring, team teaching, reduced class schedules, and intensive professional 

development and use standards or assessments for guiding beginning teachers that are 

consistent with challenging state student academic achievement standards” (Sec 

2113.c.2).  
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The U.S. Department of Education (2002) provided further guidance for 

professional development in the document Guidance for the Reading First Program by 

stating “coaches, mentors, peers, and outside experts” are advised “to develop and 

implement practices and strategies for professional development that should be evident in 

an effective reading program” (p. 7).  Furthermore, the U.S. Department of Education 

(2002) stated professional development must be an “ongoing, continuous activity, and not 

consist of ‘one-shot’ workshops or lectures.  Delivery mechanisms should include the use 

of coaches and other teachers of reading who provide feedback as instructional strategies 

are put into practice” (p. 26).  

The NCLB mandate, along with emerging research on adult learning and effective 

professional development, resulted in a shift in the professional development landscape 

and the rise of different forms of the coaching model.  School districts across the nation 

embraced coaching and invested time and financial resources in the hope of improving 

teacher practice and student achievement (Kowal & Steiner, 2007).  Along with the 

emergence of various coaching models as a professional development vehicle, many 

prominent school reform providers implemented coaching as a key part of their reform 

efforts.  School reform providers, including High Performing Learning Communities, 

America’s Choice, and Breaking Ranks, have all created roles for coaches to work with 

teachers to support their reform efforts (Borman & Feger, 2006).    

The current study took place in an urban Midwest school district, which is 

henceforth referred to as District XYZ.  The district itself is comprised of 14 

Kindergarten through fifth grade elementary schools, six middle schools, three high 



4 

 

 

 

 

 

schools, one alternative high school, and two magnet schools.  During the 2013-2014 

school year, district enrollment was approximately 14,000 students, 77% of which 

qualified for free or reduced-price lunch.  Of the students attending District XYZ, 40.48% 

were White, 29.05% were Hispanic, 19.41% were African American, and 11.05% were 

other ethnicities (Kansas State Department of Education, 2015).  The current study 

included data from 711 Kindergarten through twelfth grade teachers who were employed 

in District XYZ during the 2013-2014 school year.    

 Each elementary school in the district has a full time literacy and math coach.  

There is also a literacy coach and math coach at each of the district’s middle schools and 

high schools.  The secondary level coaching positions vary from half-time to full-time, 

depending on building needs and population.  In the 2013-2014 school year, District 

XYZ expanded their use of coaches to include a coach who works with elementary 

English Language Learner (ELL) teachers and a coach who works with pre-kindergarten 

teachers. 

Statement of the Problem 

 School districts across the country are searching for ways to increase teacher 

knowledge and improve classroom instruction through meaningful professional 

development.  Research on the role of literacy coaches in teacher professional 

development is limited, although the value of coaching is consistently advocated in the 

literature (Joyce & Showers, 2002; Knight, 2007; Kowal & Steiner, 2007; Lieberman, 

1995; Neufeld & Roper, 2003; Saphier & West, 2009; Vogt & Shearer, 2007).  Feldman 

and Tung (2002) examined how teachers perceive the activities in which they participated 
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with the literacy coach.  Teachers reported coaching activities were beneficial for 

improvement of instructional practice, but also reported that a major barrier to the literacy 

coach model was the amount of time spent with a coach.  Feldman and Tung (2002) also 

noted teachers with less than 10 years of experience found coaching more useful than 

veteran teachers.  Poglinco et al. (2003) reported accessibility as a major factor in how 

teachers perceive the literacy coach model and how supported they felt in implementing 

new instructional strategies into their classroom instruction.  With continued budget 

shortfalls on the horizon for school districts and the relatively high cost of the coaching 

model as a professional development program, additional research is needed to determine 

the impact of the literacy coach model based on the number of years a teacher has taught 

and their ensuing experience level.  

Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of this study was to determine the extent to which a literacy coach 

had an effect on the teachers’ perceptions of improved classroom instruction.  

Specifically, the purpose of this study was to determine whether the literacy coach had an 

effect on the teacher’s perception of improving classroom instruction as affected by 

building level (elementary, middle, or high school) or teacher experience (0-5, 6-10, 11-

15, 16-20, or 21 years plus). 

Significance of the Study 

 Positions that support teachers through coaching can cost a system several 

thousand dollars per teacher per year (Knight, 2007).  Therefore, it is important that 

principals and district-level administrators understand the impact coaching has on 
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increasing teacher knowledge, improving classroom instruction, and increasing student 

achievement.  The current study can add to the current body of research regarding 

teachers’ perceptions of the effectiveness of literacy coaching and the implementation of 

improved teaching strategies.  The current study could add to the knowledge base about 

initiating and sustaining instructional leadership.  Findings from this study could offer 

literacy coaches, principals, and district level administrators insight on how to improve 

the effectiveness of the literacy coach position, potentially allowing literacy coaches to be 

more successful in positively impacting teacher instruction. 

Delimitations 

Delimitations are the “self-imposed boundaries set by the researcher on the 

purpose and scope of the study” (Lunenburg & Irby, 2008, p. 134).  The delimitations for 

the current study were as follows: 

 Only one urban district was used for this research. 

 Participants included elementary, middle, and high school teachers in 

District XYZ who worked with a literacy coach.  

 Data were collected during the 2013-2014 school year.  

Assumptions 

Assumptions help the researcher frame the study, interpret data, and provide 

significance for the conclusions (Lunenburg & Irby, 2008).  The following assumptions 

were made in this study: (a) all respondents approached the survey in a serious manner 

and responded in an honest and accurate way, and (b) the literacy coach model was 

implemented in each school in the same way.   
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Research Questions 

The following research questions were used to guide this study: 

RQ1. To what extent is there a relationship between a literacy coach working 

with a teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction? 

RQ2. To what extent does the relationship between a literacy coach working with 

a teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction differ 

among grade levels? 

RQ3. To what extent is the relationship between a literacy coach working with a 

teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction differ 

among teachers’ years of experience?  

RQ4. To what extent is the relationship between a literacy coach working with a 

teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction different 

among teachers’ grade levels and years of experience?  

Definition of Terms 

This section of the study contains key terms that will be used throughout the 

study.  

Coaching. Coaching is a strategy of professional development intended to engage 

educators in collaborative work designed to contribute to the growth of teacher’s 

instructional ability (Neufeld & Roper, 2003).  

Instructional coaching. “Instructional coaches work with teachers to help them 

incorporate research-based instructional practices… [which] help students learn more 

effectively” (Knight, 2007, p. 12). 
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Literacy coach. According to the Literacy Coach Clearinghouse (LCC, 2008), 

which is a joint venture between the ILA and the National Council of Teachers of English 

(NCTE), a literacy coach is “a reading specialist who focuses on providing professional 

development for teachers by giving them the additional support needed to implement 

various instructional programs and practices” (para. 1).  Furthermore, the LCC (2008) 

states a literacy coach should “provide essential leadership for a school’s entire literacy 

program by helping create and supervise long-term staff development processes that 

support both the development and implementation of literacy programs” (para. 1).  

Reading specialist. “Primary responsibility [of a reading specialist] is instruction 

of children who need additional support with literacy, sometimes as a part-time Title I 

teacher; as the only school reading professional may spend very little time coaching, 

modeling, and co-teaching” (Vogt & Shearer, 2007, pp. 190-191).   

Overview of the Methodology 

Archival data were used for the current study.  A survey designed by District 

XYZ was used to evaluate the literacy coaching program during the 2013-2014 school 

year.  Survey data included teachers’ perceptions of their improvement in classroom 

instruction.  The instrument was created by a multidisciplinary team from District XYZ.  

The independent variables included teachers’ perceptions of improvement in classroom 

instruction, the literacy coach working with the teacher, the teachers’ years of experience, 

and building level.  Each hypothesis was tested using a chi-square test of independence.  
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Organization of the Study 

 The study is divided into five chapters.  The background, statement of the 

problem, and the purpose and significance of the study were provided in chapter one.  An 

overview of the delimitations, assumptions, research questions, definition of terms, and 

overview of the methodology were provided.  In chapter two, the literature reviewed for 

the study is focused on the following areas as the main concepts for the study: the shift in 

professional development and adult learning, coaching as a school based professional 

development model, and the literacy coach model.  The third chapter contains the 

methodology of the study.  Additionally, chapter three contains the research design, 

population and sample, sampling procedures, instrumentation, measurement, validity and 

reliability, data collection procedures, data analysis, hypothesis testing and limitations of 

the study.  In chapter four, the findings of the study are presented through the descriptive 

statistics and hypothesis testing results.  The fifth chapter concludes the study by 

providing a summary of previous chapters, findings related to the research in the 

literature, and conclusions highlighting implications for action and recommendations for 

future research. 
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Chapter Two 

Review of the Literature 

Due to the limited resources available to provide professional development to 

teachers and staff, schools are faced with tough decisions on how to maximize student 

learning.  States, districts, and schools across the nation have embraced the coaching 

model as a means to strengthen instruction and improve student learning.  Due to the 

rapid expansion of literacy coaching as a professional development model, federal, state, 

and local policymakers as well as district-level and school-level administrators have little 

data regarding the effectiveness and impact of coaching on teacher learning and student 

achievement (Russo, 2004).   

A review of the related literature and a summary of key concepts as related to the 

current study are provided in this chapter.  The literature review addresses adult learning 

and the change in teacher professional development, the characteristics of effective 

professional development, and professional development’s impact on teacher learning.  

The review also focuses specifically on the various coaching models, particularly the 

definition and implementation of the literacy coach model.  Finally, the relationship 

between the variety of roles and responsibilities taken on by literacy coaches, time spent 

working directly with teachers, and gains in student reading achievement are examined in 

the literature review.  

Professional Development 

Research regarding adult learning has brought attention to the effectiveness of 

professional development practices used by many districts and schools across the 
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country.  Specifically, researchers have questioned the effectiveness of teacher 

participation in workshops and conferences led by an outside consultant, or in-service led 

by district personnel (Guskey, 2000; Neufeld & Roper, 2003).  These forms of 

professional learning, commonly referred to as “sit and get,” do little to influence 

classroom practice (Guskey, 2000; Knight, 2007; Lieberman, 1995; Neufeld & Roper, 

2003).  The scope of instructional approaches to support adult learning should include a 

wide range of opportunities to think critically, collaborate and solve problems with 

others, and the opportunity to use their own experiences.  These approaches are often 

overlooked and underutilized when it comes to teachers as learners (Lieberman, 1995).  

Policymakers and legislators have put new expectations for teacher professional 

development alongside the reform efforts focused on student learning.  Specifically, 

legislation has been a significant contributor to these reform efforts by increasing 

demands for student achievement (Guskey, 2000).  As a result, researchers have 

suggested a paradigm shift in teacher professional development.   

For years, school district budgets allowed for a maximum of two or three school 

or district-wide programs each year.  Typically, school districts focused their professional 

development on the expertise of external trainers.  During these in-service sessions, 

teachers received professional development that may or may not have connected directly 

with their classroom instructional practices.  The in-services do not offer participants any 

follow-up or ongoing support, which research has shown calls the effectiveness of this 

model into question (Bush, 1984; Guskey, 2000; Lawrence, 1974).   
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In one widely cited study, Lawrence (1974) found in-service programs consisting 

of a single session were largely ineffective.  The research included a review of 97 studies 

and evaluation reports of teacher in-service education that were utilized to determine the 

characteristics of a successful program.  Results indicated the in-service opportunities 

that have the best chance of being effective are those that allow teachers an opportunity 

to share with each other, to apply new learning, and involve feedback, all of which are 

not manageable during a one-time in-service (Lawrence, 1974).  Similarly, according to a 

statement made in Guidance for the Reading First Program (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2002), a recommendation was made that professional development should be 

an “ongoing, continuous activity, and not consist of ‘one-shot’ workshops or lectures.  

Delivery mechanisms should include the use of coaches and other teachers of reading 

who provide feedback as instructional strategies are put into practice” (p. 26).     

Shifts in professional development and adult learning.  The most important 

result of professional development should be the transfer of newly learned knowledge 

and skills into a teacher’s classroom practice (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995).  

Researchers have identified commonalities in quality adult learning and professional 

development programs that focus on the need for continuous learning.  Research has 

shown the ineffectiveness of the one-time in-service approach that is not accompanied by 

additional job-embedded relevant professional development, which meets the need for 

continuous learning (Bush, 1984; Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; Joyce & 

Showers, 1980, 2002; Sparks & Hirsh, 1997).   
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Joyce and Showers (1980) were among the earliest researchers to hypothesize that 

the integration of new skills and strategies with classroom practice would require 

continuous learning through on-site coaching as an additional training component.  

Through the analysis of more than 200 studies in which researchers investigated the 

effectiveness of various training methods, Joyce and Showers (1980) found certain 

training elements improved a teacher’s ability to transfer new knowledge and skills to 

classroom practice.  Joyce and Showers (1980) determined effective professional 

development should be comprised of three elements, including the study of the theory 

behind the skill or strategy, the opportunity to observe the skill or strategy being used 

multiple times with students, and the opportunity to practice the skill with students and 

receive feedback.  The last two elements, observing multiple demonstrations and having 

the opportunity to practice a skill in their classroom and receive feedback, created a 

paradigm shift in professional development through the addition of on-site coaching to 

the training sequence (Joyce & Showers, 1980).  

In another widely cited study determining the effectiveness of professional 

development, Bush (1984) examined the potential impact a workshop had on a teacher’s 

ability to adopt and implement a new strategy into classroom instruction.  Based upon 

teacher, principal, and superintendent interview data collected over the course of five 

years from 20 school districts in the state of California, the findings from this study 

showed only 10% of teachers successfully implemented a new skill or strategy in their 

classroom when given a presentation on the theory of the new strategy.  Bush also found 

that successful teacher implementation could be increased to 13% if the skill or strategy 
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was demonstrated for the teacher.  Teachers given a chance to practice in a controlled 

situation demonstrated a 16% increase in effectiveness when using the skill in the 

classroom.  This rose to a 19% increase for teachers who implemented the new skill when 

the teacher received feedback while practicing the new skills.  Bush (1984) reported if 

teachers were provided instruction that included theory, modeling, practice, feedback, 

and site-based support, the rate of implementation increased to 95%.  Given the 

significant increase in successful implementation when provided with the right support, 

studies such as this demonstrate the important role job-embedded professional 

development in developing a teachers’ ability to adapt newly learned strategies into their 

classroom instruction (Bush, 1984). 

 From emerging research on professional development, Darling-Hammond and 

McLaughlin (1995) further examined the essential characteristics of an effective teacher 

professional development program.  A common theme in their review was the departure 

from traditional, one-day in-service training to a more collaborative and sustained 

approach supported by on-site coaching.  From the principles they presented, Darling-

Hammond and McLaughlin (1995) stated professional development must “be sustained, 

ongoing, intensive, and supported by modeling, coaching, and the collective solving of 

specific problems of practice” (p. 598).   

Sparks and Hirsh (1997), through a review of the emerging research on 

professional development, provided key shifts which would help educators continue to 

move away from the traditional workshop approach.  Many of the shifts, such as creating 

professional development that is results-driven, standards-based, and focused on content 
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and content specific pedagogy, placed the focus of the professional development effort 

squarely on what students need to learn.  The other major shift Sparks and Hirsh (1997) 

included in this new vision of professional development was the need for professional 

development to be continuous, site-based, and job-embedded.  They explained that while 

workshops and external trainers have their place in a comprehensive professional 

development effort, the type of learning teachers need to affect change should take place 

during the school day through coaching and study groups who collaboratively review 

student data and plan for learning (Sparks & Hirsh, 1997). 

The first edition of Student Achievement through Staff Development (Joyce & 

Showers, 1988) reported that professional development was not as effective in the 

transfer of knowledge and skills into classroom practice without the accompaniment of 

some form of in-school coaching.  Fourteen years later, Joyce and Showers (2002) 

published the same book in its third edition as a continuation of their review of research 

on training design and their hypotheses related to the transfer of new learning into 

classroom practice.  They noted that during the 14 years between the first and third 

edition of their books, one of the biggest shifts in the field of professional development 

has been that “the duration and intensity of many training events have greatly increased, 

including various forms of follow-up and continuing technical support” (Joyce & 

Showers, 2002, p. 69).   

The model of adult learning proposed by Joyce and Showers (2002) clearly 

supports the literacy coach model.  For instance, the first component of the model focuses 

on theory, which involves teacher understanding of the concepts behind a new skill or 
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strategy through a variety of discussions, readings, and lectures.  Demonstration is the 

second component, which provides opportunities for teachers to observe the skills and 

strategies students are being taught in the classroom.  The third component is focused on 

practice.  To be able to successfully integrate a particular teaching strategy or technique 

into classroom practice, teachers must practice the newly acquired skills in front of other 

teachers or small groups of students (Joyce & Showers, 2002).  For example, Joyce and 

Showers (2002) point out “to bring a teaching model of medium complexity under 

control requires 20 or 25 trials in the classroom over a period of about 8-10 weeks” (p. 

74).  The fourth training component is in-class coaching.  This involves a teacher and 

coach working collaboratively as new skills are learned and implemented.  The goal of 

the in-class coaching component is to be able to solve problems and seek solutions when 

they arise during the implementation of a particular teaching strategy or technique (Joyce 

& Showers, 2002). 

Joyce and Showers (2002) found the percentage of participants likely to attain a 

new concept increased when training components were employed.  For example, when 

demonstration and practice were added to the study of theory, significant increases were 

noted in teacher knowledge and skills.  Similarly, when the four training components 

were present, not only was there a significant increase in knowledge and skill, but 

teacher’s ability to transfer the particular strategy or technique to consistent 

implementation in their classroom also increased dramatically (Joyce & Showers, 2002). 

Coaching as school-based professional development. In 2001, to help guide 

professional development efforts, the National Staff Development Council (NSDC), 
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along with 40 other professional associations and education organizations, developed the 

12 Standards for Professional Learning.  The concept of coaching relates directly with 

five of the 12 NSDC (2001) standards: 

 Learning Communities: “organizes adults into communities of learners whose 

goals are aligned with those of the school and district” (p. 1).  

 Leadership: “requires skillful school and district leaders who guide continuous 

instructional improvement” (p. 2). 

 Resources: “requires resources to support adult learning and collaboration” (p. 

3). 

 Learning: “applies knowledge about human learning and change” (p. 8). 

 Collaboration: “provides educators with the knowledge and skills to 

collaborate” (p. 9).  

In addition, an effective coach has the potential to address the rest of the NSDC (2001) 

standards:  

 Data-driven: “uses disaggregated student data to determine adult learning 

priorities, monitor progress, and help sustain continuous improvement” (p.4). 

 Evaluation: “uses multiple sources of information to guide improvement and 

demonstrate its impact” (p. 4). 

 Research-based: “prepares educators to apply research to decision making” (p. 

6).  

 Design: “uses learning strategies appropriate to the intended goal” (p. 7).  
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 Equity: “prepares educators to understand and appreciate all students, create 

safe, orderly and supportive learning environments, and hold high 

expectations for their academic achievement” (p. 10).  

 Quality teaching: “deepens educators’ content knowledge, provides them with 

research-based instructional strategies to assist students in meeting rigorous 

academic standards, and prepares them to use various types of classroom 

assessments appropriately” (p. 11).  

 Family involvement: “provides educators with knowledge and skills to 

involve families and other stakeholders appropriately” (p. 12).  

Thus, the coaching model is consistent with all NSDC standards for effective 

professional development.  For this reason, as districts across the country work to 

improve a teacher’s instructional ability, the coaching model is increasingly used to lead 

professional development.  The Center on Education Policy (2006) reported 60% of 

school districts in 2004-2005 had adopted some form of coaching as a professional 

development vehicle.  Terms like content coaching, change coaching, technical coaching, 

collegial coaching, challenge coaching, team coaching, cognitive coaching, peer 

coaching, and instructional coaching have all been observed in the literature.  According 

to Neufeld and Roper (2003), no matter what the coaching model is called, it can be 

described as a strategy of professional development intended to engage educators in 

collaborative work designed to contribute to the growth of a teacher’s instructional 

ability.   
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Content area coaches. For the purpose of the current study, which is focused 

solely on content coaching in the area of literacy, the following explanation further 

defines the role of a content coach in school-based professional development.  Content 

coaches are defined by their focus on discipline-based instructional improvement.  In 

particular, content coaches focus on a specific academic discipline, such as literacy or 

mathematics.   

Content coaches, as described by Neufeld and Roper (2003), participated in a 

variety of activities at both the school and classroom level.  For instance, at the school 

level content coaches assist as teachers take what they have learned about new 

instructional strategies into their classroom.  When challenges or questions arise about 

the new strategy, the content coach is available as support.  Also, at the school level, 

content coaches help teachers learn about formative assessments, review data with 

teachers to inform instruction, plan and conduct professional development, and work with 

the principal to plan future goal setting.   

At the classroom level, content coaches help create a safe environment free of the 

negative criticism that is so often associated with evaluation for teachers to improve their 

practice (Neufeld & Roper, 2003).  To do this, they engage teachers in planning and 

implementing lessons, developing and finding curriculum materials and resources, 

encouraging conversations centered on best practice, demonstrating specific strategies 

and lessons in the classroom, and observing classrooms to provide feedback about 

strategies and practice.  Content teachers also meet with individual grade-level teams and 

provide small group professional development (Neufeld & Roper, 2003). 
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The majority of the literature on the use of coaching as a professional 

development model defines the skills a coach needs to effectively work with teachers.  In 

addition to being highly knowledgeable in their content area, it is important for an 

effective coach to have additional characteristics.  Overall, researchers conclude a highly 

qualified coach is essential to a successful coaching program (Kowal & Steiner, 2007).   

Characteristics of an effective coach. The common skills of an effective coach 

have been summarized in recent literature and include three broad categories: 

pedagogical knowledge, interpersonal skills, and content expertise (Kowal & Steiner, 

2007).  Dole (2004) outlined the deep pedagogical knowledge and large understanding of 

instructional strategies coaches need to be able to draw upon to improve student learning.  

Through interview data collected from a small group of literacy coaches, Dole (2004) 

found that the coach’s ability to develop and implement instructional strategies makes the 

coach more likely to earn the trust of teachers, which aids in their development as 

educators.  Furthermore, Dole (2004) found that to lead, teachers felt coaches needed to 

understand the classroom structures that best promote student learning. 

 According to Knight (2007), “coaching is about building relationships with 

teachers as much as it is about instruction” (p. 33).  The importance of “people skills” 

required for a coach to be successful is nearly unanimous in the research (Ertmer et al., 

2005; Knight, 2004, 2007).  Using survey data collected from 107 teachers who had 

observed an instructional coach within the past year, the Center for Research on Learning 

at the University of Kansas found that if the coach was able to build strong relationships, 
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communicate clearly, and establish trust and credibility with teachers, teachers reported 

being encouraged and inspired to improve their teaching practices (Knight, 2004).   

Research has shown that coaches also identify interpersonal skills as integral to 

their role.  For example, Ertmer et al. (2005) used interview data from 31 coaches to 

examine coaches’ perceptions of the knowledge, skills, and personal characteristics 

needed to be a successful coach.  All respondents highlighted interpersonal skills as being 

important.  Twenty-four of the 31 coaches emphasized that interpersonal skills, which 

they summarized as building relationships, fostering trust, and establishing credibility, 

were the most important characteristics of a coach.  Once established, coaches reported 

these relationships helped them use their content expertise to facilitate changes in 

teachers’ classroom practice (Ertmer et al., 2005).   

 The literature on effective coaches states that along with strong pedagogical 

knowledge and interpersonal skills, coaches must also possess a deep understanding of 

their content area (ILA, 2010; Poglinco et al., 2003).  For example, the ILA (2010) 

revised their standards for reading specialists to also include literacy coaches.  The 

reasoning behind the update was to ensure that literacy coaches have the same content 

expertise as a reading specialist (ILA, 2010).  According to the standards, literacy 

coaches need a high understanding of the evidence-based foundations of the reading and 

writing process.  The ILA’s standards further specify the need for literacy coaches to be 

experts in supporting student learning in reading by integrating a comprehensive, 

balanced curriculum.  
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The Literacy Coach Model 

Given the wide range of coaching models and lack of consistent interpretation, it 

is important that literacy coaches, administrators, and policymakers have a clear 

definition of the literacy coach model.  According to Toll (2005), a literacy coach has 

several main responsibilities.  

A literacy coach is one who helps teachers to recognize what they know and can 

do, assists teachers as they strengthen their ability to make more effective use of 

what they know and do, and supports teachers as they learn more and do more. (p. 

4)  

In Vogt and Shearer’s (2007) definition of the literacy coach model, the primary 

responsibility of a literacy coach is to support teachers through individual or group 

professional development, and to model, confer, coach, and observe teachers to help 

improve instructional practice.  Barbara Chesler, a member of the IRA Standards and 

Ethics Committee, stated that “literacy coaches are leaders in their schools in providing 

professional development and support to classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the 

areas of reading and writing” (as cited in The Reading Coach, 2004, p. 3).  It is important 

to note that within all of these definitions, there is a critical emphasis placed on working 

with teachers.  Even if the overall desired outcome is raising student performance, the 

literacy coach still needs to focus on teachers to help achieve that goal (Toll, 2005; Vogt 

& Shearer, 2007).  A number of organizations that seek to develop teacher quality, such 

as the ILA, the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE), the National Council of 

Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM), National Science Teachers Association (NSTA), and 
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the National Council for the Social Studies (NCSS), have developed literacy coach 

standards and outlined roles and responsibilities to help implement quality coaching 

programs.   

The ILA used a meta-analysis of research syntheses to summarize both historical 

and emerging research findings on literacy instruction.  This research helped define the 

six standards, which include foundational knowledge, curriculum and instruction, 

assessment and evaluation, diversity, literate environment, and professional learning and 

leadership (ILA, 2010).  In addition to standards, the ILA (2010) also provided an outline 

of the roles of a literacy coach, such as supporting teacher learning, and developing, 

leading, and evaluating the school’s literacy programs.   

 In 2006, key organizations representing secondary school teachers collaborated to 

specify what literacy coaches must know and be skillful in to effectively train different 

content area teachers in literacy techniques.  This partnership included the National 

Council of Teachers of English, the International Reading Association, the National 

Council of Teachers of Mathematics, National Science Teachers Association, and the 

National Council for the Social Studies.  The resulting Standards for Middle and High 

School Literacy Coaches are meant to complement the ILA’s Standards for Reading 

Professionals, which were developed for literacy coaches but did not include issues 

related to content area knowledge (IRA, 2006).   

To codify the skills and knowledge needed by secondary school literacy coaches, 

representatives from each organization gathered empirical evidence over the course of a 

year and a half.  The resulting standards are divided into two parts: leadership standards 
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and content area literacy standards.  The leadership standards include the following three 

literacy coach competencies: skillful collaborators, skillful job-embedded coaches, and 

skillful evaluators of literacy needs.  The skillful collaborator standard outlines the 

literacy coach’s role as one who collaborates with the school’s literacy team to determine 

strengths and areas of need to improve student’s literacy skills.  The skillful job-

embedded coach standard calls for literacy coaches to work with teachers individually, in 

collaborative teams, or with departments, to provide support on a wide range of literacy 

strategies.  Another role included in this standard is for literacy coaches to observe and 

provide feedback on instruction related to literacy.  The skillful evaluator of literacy 

needs standard outlines the literacy coach’s role as one who leads faculty in the selection 

and use of assessment tools to determine student literacy weaknesses and then conducts 

regular meetings with content area teachers to review assessment data and monitor 

student progress (IRA, 2006).  

The content area literacy standard contains just one competency for a secondary 

literacy coach to be a skillful instructional strategist.  The content area literacy standard 

specifies the role of the literacy coach as one who understands and demonstrates multiple 

comprehension strategies within the disciplines of mathematics, science, social studies, 

and English language arts.  Furthermore, the role of the literacy coach is to collaborate 

with the content area teacher to incorporate literacy strategies in their discipline (IRA, 

2006).  Despite the guidelines provided by the Standards for Reading Professionals and 

the Standards for Middle and High School Literacy Coaches to help guide quality 

literacy coaching programs, research shows great diversity in how teachers, coaches, and 
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administrators view the day-to-day roles and responsibilities of literacy coaches 

(Deussen, Coskie, Robinson, & Autio, 2007; Feldman & Tung, 2002; Marsh et al., 2008; 

Moss et al., 2008; Poglinco et al., 2003; Vanderburg & Stephens, 2009).  

Literacy coach roles and responsibilities. Feldman and Tung (2002) 

investigated teacher perceptions of the roles, activities, and impact their school’s literacy 

coach had on the school’s reform efforts.  The study was centered on the interviews of 75 

teachers from five schools who received coaching from the Center for Collaborative 

Education in Boston, Massachusetts.  The findings of the study showed teachers 

perceived the literacy coach as playing an integral role in effecting school change.  The 

reason stated was that the literacy coach engaged teachers in activities such as reviewing 

student work, planning for instruction, and engaging in data-based inquiry, all of which 

teachers perceived as beneficial to improving instructional practice (Feldman & Tung, 

2002).   

In one of the most widely cited studies exploring the roles and responsibilities of 

the literacy coach model, Poglinco et al. (2003) identified trends in the implementation 

and impact of literacy coaching within America’s Choice schools.  As part of an annual 

evaluation of America’s Choice schools, the study used both qualitative and quantitative 

data to show the impact of the literacy coach model on teachers and students.  The data 

collected by CPRE included surveys of teachers and administrators in America’s Choice 

schools from across the country, site visits to observe classroom instruction, interviews of 

teachers, students, and school administrators, observations of national, regional, and 

school-level professional development, and a collection of student performance measures 
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(Poglinco et al., 2003).  According to the findings from the study, literacy coaches felt 

there was a not a clear definition of the literacy coach role, which made their job difficult 

and caused confusion about their role with teachers and administrators.  Moreover, 

Poglinco et al. (2003) reported most coaches came to understand their role while on the 

job.  

Most coaches understood their jobs to include: setting up a model classroom, 

modeling America’s Choice instructional techniques to teachers with students in a 

classroom setting, conveying information to teachers about America’s Choice 

through teacher meetings, and generally serving as a resource to teachers 

implementing writers and readers workshops in their classrooms. (p. 10)   

The literacy coaches in the study also reported a substantial difference in the amount of 

time within their role should be divided between planning with teachers, teacher 

observation, and feedback to teachers.  This suggests there was a substantial variance in 

the day-to-day roles of literacy coaches within America’s Choice schools (Poglinco et al., 

2003). 

In another extensively cited study exploring the roles and responsibilities of the 

literacy coach model, Deussen, Coskie, Robinson, and Autio (2007) examined data 

collected from 203 Reading First schools in five western states (Alaska, Arizona, 

Montana, Washington, and Wyoming).  The collected data included surveys and 

interviews administered to K-3 teachers and literacy coaches at Reading First schools.  

Deussen et al. (2007) found that while literacy coaches handled similar responsibilities, 

and for the most part performed the same tasks, the amount of time allocated to a specific 
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task varied greatly among coaches.  Furthermore, utilizing a cluster and qualitative 

analysis, the researchers categorized the literacy coaches as either data-oriented, 

managerial-oriented, student-oriented, individual teacher-oriented, or teacher group-

oriented (Deussen et al., 2007).  If a literacy coach was categorized as data-oriented, they 

spent an average of 45% of each week on data-related tasks.  Literacy coaches who were 

categorized as managerial-oriented spent the majority of their time facilitating meetings 

and keeping systems running in their schools.  If a literacy coach was categorized as 

student oriented, they reported seeing their work with students as central to their role.  

Student-oriented literacy coaches, on average, spent just 14% of their time working with 

teachers.  Teacher-oriented literacy coaches spent between 41-52% of their time working 

directly with teachers.  The teacher-oriented literacy coaches could then be categorized as 

either individual or group oriented, with many working with small groups of teachers and 

approximately one-third tending to work with individual teachers (Deussen et al., 2007).  

Overall, the variation of different orientations among coaches is significant because even 

though they held the same job, the literacy coaches defined and performed their work in a 

variety of different ways (Deussen et al., 2007).   

Another study, which suggested the day-to-day work and roles of literacy coaches 

assumed a variety of forms, was conducted by Marsh et al. (2008).  The study was 

designed to review the statewide Florida literacy coach program.  Established in 2001, 

the Just Read, Florida! (JRF) initiative set the goal of having all students read at or above 

grade level by 2012.  To support the effort of JRF, the state allocated funds to districts to 

hire full-time, site-based literacy coaches.  Marsh et al. (2008) analyzed data gathered 
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during 2006-2007 to understand how literacy coaching was being implemented across the 

state and the perceived effects of the literacy coach.  Data included surveys of principals, 

coaches, and teachers in 113 middle schools in eight large Florida districts.  The data also 

included two case studies, which was comprised of interviews, focus groups, and 

observation in six Florida schools.  Coaches reported dividing their time among a range 

of activities, which could be categorized into six areas: “formal instructional work with 

teachers, informal coaching, coaching-related administrative work, data analysis, non-

coaching administrative duties, and their own professional development” (p. 82).  Of 

particular interest in their findings, Marsh et al. (2008) reported that literacy coaches 

viewed their number one role as working with individual teachers on instruction.  Despite 

this view, the results showed the time spent on working with individual teachers did not 

represent half of their overall time, as the state of Florida encouraged in the JRF initiative 

(Marsh et al., 2008).  

The authors of the Reading First Implementation Evaluation Final Report also 

investigated the day-to-day work and roles of literacy coaches (Moss et al., 2008).  The 

study included survey data from 1,600 school-based Reading First coaches, principals, 

and teachers in nationally representative samples of Reading First schools and non-

Reading First schools.  A portion of the study focused on the roles literacy coaches 

viewed as important to their jobs.  From the findings, the researchers concluded the 

literacy coach role in both Reading First and non-Reading First schools were divided into 

three categories: roles that support teachers’ instruction, administrative and school 

support roles, and teacher support roles (Moss et al., 2008).   
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Similar to the previous studies, Vanderburg and Stephens (2009) researched the 

work literacy coaches participated in and their role in improving instructional practice.  

Thirty-five teachers, participants in the South Carolina Reading Initiative who had 

worked with the same literacy coach for three or more years, were interviewed to 

determine their perceptions on the roles and responsibilities of the literacy coach.  

Specifically, the researchers sought to understand what specific coach-initiated changes 

the teachers made in their practices and which literacy coach roles the teachers 

considered most helpful.  According to the interview data, Vanderburg and Stephens 

(2009) found that because of their coach, most teachers: 

(1) were willing to try more things in their classroom, (2) used more authentic 

means of assessing student needs, (3) modified instruction based on students’ 

needs, and (4) changed their beliefs and philosophies based on the educational 

theory and research they read. (p. 1)  

For instance, all 35 teachers in the study felt that, because of their coach, they 

experimented with more new strategies than they would have tried in the past.  Similarly, 

most of the teachers (28 out of 35) discussed how the literacy coach helped them learn 

about the research behind an instructional strategy, which led them to use more research-

based practices (Vanderburg & Stephens, 2009).  With regard to which coaching roles 

teachers valued the most, the researchers found teachers felt creating ways for them to 

collaborate, teaching them about research-based practices, and providing them with 

ongoing support were most helpful.  For instance, 25 of the 35 teachers commented on 

how much they valued collaboration with the literacy coach and their team, because it 
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provided them with the time to share the strategies they were employing in their 

classrooms and discuss the needs of individual students (Vanderburg & Stephens, 2009).  

Time as a barrier to the literacy coach model. Since the literacy coach model is 

aimed at providing ongoing, job-embedded professional development for teachers, the 

amount of time coaches spend with teachers is a critical element.  In a study of literacy 

coaching in schools that received a Reading First grant, Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2011) 

investigated the relationship between the amount of time the literacy coach spent directly 

working with teachers and student reading gains in those teachers’ classrooms.  The study 

was conducted in a large urban school district in its first year of a Reading First grant.  

Participants included 12 literacy coaches, 121 K-3 classroom teachers whom worked with 

the literacy coaches, and 3,029 students in those teachers’ classrooms.  The data sources 

for the study included a structured literacy coaching log to determine how coaches spent 

their time and student pre- and post-test scores to measure student reading gains.  From 

this data, Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2011) found that the highest average student reading 

gains occurred in classrooms where a literacy coach spent the most time and 

consequently had the most interactions.  From the four grade levels included in the study, 

the total number of coaching hours was a significant predictor of student reading gains in 

Kindergarten and second grade (Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2011).  The findings from this 

study established a relationship between the amount of time a literacy coach spent with a 

teacher and student reading gains.  Even with the promising findings of studies such as 

the one cited above, many coaches spent a great deal of time on other tasks (Deussen et 

al., 2007; Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2011; Poglinco et al., 2003; Roller, 2006).   
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In addition to exploring the literacy coach role in America’s Choice schools, 

Poglinco et al. (2003) explored the relationship between the amount of time the literacy 

coach spent directly working with teachers and teacher perceptions of improved 

classroom instruction.  Results indicate that the wide interpretation of literacy coach’s 

roles caused teachers to perceive there being an overall lack of time spent on coaching 

roles, which teachers felt negatively reflected on the ability of the literacy coach to 

impact instructional practice.  Time continued to play an important role in teacher 

perceptions of the literacy coach model in teacher’s ability to have individual interactions 

with the coach.  The results showed that teachers often believed individual interactions 

were the most effective part of the literacy coach model.  Finally, Poglinco et al. (2003) 

reported coach accessibility as a major factor in how teachers perceived the literacy 

coach model.  As reflected in their teacher interviews, coach accessibility had a major 

influence on how supported teachers felt when implementing new strategies in their 

classroom.  

In another broadly cited study exploring the literacy coach model, Roller (2006) 

examined survey data to determine what responsibilities and qualifications literacy 

coaches were required to have for their positions.  From a data set including survey 

results from 182 literacy coaches, Roller (2006) found that coaches spent more time on 

assessment and instructional planning activities than on working with individual teachers.  

Literacy coaches reported spending close to five hours per week, on average, working on 

assessment and instructional planning activities and between two to four hours preparing 

and conducting professional development sessions.  When asked about working with 
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individual teachers, Roller (2006) found coaches spent two to four hours discussing 

lessons taught, observing, and in demonstration teaching.  In terms of supporting teachers 

during lesson planning, respondents reported spending less than an hour per week in 

preparing specific lessons with teachers, which was less than 15% of a 40-hour work 

week (Roller, 2006).   

 Deussen et al. (2007) found coaches in other settings showed a slightly longer 

amount of time spent with teachers.  Using data collected from 203 Reading First 

schools, the researchers found the literacy coaches spent on average 28% of their time in 

the classroom with teachers or working with teachers directly on their classroom 

instruction.  The tasks that filled up the other 72% of the coaches’ time included 

meetings, student interventions, working with data, and documentation (Deussen et al., 

2007).  These findings deviate sharply from the 60% to 80% of time some states stipulate 

literacy coaches funded by a Reading First grant should be working directly with teachers 

(Deussen et al., 2007). 

The Literacy Coach Model and Gains in Student Achievement 

Although a large base of research has been established on the variety of literacy 

coaches’ roles and how they spend their time, there has been limited research linking the 

literacy coach’s role to gains in student achievement.  While studies similar to Elish-Piper 

and L’Allier’s (2011) investigation have shown literacy coaching can make a significant 

impact on student reading achievement, other studies have found little to no impact.  A 

study of the state-wide literacy coach program in Florida middle schools investigated the 

relationship between literacy coaching, increased classroom practice, and student 
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achievement gains.  Marsh et al. (2008) used both qualitative and quantitative research 

methods to document the effects of coaching on student achievement.  Researchers found 

the majority of reading and social studies teachers in the study reported the literacy coach 

had a positive impact on their knowledge of effective classroom practice (Marsh et al., 

2008).  Furthermore, 40% of social studies teachers and 47% of reading teachers 

characterized the literacy coach’s influence on their classroom practice as “moderate to 

great” in scale (Marsh et al., 2008).  In terms of the relationship between literacy 

coaching and student achievement gains, Marsh et al. (2008) reported that the evidence 

was inconclusive regarding the impact of coaching on achievement.  Working with a 

coach was associated with small but significant improvements in reading scores for half 

of the cohort analyzed (Marsh et al., 2008).  The researchers also found a small, but 

significant relationship between how often the literacy coach reviewed reading 

assessment data and an increase in student reading scores (Marsh et al., 2008).   

Other studies have found no positive effects associated with literacy coaching.  

Garet et al. (2008) examined the impact of two research-based professional development 

interventions for reading instruction.  One of the professional development interventions, 

referred to as treatment A, included a teacher institute series that began in the summer 

and then continued through the school year.  The other professional development 

intervention, treatment B, was the same institute series plus access to a site-based literacy 

coach.  Researchers used data collected from 270 teachers in 90 schools in six districts, 

with equal numbers of schools randomly assigned to treatment A, treatment B, and a 

control group.  Key findings from the study were that : (a) although there was a positive 
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impact on teacher’s knowledge of reading instruction, neither of the two professional 

development interventions resulted in significantly higher assessment scores at the end of 

the one-year study; (b) the addition of a site-based literacy coach did not have a 

statistically significant impact on teacher classroom practice; and that (c) the following 

year, there was no statistically significant impact on students’ assessment results (Garet et 

al., 2008).   

Similar to studies such as those cited, the research linking the relationship 

between the literacy coach model and student achievement gains is still emerging.  

Overall, throughout the shift in teacher support, from one-time in-services to continuous, 

on-site coaching, school districts have invested a great deal of human and financial 

capital into trying to create effective professional development.  Therefore, it is important 

to evaluate how influential the professional development is on teacher learning and 

improved classroom practice.   

Evaluating Professional Development  

The billions of dollars spent on professional development in the United States 

reveal that continuing education is a big business (Hill, 2009).  With estimates placing the 

figure between 1%-6% of total district expenditures (Hertert, 1997; Killeen, Monk, & 

Plecki, 2002; Odden, Archibald, Fermanich, & Gallagher, 2002), it is no wonder that 

legislators, researchers, and school leaders see the importance of evaluating professional 

development to ensure its effectiveness.  The call for rigorous evaluation of professional 

development programs has become so strong that an evaluation component was written 
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into the federal NCLB Act, some state legislation, and standardized by groups like NSCD 

(NCLB, 2001; NSCD, 2001; School Community Professional Development Act of 2014).   

No Child Left Behind (2001), for instance, states professional development 

programs will be “regularly evaluated for their impact on increased teacher effectiveness 

and improved student academic achievement, with the findings of the evaluations used to 

improve the quality of professional development” (Sec 9101.34.a).  The call for 

evaluating professional development has also been made on the state level.  For example, 

in the School Community Professional Development Act of 2014, Florida enacted 

legislation which requires schools and districts to “provide for the continuous evaluation 

of the quality and effectiveness of professional development programs in order to 

eliminate ineffective programs and strategies and to expand effective ones” (Sec. 

1012.98.8).  The NSCD (2001) has also stressed the importance of evaluation by 

including it as one of their 12 Standards for Staff Development.  As part of the process 

standards, NSDC describes evaluation as “staff development that improves the learning 

of all students and uses multiple sources of information to guide improvements and 

demonstrate its impact” (p. 5).   

Even with the call to evaluate professional development by NSDC, state, and 

federal legislations, evaluating the impact of professional development is often reported 

as the weakest link in the professional development chain (Guskey, 2000).  Furthermore, 

since the focus of professional development has been event-driven professional 

development activities such as seminars, workshops and speakers, it is important to 

remember that less formal ongoing, job-embedded professional development activities 
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such as coaching need to be evaluated as well to make sure the activities are achieving 

their purposes (Guskey, 2002).  

Guskey (2000) indicated effective professional development evaluations require 

the collection of five critical levels of information: participant’s reactions, participant’s 

learnings, organizational support and change, participants’ use of new knowledge, and 

student learning outcomes.  Guskey explained that with each succeeding level, the 

gathering of evaluation information becomes more complex, and that success at each 

level is imperative.  In the five levels of professional development evaluation, teacher 

perception is a central component of what is measured.  For example, in levels 1 and 2, 

the evaluations measure the teacher’s perceptions and reactions to the professional 

development activities.  In level 3, the evaluations measure the teacher’s perceptions of 

the culture of the organization in how it approaches professional development.  In levels 

4 and 5, the evaluations measure the effectiveness of the professional development based 

on the teachers’ perception of their ability to implement the new knowledge and its 

ultimate impact on student achievement (Guskey, 2000).   

 Since the literacy coach model distinctly focuses on teachers improving their 

instructional practice, it is important to include teacher perceptions in the evaluation of 

the literacy coach model.  Researchers acknowledge it is best to study the impact of 

professional development on the growth of teacher knowledge only, because “to have an 

impact on student achievement of a detectable magnitude, the impact on teacher 

knowledge must be quite substantial” (Wayne, Yoon, Zhu, Cronen, & Garet, 2008, p. 
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476).  For these reasons, the current study was focused solely on determining teacher 

perception of the literacy coach model. 

Summary 

 The pertinent literature specific to the study in the area of professional 

development and literacy coaching was reviewed in this chapter.  The shift in 

professional development was analyzed and the characteristics and standards for effective 

professional development were identified.  The characteristics of effective coaching 

models were summarized and the literacy coach model was specifically explored.  

Studies related to literacy coaching roles, responsibilities, time the literacy coach spent 

directly working with teachers, and subsequent gains in student reading achievement 

were highlighted.  The methodology used in this study is presented in chapter three, along 

with the research design, population and sample, sampling procedures, measurement, 

data collection procedures, data analysis and hypothesis testing, and limitations.  
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Chapter Three 

Methods 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a literacy coach had an effect 

on the teacher’s perception of improved classroom instruction.  Specifically, the purpose 

of this study was to determine whether the literacy coach had an effect on the teacher’s 

perception of improving classroom instruction as affected by building level or teacher 

experience.  In this chapter, the methodology used to conduct the research study is 

presented.  The chapter also includes the research design, population and sample, 

sampling procedures, instrumentation, data collection procedures, data analysis and 

hypothesis testing, and limitations of the research.  A detailed overview of the survey 

used to gather data, including its measurement, reliability and validity, is included.   

Research Design 

A quantitative, non-experimental survey design was used for this study.  

According to Creswell (2009), a quantitative survey is a “means for testing objective 

theories by examining the relationship among variables” (p. 4).  The dependent variable 

was teachers’ perceptions regarding the difference literacy coaches made as measured by 

the district designed survey.  The independent variables of the study were teacher 

experience and teacher building level.  

Population and Sample 

 The population selected for the current study were elementary, middle, and high 

school teachers in District XYZ with the literacy coach model in each school.  The 

sample for the study included 711 teachers from District XYZ. 
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Sampling Procedures 

The sampling for this study was purposive rather than random.  Choosing the 

subjects purposively “involves selecting a sample based on the researcher’s experience or 

knowledge of the group to be sampled” (Lunenburg & Irby, 2008, p. 175).  Only data 

from teachers in District XYZ working with literacy coaches were included in this study.   

Instrumentation 

The instrumentation for the study was a survey for elementary, middle, and high 

school teachers (See Appendix A).  The survey used for the study was created, piloted, 

and administered to all teachers in District XYZ.  The teacher survey contains four 

sections, including general demographic information about the teachers, teacher 

perception of the amount of time the literacy coach spent in the teacher’s classroom, 

teacher perception of the types of activities the literacy coach was involved with, and 

teacher perception of the influence literacy coaches had on improving classroom 

instruction. 

Measurement. Items in the first section of the survey utilized a list of choices.  

Participants indicated their years of teaching experience (0-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20 or 21 

years) in item 1.  Item 2 was used to determine the respondent’s building level 

(Elementary, Middle, or High School).  Item 3 was used to determine the respondent’s 

current position (Elementary Classroom Teacher, Other Teacher, Pre-K Classroom 

Teacher, Secondary (6-12) English Language Arts, Secondary (6-12) Mathematics, 

Secondary (6-12) Science, Secondary (6-12) Social Studies, Support Staff, and Support 

Teacher).  Item 4 was used to determine if a mathematics coach was assigned full-time or 



40 

 

 

 

 

 

part-time in the respondent’s building.  Item 5 was used to determine if a literacy coach 

was assigned full-time or part-time in the respondent’s building.  

In the second section of the survey, participants were asked to quantify the 

number of hours per month a coach worked with them.  For item 6, respondents 

approximated how many hours per month they worked one-on-one with their math coach 

during the year.  For item 7, respondents approximated how many hours per month they 

worked with their literacy coach one on one during the year.  For item 8, respondents 

approximated how many hours per month they worked in collaborative groups with their 

math coach during the year.  For item 9, respondents approximated how many hours per 

month they worked in collaborative groups with their literacy coach during the year.   

In the third section of the survey, a Likert-type scale was used to determine a 

teacher’s perception of how frequently they participated in particular activities with the 

math and literacy coach and to rate how useful those activities were toward improving 

classroom instruction.  For the items, a 4-point Likert-type scale was used with the 

following anchors: Never, Rarely, Sometimes, and Often.  For items 10 and 11, 

participants rated how frequently they engaged in the following activities with the math 

coach and literacy coach, respectively: collaborative problem solving, reflective 

conversations, analyzing student work, observations, providing professional 

development, co-teaching, co-planning, attending collaboration meetings, engaging 

teachers in the coaching cycle, and modeling a lesson.  For item 12, participants rated the 

following coaching activities on usefulness toward improving classroom instruction: 

collaborative problem solving, reflective conversations, analyzing student work, 
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observations, providing professional development, co-teaching, co-planning, attending 

collaboration meetings, engaging teachers in the coaching cycle, and modeling a lesson. 

In the fourth section of the survey, a Likert-type scale was used to determine 

teacher perception of how influential the coaching activities were on improving the 

teacher’s classroom instruction.  Participants were asked to respond by selecting one of 

the following choices: Not Useful, Somewhat Useful, Useful, Very Useful, and Not Sure 

or Not Applicable.  The following activities were listed: collaborative problem solving, 

reflective conversations, analyzing student work, observations, providing professional 

development, co-teaching, co-planning, attending collaboration meetings, engaging 

teachers in the coaching cycle, and modeling a lesson.  For the third item, participants 

rated the following coaching activities on usefulness toward improving classroom 

instruction: collaborative problem solving, reflective conversations, analyzing student 

work, observations, providing professional development, co-teaching, co-planning, 

attending collaboration meetings, engaging teachers in the coaching cycle, and modeling 

a lesson. 

In the fifth section of the survey, participants were asked to respond by selecting 

Yes or No.  The following statements were included in this section: 

 Resources and feedback are provided in a reasonable time from our building 

coaches.  

 Our building math coach has a good understanding of my students, their 

needs, and the type of assistance and instructional support I need.  
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 Our building literacy coach has a good understanding of my students, their 

needs, and the type of assistance and instructional support I need. 

 Our building math coach has a good understanding of the mathematics content 

they provide.  

 Our building literacy coach has a good understanding of the English Language 

Arts content they provide. 

 Our building math coach has been influential in helping me improve my 

classroom instruction.  

 Our building literacy coach has been influential in helping me improve my 

classroom instruction.  

In the sixth section of the survey, a Likert-type scale was used to determine 

teachers’ perceptions of how effective the district’s coaching model was in changing 

instructional practices and improving student’s achievement.  Participants were asked to 

respond with the following choices: Not Effective, Effective, and Highly Effective.   

Validity and reliability. For an instrument to be valid and reliable, it needs to be 

consistent in each of its applications and measure accurately what it is intended to 

measure (Lunenburg & Irby, 2008).  A multidisciplinary team from District XYZ piloted 

the survey to establish content validity.  The team included teachers, administrators, and 

coaches.  The survey was sent to the team to determine if the survey would be 

comprehensible to teachers who would be asked to participate in the research.  Reliability 

of the survey data was conducted as part of the current study and results are reported in 

chapter four.  
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Data Collection Procedures   

Permission was obtained to conduct the present study through a 2-step process.  

First, the process to obtain permission from the Baker University Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) was initiated.  The IRB request was submitted to Baker University on May 

11, 2015 through electronic mail (see Appendix B).  Approval was granted to conduct 

research from the IRB committee of Baker University on May 22, 2015 (see Appendix 

C).  Next, permission was obtained to conduct the study in District XYZ.  A Research 

Proposal Application was electronically mailed on May 14, 2015 (see Appendix D).  

After examination of the research proposal, written permission to conduct the research 

was received on May 21, 2015 through electronic mail (see Appendix E).    

 Archival data were secured from District XYZ.  The teacher names and building 

identification were omitted for confidentiality purposes.  The data were organized in an 

Excel document for the convenience of organization and input into IBM® SPSS® 

Faculty Pack 23 for Windows for data analysis. 

Data Analysis and Hypothesis Testing 

Hypothesis testing was used to examine relationships among the teachers’ 

perceptions of improvement in classroom instruction, the teachers’ years of experience, 

and the teacher’s building levels.   

RQ1. To what extent is there a relationship between a literacy coach working 

with a teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction? 

H1. There is a relationship between a literacy coach working with a teacher and 

the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction. 
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A chi-square test of independence was used to test H1.  The observed frequencies 

were compared to those expected by chance.  The level of significance was set at .05.  

RQ2. To what extent does the relationship between a literacy coach working with 

a teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction differ 

among grade levels? 

H2. There is a difference in the perceptions of elementary teachers who work with 

a literacy coach regarding improvement in instruction. 

H3. There is a difference in the perceptions of middle school teachers who work 

with a literacy coach regarding improvement in instruction. 

H4. There is a difference in the perceptions of high school teachers who work 

with a literacy coach regarding improvement in instruction. 

Chi-square tests of independence were used to test H2, H3, and H4.  The observed 

frequencies were compared to those expected by chance.  The level of significance was 

set at .05. 

RQ3. To what extent is the relationship between a literacy coach working with a 

teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction differ 

among teachers’ years of experience?  

H5. There is a difference in the perceptions of teachers with 0-5 years of teaching 

experience who work with a literacy coach regarding improvement in instruction. 

H6. There is a difference in the perceptions of teachers with 6-10 years of 

teaching experience who work with a literacy coach regarding improvement in 

instruction. 
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H7. There is a difference in the perceptions of teachers with 11-15 years of 

teaching experience who work with a literacy coach regarding improvement in 

instruction. 

H8. There is a difference in the perceptions of teachers with 16-20 years of 

teaching experience who work with a literacy coach regarding improvement in 

instruction. 

H9. There is a difference in the perceptions of teachers with 21 years plus of 

teaching experience who work with a literacy coach regarding improvement in 

instruction. 

Chi-square tests of independence were used to test H5-H9.  The observed 

frequencies were compared to those expected by chance.  The level of significance was 

set at .05. 

RQ4. To what extent is the relationship between a literacy coach working with a 

teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction different 

among teachers’ grade levels and years of experience?  

H10. The relationships between a literacy coach working with a teacher and the 

teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction differ among teachers’ 

grade levels and years of experience. 

A chi-square test of independence was used to test H10.  The observed 

frequencies were compared to those expected by chance.  The level of significance was 

set at .05. 
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Limitations 

Limitations are factors in a study that “may have an effect on the interpretation of 

the findings or on the generalizability of the results” (Lunenburg & Irby, 2008, p. 133).  

The limitations of this study are as follows: 

1. Participants who are new to the district or have less than one year of teaching 

in the district might not understand or be comfortable completing the survey.  

2. The survey used to assess teachers and coaches’ perceptions was created by 

the district.  

Summary 

Restated in this chapter was the purpose of the study, which was to determine 

whether a literacy coach had an effect on the teacher’s perception of improved classroom 

instruction.  The quantitative research design was explained.  Four research questions 

were presented, and ten hypotheses were formulated.  The participants were teachers 

from District XYZ, and the sampling procedure was purposive.  A 23-item survey 

consisting of six sections was used to measure the variables.  The six sections of the 

survey included demographic information, the amount of hours per month a literacy 

coach worked with the teacher, identification of the types of activities the teacher and 

coach completed together, and identification of teacher perceptions on how influential the 

literacy coach was on improving the teacher’s classroom instruction and improving 

student achievement.  Data analyses and hypothesis testing were explained, along with 

the limitations of the study.  The results of the data analyses are presented in the next 

chapter. 
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Chapter Four 

Results 

 The purpose of this research was to analyze whether a literacy coach had 

an effect on the teacher’s perception of improved classroom instruction.  The 

research was also conducted to further determine whether a teacher’s building 

level or years of teaching experience impacted the teacher’s perception of the 

literacy coach improving their classroom instruction.  Presented in chapter four 

are the descriptive statistics for the sample and the results of the data analysis for 

the hypotheses associated with each of the research questions posed in the study.  

Chi-square tests were utilized to test the research hypotheses.   

Descriptive Statistics 

   The survey was distributed electronically to teachers who worked with a literacy 

coach in District XYZ during the 2013-2014 school year.  Seven hundred and eleven 

teachers responded to the survey.  Out of the 711 respondents, 361 were elementary 

teachers, 172 were middle school teachers, and 178 were high school teachers.  A total of 

244 teachers reported spending no time with a literacy coach and 467 teachers reported 

spending time with a literacy coach.  The years of teaching experience of survey 

participants is presented in Table 1.  
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Table 1 

Years of Teaching Experience 

Years Teaching Experience Frequency Percent 

0 to 5  192  27.0 

6 to 10  157  22.1 

11 to 15  104  14.6 

16 to 20    91  12.8 

Over 20   167  23.5 

Total  711           100.0 

 

Hypothesis Testing 

 The results of the hypothesis testing to address the four research questions used to 

guide this study are presented in this section.  Each research question is followed by its 

corresponding hypothesis statement(s).  The method used to test each hypothesis is 

described along with the results of each test.  The significance level of .05 was utilized 

for all statistical analyses.  

 RQ1. To what extent is there a relationship between a literacy coach working 

with a teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction? 

H1. There is a relationship between a literacy coach working with a teacher and 

the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction 

The results of the chi-square test of independence for H1 indicated a statistically 

significant difference between the observed and expected values, χ2 = 226.390, df = 4, p < 

.001.  See Table 2 for the observed and expected frequencies for H1.  Analysis of the data 
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indicated more teachers who designated that no time was spent with the literacy coach 

were in disagreement more than agreement that the literacy coach improved classroom 

instruction.  Conversely, more teachers who designated that time was spent with the 

literacy coach were in agreement more than disagreement that the literacy coach 

improved classroom instruction.  This supports H1.    

Table 2 

Observed and Expected Frequencies for H1 

Time with Literacy Coach 

Improvement in Instruction 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

No time spent 
Observed 45 33 114  22   7 

Expected   23.8   33.2    52.9  73    38.2 

Time spent 
Observed 26 66  44   196 107 

Expected   47.2   65.9   105.1 145    75.8 

 

RQ2. To what extent does the relationship between a literacy coach working with 

a teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction differ 

among grade levels? 

H2. There is a difference in the perceptions of elementary teachers who work with 

a literacy coach regarding improvement in instruction. 

The results of the chi-square test of independence for H2 indicated a statistically 

significant difference between the observed and expected values, χ2 = 95.831, df = 4, p < 

.001.  See Table 3 for the observed and expected frequencies for H2.  Analysis of the data 

indicated more elementary teachers who designated that no time was spent with the 
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literacy coach were in disagreement more than agreement that the literacy coach 

improved classroom instruction.  Conversely, more elementary teachers who designated 

that time was spent with the literacy coach were in agreement more than disagreement 

that the literacy coach improved classroom instruction.  This supports H2.    

Table 3 

Observed and Expected Frequencies for H2 

Time with Literacy Coach 

Elementary School Level 

Improvement in Instruction 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

No time spent 
Observed 13 14 31  7   2 

Expected     5.3   12.2    10.2  23.3    16.0 

Time spent 
Observed      14 48  21  111 79 

Expected     21.7   49.8   41.8   94.7    65.0 

 

H3. There is a difference in the perceptions of middle school teachers who work 

with a literacy coach regarding improvement in instruction. 

The results of the chi-square test of independence for H3 indicated a statistically 

significant difference between the observed and expected values, χ2 = 53.367, df = 4, p < 

.001.  See Table 4 for the observed and expected frequencies for H3.  Analysis of the data 

indicated more middle school teachers who designated that no time was spent with the 

literacy coach were in disagreement more than agreement that the literacy coach 

improved classroom instruction.  Conversely, more middle school teachers who 

designated that time was spent with the literacy coach were in agreement more than 

disagreement that the literacy coach improved classroom instruction.  This supports H3.  
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Table 4 

Observed and Expected Frequencies for H3 

Time with Literacy Coach 

Middle School Level 

Improvement in Instruction 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

No time spent 
Observed      17 7 36     7   2 

Expected     9.2   8.4    22.0 23.3     6.2 

Time spent 
Observed 4      12  14   46 12 

Expected   11.8   10.6     28.0   29.7     7.8 

 

H4. There is a difference in the perceptions of high school teachers who work 

with a literacy coach regarding improvement in instruction. 

The results of the chi-square test of independence for H4 indicated a statistically 

significant difference between the observed and expected values, χ2 = 53.066, df = 4, p < 

.001.  See Table 5 for the observed and expected frequencies for H4.  Analysis of the data 

indicated more high school teachers who designated that no time was spent with the 

literacy coach were in disagreement more than agreement that the literacy coach 

improved classroom instruction.  In addition, a majority of high school teachers who 

designated that no time was spent with the literacy coach selected not applicable.  

Conversely, more high school teachers who designated that time was spent with the 

literacy coach were in agreement more than disagreement that the literacy coach 

improved classroom instruction.  This supports H4.   
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Table 5 

Observed and Expected Frequencies for H4 

Time with Literacy Coach 

High School Level 

Improvement in Instruction 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

No time spent 
Observed     15      12       47     8  3 

Expected 12.0    9.4 29.2 24.5   9.9 

Time spent 
Observed 8 6         9   39     16 

Expected 11.0    8.6 26.8   22.5   9.1 

 

RQ3. To what extent is the relationship between a literacy coach working with a 

teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction differ 

among teachers’ years of experience? 

H5. There is a difference in the perceptions of teachers with 0-5 years of teaching 

experience who work with a literacy coach regarding improvement in instruction. 

The results of the chi-square test of independence for H5 indicated a statistically 

significant difference between the observed and expected values, χ2 = 78.914, df = 4, p < 

.001.  See Table 6 for the observed and expected frequencies for H5.  Analysis of the data 

indicated more teachers with 0-5 years’ of teaching experience who designated that no 

time was spent with the literacy coach marked not applicable that the literacy coach 

improved classroom instruction.  Conversely, more teachers with 0-5 years’ of teaching 

experience who designated that time was spent with the literacy coach were in agreement 

more than disagreement that the literacy coach improved classroom instruction.  This 

supports H5.    
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Table 6 

Observed and Expected Frequencies for H5 

Time with Literacy Coach 

Teachers with 0-5 Years’ Experience 

Improvement in Instruction 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

No time spent 
Observed      6      4     26      2       2 

Expected 2.9   3.8       8.0    14.3     10.9 

Time spent 
Observed      7     13     10    62     47 

Expected    10.1     13.2     28.0    49.7 38.1 

 

H6. There is a difference in the perceptions of teachers with 6-10 years of 

teaching experience who work with a literacy coach regarding improvement in 

instruction. 

The results of the chi-square test of independence for H6 indicated a statistically 

significant difference between the observed and expected values, χ2 = 60.059, df = 4, p < 

.001.  See Table 7 for the observed and expected frequencies for H6.  Analysis of the data 

indicated more teachers with 6-10 years’ of teaching experience who designated that no 

time was spent with the literacy coach were in disagreement more than agreement that the 

literacy coach improved classroom instruction.  Conversely, more teachers with 6-10 

years’ of teaching experience who designated that time was spent with the literacy coach 

were in agreement more than disagreement that the literacy coach improved classroom 

instruction.  This supports H6.  
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Table 7 

Observed and Expected Frequencies for H6 

Time with Literacy Coach 

Teachers with 6-10 Years’ Experience 

Improvement in Instruction 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

No time spent 
Observed    12      8      22     3 1 

Expected      5.4 7.3  9.5 16.8    7.0 

Time spent 
Observed      5    15        8   50 21 

Expected    11.6    15.7 20.5   36.2   15.0 

 

H7. There is a difference in the perceptions of teachers with 11-15 years of 

teaching experience who work with a literacy coach regarding improvement in 

instruction. 

The results of the chi-square test of independence for H7 indicated a statistically 

significant difference between the observed and expected values, χ2 = 17.671, df = 4, p < 

.05.  See Table 8 for the observed and expected frequencies for H7.  Analysis of the data 

indicated more teachers with 11-15 years’ of teaching experience who designated that no 

time was spent with the literacy coach were in disagreement more than agreement that the 

literacy coach improved classroom instruction.  Conversely, more teachers with 11-15 

years’ of teaching experience who designated that time was spent with the literacy coach 

were in agreement more than disagreement that the literacy coach improved classroom 

instruction.  This supports H7.  
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Table 8 

Observed and Expected Frequencies for H7 

Time with Literacy Coach 

Teachers with 11-15 Years’ Experience 

Improvement in Instruction 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

No time spent 
Observed      4      4     17      5      1 

Expected      3.2 6.3      8.9 10.1 2.5 

Time spent 
Observed      6     16     11    27      7 

Expected      6.8    13.7     19.1    21.9 5.5 

 

H8. There is a difference in the perceptions of teachers with 16-20 years of 

teaching experience who work with a literacy coach regarding improvement in 

instruction. 

The results of the chi-square test of independence for H8 indicated a statistically 

significant difference between the observed and expected values, χ2 = 28.392, df = 4, p < 

.001.  See Table 9 for the observed and expected frequencies for H8.  Analysis of the data 

indicated more teachers with 16-20 years’ of teaching experience who designated that no 

time was spent with the literacy coach were in disagreement more than agreement that the 

literacy coach improved classroom instruction.  Conversely, more teachers with 16-20 

years’ of teaching experience who designated that time was spent with the literacy coach 

were in agreement more than disagreement that the literacy coach improved classroom 

instruction.  This supports H8.  
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Table 9 

Observed and Expected Frequencies for H8 

Time with Literacy Coach 

Teachers with 16-20 Years’ Experience 

Improvement in Instruction 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

No time spent 
Observed      9     10      13    3      1 

Expected 4.8      8.8 7.5  9.7 5.3 

Time spent 
Observed      2     10       4   19    11 

Expected 6.2 11.2 9.5   12.3 6.7 

 

H9. There is a difference in the perceptions of teachers with 21 years plus of 

teaching experience who work with a literacy coach regarding improvement in 

instruction. 

The results of the chi-square test of independence for H9 indicated a statistically 

significant difference between the observed and expected values, χ2 = 49.655, df = 4, p < 

.001.  See Table 10 for the observed and expected frequencies for H9.  Analysis of the 

data indicated more teachers with 21 years plus of teaching experience who designated 

that no time was spent with the literacy coach were in disagreement more than agreement 

that the literacy coach improved classroom instruction.  Conversely, more teachers with 

21 years plus of teaching experience who designated that time was spent with the literacy 

coach were in agreement more than disagreement that the literacy coach improved 

classroom instruction.  This supports H9.  
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Table 10 

Observed and Expected Frequencies for H9 

Time with Literacy Coach 

Teachers with 21 Years Plus of Experience 

Improvement in Instruction 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

No time spent 
Observed 14 7      36  9   2 

Expected   8.7  8.3 20.5 20.5 10.0 

Time spent 
Observed 6     12      11   38     21 

Expected 11.3 10.7 26.5   26.5 13.0 

 

RQ4. To what extent is the relationship between a literacy coach working with a 

teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction different 

among teachers’ grade levels and years of experience?  

H10. The relationships between a literacy coach working with a teacher and the 

teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction differ among teachers’ 

grade levels and years of experience. 

 The results of the chi-square tests of independence for H10 indicated statistically 

significant differences between the observed and expected values.  See Table 11 for the 

results of the chi-square tests among grade levels and the number of years of experience.  

Each relationship between time spent and the perception of improved classroom 

instruction was statistically significant except for teachers with 11-15 years of experience 

and 16-20 years of experience in both middle and high school grade level.  See Table F1 

in Appendix F for the observed and expected frequencies.   
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Table 11 

Chi-Square Tests of Independence Results for H10 

Building Level  χ2 df p 

Elementary 

0 to 5 years 30.723 4 < .001 

6 to 10 years 26.281  4 < .001 

11 to 15 years 10.660 4         < .05 

16 to 20 years 22.915 4 < .001 

 20 plus years 19.005 4         < .05 

Middle 

0 to 5 years 25.795 4 < .001 

6 to 10 years 15.253  3         < .05 

11 to 15 years   4.065 4     .397 

16 to 20 years   3.841 4     .428 

 20 plus years  14.140 4         < .05 

High 

0 to 5 years 19.149 4         < .05 

6 to 10 years 16.713  4 < .05 

11 to 15 years   8.000 4      .092 

16 to 20 years   5.808 4      .214 

 20 plus years 21.155 4 < .001 

 

Summary 

 Chapter four included descriptive statistics and hypothesis testing.  The survey 

results were analyzed using IBM® SPSS® Faculty Pack 23 for Windows.  Each research 

question was addressed by one or more hypothesis tests.  The results of the chi-square 

tests provided evidence of statistically significant differences in the responses of teachers 

who agreed that the literacy coach improved the teacher’s classroom instruction.  
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Presented in chapter five are the implications of the findings, connections to the literature 

reviewed for the study, implications for action, and recommendations for further research 

opportunities. 
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Chapter Five 

Interpretation and Recommendations 

 School districts across the country have begun to implement the literacy coach 

model to increase student achievement through continuous, site-based professional 

development.  The dilemma faced by literacy coaches and school leaders is that too many 

coaches are given too little time with teachers or given the wrong type of work.  For these 

reasons, the literacy coach’s impact on improving classroom practice has been limited 

(Saphier & West, 2009).  Research has shown literacy coaching efforts can be 

squandered if the coach is not able to develop and sustain the right environment for 

teacher learning and instructional improvement (Fullan & Knight, 2011).  Because of 

this, it is important for school leaders to understand how coaches spend their time and the 

relationship between coaching roles and student achievement.  The purpose of this study 

was to examine the impact of literacy coaching on teachers’ perceptions of improved 

classroom instruction.  The research was also conducted to further determine whether a 

teacher’s building level or years of teaching experience impacted the teachers’ 

perceptions of the literacy coach improving their classroom instruction.  The results of 

this study contribute to the body of research about coaching, specifically the impact of 

literacy coaches working with classroom teachers.  Provided in this chapter was a 

summary of the findings of the current study and recommendations for future research 

related to the literacy coach model and professional development.  
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Study Summary 

This study was conducted to examine the impact of literacy coaching on teachers’ 

perceptions of improved classroom instruction.  In addition, this study determined 

whether the literacy coach had an effect on the teacher’s perception of improved 

classroom instruction as affected by grade level or years of teaching experience.  The 

following section summarizes the current study.  An overview of the problem, the 

purpose of the study and research questions, review of methodology, the study’s major 

findings, conclusions, and recommendations for future research are provided.  

 Overview of the problem. Limited research has been published investigating the 

relationship between literacy coaching and teacher years of experience, teacher building 

level, and teachers’ perceptions of improved classroom instruction.  Studies such as 

Feldman and Tung (2002) noted teachers with less than 10 years of experience found 

coaching more useful than veteran teachers.  Other studies, such as Poglinco et al. (2003), 

reported accessibility as a major factor in how teachers perceive the literacy coach model.  

The literacy coach model and having the ability to engage in ongoing, site-based 

professional development is valued by teachers (Joyce & Showers, 2002; Knight, 2007; 

Kowal & Steiner, 2007; Lieberman, 1995; Neufeld & Roper, 2003; Saphier & West, 

2009; Vogt & Shearer, 2007).  The study was conducted to examine whether a literacy 

coach had an effect on the teacher’s perception of improved classroom instruction.  

Specifically, the study was conducted to determine whether a teacher’s building level or 

years of teaching experience impacted the teacher’s perception of the literacy coach 

improving their classroom instruction.  Recognizing that the use of the literacy coach 
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model is a significant financial commitment for a district, it is essential that educational 

leaders are aware of how teachers perceive the literacy coach’s impact in different 

building levels and by teachers with different years of teaching experience.  

Purpose statement and research questions. This study was designed to examine 

whether a literacy coach had an effect on the teacher’s perception of improved classroom 

instruction.  Additionally, data were analyzed to determine whether the literacy coach had 

an effect on the teacher’s perception of improving classroom instruction as affected by 

grade level or teaching experience.   

The following research questions were used to guide this study: 

RQ1. To what extent is there a relationship between a literacy coach working 

with a teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction? 

RQ2. To what extent does the relationship between a literacy coach working with 

a teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction differ 

among grade levels? 

RQ3. To what extent is the relationship between a literacy coach working with a 

teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction differ 

among teachers’ years of experience?  

RQ4. To what extent is the relationship between a literacy coach working with a 

teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction different 

among teachers’ grade levels and years of experience?  
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 Review of the methodology. Using a non-experimental quantitative research 

design, Kindergarten through twelfth grade teachers’ perceptions were collected in the 

form of archival survey data from District XYZ.  The focus of the survey was on 

teachers’ perceptions of a literacy coach improving classroom instruction.  The 

population of interest was teachers who worked in a building with a literacy coach model.  

The sample for this study consisted of 711 teachers employed in District XYZ during the 

2013-2014 school year.  Responses to the survey items were analyzed in relationship to 

the research questions addressed in this study.  Chi-square tests of independence were 

used to test the hypotheses in this study.  

 Major findings. Findings of the study are presented with regard to each of the 

research questions.  The first hypothesis was conducted to assess the relationship between 

a literacy coach working with a teacher and the teacher’s perception of improvement in 

classroom instruction.  An analysis of the data revealed that teachers who spent time with 

a literacy coach perceived that their classroom instruction improved.  This suggests that 

teachers in District XYZ perceive the literacy coach model has a positive impact on 

improving classroom instruction.  

 The second, third, and fourth hypotheses were conducted to examine to what 

extent the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction while working 

with a literacy coach was affected by the building level of the teacher.  An analysis of the 

data showed that elementary, middle, and high school teachers who spent time with a 

literacy coach perceived that working with a literacy coach did improve classroom 
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instruction.  This suggests that teachers at each building level in District XYZ perceived 

the literacy coach model as having a positive impact on improving classroom instruction.  

 The fifth through ninth hypotheses addressed to what extent the teacher’s 

perception of improvement in classroom instruction while working with a literacy coach 

was affected by the years of experience of the teacher.  An analysis of the data showed 

more teachers with different levels of teaching experience who spent time with the 

literacy coach perceived that working with a literacy coach did improve classroom 

instruction.  This suggests that teachers with different levels of teaching experience in 

District XYZ perceived the literacy coach model as having a positive impact on 

improving classroom instruction.  

 The tenth hypothesis was conducted to examine to what extent the teacher’s 

perception of improvement in classroom instruction while working with a literacy coach 

was affected by the years of experience of the teacher and the teacher’s building level.  

An analysis of the data showed each relationship between time spent and the perception 

of improved classroom instruction was statistically significant except for teachers with 

11-15 years of experience in the middle and high school grade level.  The other exception 

was for teachers with 16-20 years of experience in both middle and high school grade 

levels.    

Findings Related to the Literature 

 Examined in this section are the study’s findings as they relate to the literature 

regarding the literacy coach model and professional development.  Specifically, the 
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research focused on the relationship between a literacy coach working with a teacher and 

the teacher’s perception of improvement in classroom instruction 

 In terms of a teacher’s positive perception of the literacy coach model, the 

findings of this study support previous research on continuous, site-based professional 

development.  Research has shown that professional development opportunities which 

allow teachers to share with each other, apply new learning, and receive feedback have 

the best chance of effectively improving classroom instruction (Lawrence, 1974).  Bush 

(1984) noted the important role job-embedded professional development plays on 

teacher’s ability to adapt newly learned strategies into classroom instruction.  The writing 

of experts in the field of professional development also highlighted the fact that the type 

of learning teachers need to affect change should include a collaborative and sustained 

approach supported by on-site coaching (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; Joyce 

& Showers, 2002; Sparks & Hirsh, 1997).  The study provides further empirical support 

for on-site coaching as a professional development model by showing the majority of 

teachers who spent time with a literacy coach perceived an improvement in classroom 

instruction.   

 Prior research has also shown coaches help create a safe environment free of the 

negative criticism associated with evaluation (Neufeld & Roper, 2003).  It is this 

environment in which teachers are able to improve their practice.  Feldman and Tung 

(2002) noted when the literacy coach engaged teachers in activities such as planning for 

instruction, reviewing student work, and engaging in data-based inquiry, teachers 

perceived the literacy coach as being beneficial to improving instructional practice.  The 
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findings of this study support the positive perception teachers have of a literacy coach 

improving classroom instruction.   

 Literature clearly shows that time plays an important role in teacher perceptions 

of the literacy coach model.  The results of the study, which builds on existing literature 

and earlier studies (Poglinco et al., 2003; Roller 2006), further demonstrated a 

relationship between the amount of time the literacy coach spent directly working with a 

teacher and the teachers’ perceptions of improved classroom instruction.  Likewise, 

Deussen et al. (2007) and Marsh et al. (2008) found that although the amount of time 

allocated to a specific task varied greatly among coaches, teachers perceived the literacy 

coach as positively influencing instructional practice.  The study provides further 

empirical support that teachers who reported having access to a literacy coach perceived 

an improvement in classroom instruction.  Finally, it was originally intended for the 

current study to analyze the specific amount of time teachers reported working directly 

with a literacy coach and whether there was a difference in the perceived improvement of 

classroom instruction.  However, this specific data was not available.  

 The study findings on the question involving teacher years of experience 

contribute to the body of research regarding the relationship between level of experience 

and perception of improved classroom instruction.  Feldman and Tung (2002) found that 

teachers with less than 10 years of experience found coaching more useful than veteran 

teachers.  Findings from this study indicated teachers from each level (elementary, 

middle, and high school) and with all levels of teaching experience perceived the literacy 

coach supports the improvement of classroom instruction. 
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 The literature review supported the need to evaluate how influential professional 

development is on teacher learning and improved classroom practice.  The findings in 

this study support the research of Guskey (2000), who found in professional development 

evaluation teacher perception is a central component of what is measured.  Researchers 

acknowledge that since the literacy coach model distinctly focuses on teachers improving 

their instructional practice, it is best to study the impact of professional development on 

the growth of teacher knowledge only (Wayne et al., 2008).  The study provides further 

empirical support for the positive relationship between literacy coaching and teacher 

perceptions of the growth of teacher knowledge in the form of improved classroom 

instruction.  

Conclusions 

     This section provides conclusions drawn from the study.  This section also 

contains implications to help educational leaders understand how literacy coaching can 

be used as a professional development model.  Implications for action, recommendations 

for future research, and concluding remarks are provided. 

   Implications for action. The current study can be used by school leaders to 

inform professional development practice and the implementation of the literacy coach 

model.  This study supported the relationship between literacy coaching and teachers’ 

perceptions of improved classroom instruction.  Professional organizations that support 

the literacy coach model, such as the ILA and the NCTE, should continue to refine their 

standards to address the importance of time spent with teachers as it relates to literacy 

coaching and improvement in instructional practice.  School districts that have already 
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implemented or are considering implementing literacy coaching should develop the 

model to maximize the amount of time literacy coaches spend with teachers.  School 

districts should also consider that teachers of all grade levels and with different levels of 

experience perceive benefits from working with a literacy coach.  Finally, boards of 

education and the organizations that support them should also note the connection 

between literacy coaching and teachers’ perceptions of improved classroom instruction.   

   Recommendations for future research. The study allowed the researcher to 

evaluate the relationship between literacy coaching and teachers’ perceptions of 

improved classroom instruction.  The recommendations below are made for others 

interested in conducting similar research to determine further benefits of utilizing literacy 

coaches.   

1. It is recommended future researchers extend the study by expanding the 

sample to include K-12 teachers from different sized districts and different 

demographics.  Doing this would allow researchers to generalize the results 

across different types of districts in which the literacy coach model is 

implemented.   

2. It is recommended future researchers include the perception of others (e.g., 

literacy coaches, principals) as it relates to the relationship between literacy 

coaching and improved classroom instruction.  By including the perceptions 

of more stakeholders, a school district could more accurately draw 

conclusions about the effectiveness of the literacy coach model.  
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3. It is recommended future researchers examine the activities the literacy coach 

and teacher participated in together and which activities the teachers found 

most helpful.  Doing this would provide clarity as to which coaching activities 

most benefit teacher learning.  

4. It is recommended future researchers examine actual changes in instruction 

while having access to the use of a literacy coach.  This would allow 

researchers to further evaluate the effectiveness of the literacy coach model.  

5. It is recommended future researchers examine the amount of time the teacher 

spends with a literacy coach and the teacher’s perception of improved 

classroom instruction.  

6. It is recommended future researchers extend the study by conducting a study 

with a mixed-methods research design.  By including qualitative elements, the 

research would be able to capture teachers’ perspectives regarding what types 

of activities they found most beneficial from working with a literacy coach.  

 Concluding remarks. This study sought to identify and address the relationship 

between literacy coaching and teacher’s perception of improved classroom instruction.  

The findings of this study offer important contributions regarding the literacy coach 

model and its use in improving teacher instructional practice.  The transfer of newly 

learned knowledge and skills into a teacher’s classroom is the most important result of 

professional development (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995).  Current trends in 

education appear to promote site-based, continuous teacher professional development, 

which can be supported by the literacy coach model (Knight, 2007).  For this model to be 
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effective, the accessibility of literacy coaches and the time they are able to spend 

supporting teachers in implementing new instruction strategies into their classroom 

instruction is paramount.  As building leaders collaborate with literacy coaches to outline 

their role and responsibilities, it is important to maximize the amount of time spent 

working directly with teachers.  

 The results presented in this study should compel educational leaders and literacy 

coaches to examine the role they play in teacher professional development.  The results 

also serve as a reminder about the importance of maintaining site-based, continuous 

professional development in the form of the literacy coach model.  An understanding of 

the connections between literacy coaching and improved classroom instruction could lead 

to the successful implementation of new instructional strategies and ultimately, to 

increased student achievement.     
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Summary 

 

In a sentence or two, please describe the background and purpose of the research. 
 

The purpose of this study is to determine if the amount of time a literacy coach 

spent in a teacher’s classroom had an effect on the teacher’s perception of improved 

instructional strategies.  Specifically, the purpose of this study is to determine if the 

amount of time a literacy coach spent in a teacher’s classroom had an effect on the 

teacher’s perception of improving student achievement as affected by grade level 

(primary or intermediate) or teacher experience (five or less, six to ten, 11-15, or 15 years 

plus of teaching experience).  

 

Briefly describe each condition or manipulation to be included within the study. 

 

There will be no conditions or manipulations included in this study, which will examine 

teachers’ perceptions regarding a literacy coach’s effect on improved student 

achievement as affected by grade level or teacher experience. 

  

What measures or observations will be taken in the study?  If any questionnaire or 

other instruments are used, provide a brief description and attach a copy. 

Will the subjects encounter the risk of psychological, social, physical or legal risk?  

If so, please describe the nature of the risk and any measures designed to mitigate 

that risk. 

 

The research questions will be addressed by analyzing archival data, which include 

teacher surveys, literacy coach surveys, and coaching logs.  These surveys were designed 

by the Topeka School District. Moreover, subjects did not encounter any psychological, 

social, physical or legal risk.  

 

Will any stress to subjects be involved?  If so, please describe. 

 

No, stress to subjects will not be involved.  

 

Will the subjects be deceived or misled in any way?  If so, include an outline or 

script of the debriefing. 

 

No, subjects will not be deceived or misled in any way.  

 

Will there be a request for information which subjects might consider to be personal 

or sensitive?  If so, please include a description. 

 

No, there will not be a request for personal or sensitive information.  
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Will the subjects be presented with materials which might be considered to be 

offensive, threatening, or degrading?  If so, please describe. 

 

No, subjects will not be presented with materials which might be considered offensive, 

threatening, or degrading.  

 

Approximately how much time will be demanded of each subject? 

 

Since archival data was used, no time will be demanded of any of the subjects 

participating in the study.  

 

Who will be the subjects in this study?  How will they be solicited or contacted?  

Provide an outline or script of the information which will be provided to subjects 

prior to their volunteering to participate.  Include a copy of any written solicitation 

as well as an outline of any oral solicitation. 

 

The subjects included in the archival data are literacy coaches and elementary school 

teachers from Topeka Public Schools.  Subjects will not be solicited or contacted.  

 
What steps will be taken to insure that each subject’s participation is voluntary?  

What if any inducements will be offered to the subjects for their participation? 

 

Archival data will be provided from the Topeka School District. All participants will be 

referred to by an identification number, which refers to their grade level and building. 

Furthermore, no inducements will need to be offered to the subjects for their 

participation.  

 

How will you insure that the subjects give their consent prior to participating?  Will 

a written consent form be used?  If so, include the form.  If not, explain why not. 

 

No consent from is required. All data is archival.  

 

Will any aspect of the data be made a part of any permanent record that can be 

identified with the subject?  If so, please explain the necessity. 

 

No, data from this study will not be made part of any permanent record that can be 

identified. 

 
Will the fact that a subject did or did not participate in a specific experiment or 

study be made part of any permanent record available to a supervisor, teacher or 

employer?  If so, explain. 

 

No, the fact that a subject did or did not participate in the study will not be made 

available to any supervisor, teacher or employer.  
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What steps will be taken to insure the confidentiality of the data?  Where will it be 

stored?  How long will it be stored?  What will be done with it after the study is 

completed? 

 

Data generated for this study will not be used for any other purposes. No name or other 

identification will be available to identify any of the subjects. The data will be stored in a 

password-protected flash-drive, which will be kept in a locked drawer. The data will be 

stored for one year. Afterwards, the data will be destroyed. 

 

If there are any risks involved in the study, are there any offsetting benefits that 

might accrue to either the subjects or society? 

 
No, there will not be any risks involved in the study.   

 
Will any data from files or archival data be used?  If so, please describe. 

 

Archival data collected by Topeka Public Schools in the form of coaching logs and 

teacher and coach surveys will be used for the study. The data was collected during the 

2013-2014 school year.  
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Table F1 

Observed and Expected Frequencies for H10 

 

Time with Literacy Coach 

Elementary: 0 to 5 Years 

Improvement in Instruction 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Not 

Applicable 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

No time spent 
Observed     0     1      7     1      2 

Expected .4     1.0      1.3 4.3 3.9 

Time spent 
Observed     4     9      6  40    36 

Expected     3.6     9.0     11.7  36.7    34.1 

Elementary: 6 to 10 Years 

No time spent 
Observed     4     6      5    0      0 

Expected     1.2     3.8      1.9 4.8      3.3 

Time spent 
Observed     2    14      5  25    17 

Expected     4.8    16.2      8.1  20.2    13.7 

Elementary: 11 to 15 Years 

No time spent 
Observed 3 2 5 3 0 

Expected 1.1 3.1 2.5 4.9 1.3 

Time spent 
Observed 2 12 6 19 6 

Expected 3.9 10.9 8.5 17.1 4.7 

Elementary: 16 to 20 Years 

No time spent 
Observed     3     3      4    0      0 

Expected     1.1     2.2      1.1 3.1 2.5 

Time spent 
Observed     1     5      0  11      9 

Expected     2.9     5.8      2.9    7.9 6.5 

Elementary: 21 Years Plus 

No time spent 
Observed     3     2     10    3      0 

Expected     2.3     2.9       4.1 5.5 3.2 
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Time spent 
Observed     5     8      4   16     11 

Expected     5.7     7.1      9.9  13.5  7.8 

Middle School: 0 to 5 Years 

No time spent 
Observed     4     2    11    0      0 

Expected     1.7     2.5      5.8 4.1 2.9 

Time spent 
Observed     0     4      3  10      7 

Expected     2.3     3.5      8.2    5.9      4.1 

Middle School: 6 to 10 Years 

No time spent 
Observed     6     1      6    2 - 

Expected     3.5      .9      3.1 7.5 - 

Time spent 
Observed     2     1      1  15 - 

Expected     4.5     1.1      3.9    9.5 - 

Middle School: 11 to 15 Years 

No time spent 
Observed     1     1      6    2     0 

Expected     1.3     1.7      3.8 2.9 .4 

Time spent 
Observed     2     3      3    5     1 

Expected     1.8     2.3      5.3    4.1 .6 

Middle School: 16 to 20 Years 

No time spent 
Observed     3     2      5    2      1 

Expected     1.7     2.3      4.5 3.4      1.1 

Time spent 
Observed     0     2      3    4      1 

Expected     1.3     1.7      3.5    2.6        .9 

Middle School: 21 Years Plus 

No time spent 
Observed     3     1      8    1     1 

Expected     1.2     1.2      4.8   5.2     1.6 

Time spent 
Observed     0     2      4 12     3 

Expected     1.8     1.8      7.2   7.8     2.4 
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High School: 0 to 5 Years 

No time spent 
Observed     2     1      8     1     0 

Expected     1.9      .4      3.4 4.9     1.5 

Time spent 
Observed     3     0      1  12     4 

Expected     3.1      .6      5.6    8.1     2.5 

High School: 6 to 10 Years 

No time spent 
Observed     2     1      11     1      1 

Expected     1.5      .5       6.3 5.3      2.4 

Time spent 
Observed     1     0       2  10      4 

Expected     1.5      .5       6.7    5.7      2.6 

High School: 11 to 15 Years 

No time spent 
Observed      0      1      6     0     1 

Expected      1.0      1.0      4.0     1.5      .5 

Time spent 
Observed      2      1      2     3     0 

Expected      1.0      1.0      4.0     1.5      .5 

High School: 16 to 20 Years 

No time spent 
Observed     3     5      4     1     0 

Expected     2.3     4.5      2.8 2.8      .6 

Time spent 
Observed     1     3      1    4     1 

Expected     1.7     3.5      2.2    2.2      .4 

High School: 21 Years Plus 

No time spent 
Observed     8     4      18     5     1 

Expected     5.5     3.7      12.8     9.2     4.9 

Time spent 
Observed     1     2        3   10     7 

Expected     3.5     2.3        8.2    5.8     3.1 

 

 

 

 


