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Abstract  

The Common Core State Standards recommend that all educators equip students with the literacy skills 

needed for college and careers. The purpose of this qualitative case study was to examine middle-level 

content-area teachers’ perspectives on a district-led literacy professional development program and their 

implementation of the literacy strategies they learned. The conceptual framework included Bruner’s 

constructivist, Bandura’s self-efficacy, and Knowles’s andragogy theories. These theories informed the 

investigation of adult learners’ perspectives regarding the way they learn and gain confidence in providing 

literacy instruction. Eleven English, math, science, and social studies teachers participated in the study 

through individual interviews. Data were also gathered via classroom observations and lesson plans. The 

findings of the study indicated that teachers did implement the literacy strategies following the professional 

development provided despite lacking perceived self-efficacy with these skills. Although teachers saw value in 

literacy, their perceptions of the professional development were affected by their commitment to content 

instruction, time constraints, the organization of the professional development, and a forced compliance 

district mandate. 
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Introduction  

Policy makers, business leaders, and educators have determined that for students’ future success, they will 

need to be able to read deeply, analyze what they have read, and then form cohesive arguments based on their 

reading (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 

2010). This determination resulted in the implementation of the Common Core State Standards 

(International Reading Association Common Core State Standards Committee, 2012), bringing literacy across 
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disciplines to the forefront as a national priority in K–12 education. Success in all disciplines requires literacy 

skills in order to read, write, and speak about complex content. 

Content-area literacy requires content-area teachers to be trained in literacy skills for their discipline as well 

as be confident in their ability to teach and evaluate students as they use these skills. Literacy professional 

development is effective when teachers are confident and alter their teaching to include the literacy skills they 

learn. This study used interviews, classroom observations, and lesson plan analysis to determine the impact of 

a large-scale literacy professional development initiative on content-area teachers’ confidence and resultant 

incorporation of literacy skills into their classroom instruction. 

Literature Review 

The way that teachers perceive new initiatives, and their likelihood of changing their instruction based on new 

training, can be explained in relation to Bruner’s constructivist theory, Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, and 

Knowles’s theory of andragogy. Consideration of teachers’ beliefs, the unique nature of middle-level content-

area literacy, and previous findings on professional development implementation in schools were also used to 

explain the design and results of this study. 

Theoretical Framework 

As mentioned, three frameworks guided this research: Bruner’s constructivist theory, Knowles’s theory of 

andragogy, and Bandura’s theory of perceived self-efficacy. In constructivist theory, Bruner (1960) posited 

that learners build meaning from new concepts dependent on their present knowledge and learn through 

active practice. In education, constructivism explains the way that learning happens because of active student 

involvement in a shared learning environment (Khanal, 2014). When applied to teacher’s learning of literacy 

teaching strategies, constructivist theory suggests that professional development must be based on teachers’ 

previous knowledge and teachers must actively engage in understanding and using those strategies. 

The second theory, Knowles’s theory of andragogy, outlines specific learning needs and recommended 

methods to teach adults (Culatta, 2013; Henschke, 2008). Because the study participants were adult learners, 

their needs and learning styles differed from those of the children they taught (see Henschke, 2008). Adult 

learners have varied educational experiences and a desire to quickly transfer learning to their practical lives 

(Akin, 2014; Henschke, 2008). When applying andragogy to professional development for teachers, 

classroom authority should be shared between the student and the teacher, which is not the case in 

pedagogical education practices (Akin, 2014). Additionally, there is a difference in the attitudes and actions of 

teachers who guide adult learners and those who teach young people (Akin, 2014). For instance, adults can 

manage many aspects of their lives, so they can take part in the planning of their own learning. Further, the 

adult learners’ experience is the foundation for their educational pursuits (Akin, 2014; Bruner, 1960; Culatta, 

2013), meaning the instructional material must have immediate relevance to their profession or personal life. 

Based on these concepts from Knowles’s theory of andragogy, facilitators of literacy training programs may 

find benefits in including teachers in the planning and facilitation of learning sessions. Professional 

development facilitators may consider the five assumptions of andragogy when planning and implementing 

teacher training sessions: 
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• Adult learners have an autonomous self-concept and can manage their own learning. 

• Adult learners have a lifetime of experiences that can be used as resources for learning. 

• The learning needs of adult learners may need to change as social roles change. 

• Adult learners are known to focus on the problem and want to immediately apply what they learn. 

• Adult learners are internally motivated. (Merriam, 2001) 

Additionally, adult learners want to feel that they are respected, accepted, supported, and seen as joint owners 

of their learning (Merriam, 2001). 

The third theory that influenced this study was Bandura’s theory of perceived self-efficacy. Bandura’s (1977) 

work on self-efficacy has shown that people’s behavior is influenced by how competent they perceive 

themselves to be in meeting an expectation. In learning new skills, the level of competence that a learner feels 

depends on the complexity of the task and the way it is presented (Zimmerman, 1995). In organizing 

professional development where it is expected that teaching behaviors will change, success may depend on the 

self-efficacy of the teachers participating. Bandura’s self-efficacy model shows that self-efficacy is affected by 

the participants’ previous accomplishments with similar tasks, modeling of the expected behavior, how 

persuasively it is presented, and whether there is an emotional drive (Bandura, 1977; Zimmerman, 1995). 

Taking these four areas into consideration in professional development initiatives are important to ensure 

that teachers feel confident in using the new content and skills in their teaching. 

These theories can help explain the success or failure of professional development opportunities offered to 

teaching staff. At the middle school level, the success of a literacy professional development program can also 

be influenced by the middle school organization, teachers’ beliefs about literacy, and the nature of 

professional development offered by school districts. 

Middle-Level Content-Area Literacy 

At the middle-school level, a shift occurs in the way that content is delivered to students. Although elementary 

teachers are traditionally trained to teach all subject areas, middle-level teachers are generally certified in one 

or two content areas. Their preparation, therefore, focuses more on becoming experts in a specific content 

area than on methods of instruction to promote cross-disciplinary instruction, including literacy (Carney & 

Indrisano, 2013; Guthrie & Klauda, 2012; Hurst & Pearman, 2013). This difference in training has been shown 

to influence middle-level teachers’ willingness to incorporate other content-area skills into their instruction 

(Reed, 2009). Though content-area teachers see literacy as important, they are often reluctant to incorporate 

these strategies into their instruction (Daisey, 2012; Graham et al., 2017; Reed, 2009).  

Teacher Beliefs and Literacy Professional Development 

Beliefs influence instruction and affect a teacher’s willingness to embrace literacy instruction. For example, 

people’s perspectives toward reading influence their ability to consider literacy practices and their desire to 

practice literacy behaviors (Summers, 1977). Considering teachers’ beliefs, knowledge, and teaching practice 

when planning new initiatives has had a positive effect on an initiative’s ability to influence change in 

instruction (Bullock, 2011; Hall-Kenyon & Smith, 2013; Park, 2013). This positive effect may be explained by 

previous research indicating that teachers’ perspectives are influential in grounding their instructional 

practices (Clary et al., 2012; Falk-Ross & Evans, 2014; Parsons et al., 2013). Multiple researchers have found 

that teachers’ perspectives are pliable, especially when young teachers fill gaps in knowledge between theory 

and practice related to literacy (Ajayi, 2011; Orr et al., 2014; Warren-Kring & Warren, 2013). These 

understandings are important to consider when designing curriculum for teachers because the perception of 

the learner can define the challenge and motivation necessary to apply expectations to practice. 
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Professional Development 

Opportunities for teachers’ professional growth are often provided by professional development initiatives 

offered by school districts. These initiatives have been studied to determine their effect on teachers’ 

perspectives and practice. Research has demonstrated that to be most effective, the learner must experience 

self-guided learning in a free, open atmosphere (Akin, 2014; Culatta, 2013). The perceived relevance of a 

program by teachers has also been found to influence the teachers’ acceptance of the program (Jones & 

Dexter, 2014). Organization of the program and the communication skills of the instructor have also shown a 

positive effect on the success of professional development initiatives (Arab, 2015; Moreillon, 2016). 

Furthermore, teachers have gained the most benefit from training that was collaborative, extended over a 

prolonged period, and provided coaching (Murphy, 2015).  

District-facilitated professional development often uses one of the following models to provide training to 

their teaching staff: coaching, job-embedded trainings, professional learning communities, or 1-day mass 

trainings (Cohen, 2015; Cronin, 2014; Goldring et al., 2012; Green et al., 2013; Murphy, 2015; Woods, 2014).  

Positive improvement in teaching practices have been found with professional development that was job 

embedded, which allows teachers to implement new practices immediately through collaboration with other 

adults (Moreillon & Ballard, 2012). Job-embedded professional development allows teachers to share best 

practices, compare theory to what happens in the classroom, discuss and implement new strategies, and then 

reflect on what works and what should be changed for future practice (Jordan & Kaplan, 2014). Previous as 

well as current research suggests that collaborative relationships creates environments where teachers feel 

safe to take risks, improve professional practice, and learn new instructional strategies, thus raising self-

efficacy (Butler et al., 2015; Woods, 2014). Additionally, coaching-based strategies have been found to offer an 

adaptive approach, adjusting to a teacher’s knowledge and needs (Ning et al., 2018). 

Consistent and ongoing collaborative learning is also evident in professional learning communities, which is 

another model that districts use for professional development. Teachers who work together are in an ideal 

position to realize their beliefs, reflect on instruction, and collaborate to initiate the needed reforms when 

implementing new initiatives (Dillon et al., 2015; Wardrip et al., 2015). In support of the practice of common 

planning time or professional learning communities, teachers have claimed that they appreciated having a 

voice in what initiatives are implemented and how (Butler et al., 2015). 

In contrast to the other two methods, 1-day mass trainings have been found to be the least effective method 

for providing professional development that yields changes in teaching practice (Wei et al., 2009). These 

trainings are often ineffective because they lack interaction and do not consider nor adjust to the needs of the 

teachers (Matherson & Windle, 2017) 

Method 

Research Questions 

The purpose of this qualitative case study was to explore middle-level content-area teachers’ perspectives on 

their ability to teach literacy while engaged in a professional development program that focused on this topic. 

The research used interviews, lesson plan reviews, and classroom observations. The study sought to answer 

the following research questions: 
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Research Question 1: Does the current literacy professional development engage middle-level teachers? 

Research Question 2: How capable do middle-level content-area teachers feel regarding teaching literacy to 

their students following the professional development? 

Research Question 3: To what extent do middle-level content-area teachers demonstrate evidence of 

adopting literacy strategies presented in professional development in their classrooms? 

Sample 

The study used a convenience sample of three English teachers, one mathematics teacher, three science 

teachers, and four social studies teachers (N = 11) all from the same middle school in central Pennsylvania. 

The school was in a suburban area and served a total of 739 students of which 4.60% were Asian, 9.07% were 

Black, 6.22% were Hispanic, 4.33% were multiracial, and 75.78% were White. Twenty-three percent were 

designated economically disadvantaged. Teacher participants had between 8 and 20 years of experience, and 

all but one held a master’s degree in education. All were certified for secondary education in their content area 

(Smith, 2017). 

Because the participants were selected through a convenience sample, several precautions were taken to 

eliminate bias. The interviews with each participant were taped to maintain the reliability and validity of the 

participants’ responses and to eliminate bias during the transcription process. After transcribing each 

interview, participants received a copy of their transcripts for member-checking to ensure the participants’ 

responses to the interview questions had been accurately captured and to eliminate bias. Participants had the 

opportunity to verify the accuracy of their transcript and correct any errors that might have been made. In 

addition, the participants could add needed clarifications to any statements that could have been 

misconstrued. Finally, an external audit was conducted by soliciting an overview of the study by someone not 

affiliated with the research to help identify the strong points, weak areas, and bias. 

Procedure 

During the 2014–2015 school year, the school district referenced in this study implemented a large-scale 

literacy initiative focused on performance tasks, close reading, vocabulary building, and reflective writing 

practices to be used across content areas. Initially, the professional development was delivered by an outside 

educational consulting company; however, due to negative response by teachers, the district chose to use a 

train-the-trainer model. The educational consulting company was retained to deliver training to smaller 

groups of teachers who then delivered the professional development to the rest of the district staff in small 

groups. The teachers who were chosen to initially deliver the training to their colleagues were designated as 

Cohort 1 and were focused on an overview of the literacy initiative. Subsequent cohorts of teachers 

volunteered or recruited by the district administration taught the other components of the initiative including 

close reading, performance tasks, vocabulary building, and reflective writing. The data for this study were 

collected during the 2015–2016 school year after initial trainings had been completed for all the components 

of the literacy initiative, and future trainings to continue the initiative were still being scheduled. 

Teacher interviews 

The semi-structured interviews took place with each participant at a convenient location and lasted from 25 to 

55 min. An interview protocol was prepared to guide the interviews based on the research questions and the 

theoretical underpinnings of the study (see Appendix). Clarifying and probing questions were added 

throughout the interview to ensure understanding of participants’ meaning in their initial response and to 

allow them to further explain their views. Each interview was audio-taped and transcribed within 3 days of the 
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interview to maintain the reliability and validity of the responses. Member-checking was also used to ensure 

that participants’ responses were correctly captured. 

Computer-assisted data analysis was conducted using Atlas.ti Version 7.5 for coding. First, the interviews 

were coded deductively (Kawulich, 2017), connecting participant statements to theoretical underpinnings 

identified for use in this study, including self-efficacy, constructivism, and andragogy. Then the interviews 

were analyzed inductively to identify themes that related to each of the research questions. Themes that 

emerged from the participant interviews were then triangulated with data collected from lesson plan review 

and classroom observations. 

Classroom observations 

Passive, nonparticipant classroom observations (Creswell, 2012) were conducted in each of the participants’ 

classrooms to observe literacy strategy use. Descriptive field notes were taken during the classroom 

observations and each lesson was audio-recorded and transcribed. The transcribed observations were later 

coded in Atlas.ti in relation to teachers’ use of literacy strategies, including vocabulary building, close reading 

strategies, and reflective writing. Educational resources were also collected, including texts used for 

instruction. During classroom observations, artifacts of student work that were displayed in the classroom 

were observed to determine whether students’ use of literacy strategies was present. These observations aided 

in determining teachers’ comfort with and use of literacy strategies that were taught in the professional 

development sessions. 

Lesson plan review 

Lesson plans were collected from each of the participating teachers for a 2-week period of their choice during 

the 2015–2016 school year. The plans were coded using the Atlas.ti program to identify the literacy strategies 

used by the content-area teachers. 

Results 

The interview data captured the teachers’ beliefs and values about teaching reading and their capacity to 

implement literacy strategies in the content areas of English, math, social studies, and science. Themes that 

emerged from the data indicated the varied perspectives of the participants toward the role of literacy 

instructor. The data showed that teacher perception of the literacy initiative impacted their engagement in the 

ongoing literacy professional development. Although evidence of teacher compliance with the district 

initiative to implement literacy strategies was observed, there were both positive and negative teacher 

viewpoints toward the district expectations and professional development trainings. Table 1 shows themes as 

they relate to each research question, which are then described in the following sections. 
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Table 1. Themes 

Research question Theme 

1: Does the current literacy professional 

development engage teachers? 

Delivery of professional development  

I’m interested if I like it  

Where does it fit in my instruction? 

2: How capable do middle-level content- area 

teachers feel regarding teaching literacy to their 

students following the professional 

development? 

Comfort level and ability to teach strategies  

I want to do it my way  

I’m not a reading teacher 

3: To what extent do teachers demonstrate evidence 

of adopting literacy strategies presented in 

professional development in their classrooms? 

Connection to the curriculum  

Specific to needs  

Time-consuming 

     

Research Question 1: Does the Current Literacy Professional Development Engage 
Teachers? 

The study yielded multiple viewpoints regarding this question. Teacher involvement in one or more of the 

cohorts as trainers affected their views on the training provided. Several comments were made that showed 

engagement among the teachers. Participant 1 said, “I think we’re learning some good strategies and once 

people get over the initial shock of this is really different . . . it’s good for our kids, and I feel it’s making me a 

better teacher.” Participant 8 suggested, “My go-to’s at this point are all of the things that we learned during 

the professional development sessions. Those expected things from the close reading and the reflective 

writing. I use graphic organizers; the KWL charts, things like read-alouds.” Participant 11 stated, 

I liked the delivery from the people that you teach with, not from these hired guns. The hired guns, 

that whole year was awful. Until they started the cohorts, I was tuned out. As a matter of fact, I was 

confused. And the vocabulary one was one of the earlier ones, it was like the second one, I was 

confused. 

Research Question 2: How Capable Do Middle-Level Content-Area Teachers Feel 
Regarding Teaching Literacy to Their Students Following the Professional 
Development? 

The interview questions and classroom observations provided insight into the level of teacher capability to 

teach literacy to their students. The following notations were made in the observation field notes. 

• Participant 6 seems comfortable assisting with the activity. 

• Participant 5 knows the story and appears to know the value of using the text to support the students’ 

activity. 

• Participant 5 shows knowledge of the literacy strategy and how to teach it to students. 

• Participant 1 appeared calm and comfortable during this part of the instruction. 

• Participant 8 supports students’ drawing and connection to the vocabulary words. 

• While drawing, Participant 3 is talking about the task with students at the table where teacher is 

sitting. Participant 3 is modeling what students should be doing. 
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The classroom observations also provided a glimpse into the value teachers placed on time devoted to literacy 

instruction. All observations contained either vocabulary instruction, close reading, or reflective writing 

activities, all of which were taught in the literacy professional development session. As indicated by comments 

like the following, teachers admitted to not feeling competent in delivering some literacy components: 

I am not a reading teacher, I’m not a literacy coach, and I’m not trained in that regard. I know how to 

read, I know how to guide students in reading, and I know how to kinda help them within the content. 

I don’t know all the other strategies that could help them or how to help them with the content 

reading. So, in that regard, I don’t think I am overly prepared to act . . . as a surrogate reading teacher 

in my classroom. 

Participant 15 appeared to be more confident and said, “I am more conscious of, making sure the kids are 

reading, checking for understanding, introducing vocabulary, trying to find some articles that would give 

students background knowledge about something they are currently reading.” The requirement to teach 

reflective writing was looked upon more favorably than the close reading or performance tasks as seen in this 

participant’s response: “I like reflective writing. I don’t have a problem incorporating that at all. You can do it, 

it’s quick, easy, doesn’t take a lot of time.” 

Research Question 3: To What Extent Do Teachers Demonstrate Evidence of Adopting 
Literacy Strategies Presented in Professional Development in Their Classrooms? 

Numerous field notes included strategies observed in the classroom and identified in lesson plans in response 

to this research question. Teachers were observed using many literacy strategies in their classroom 

instruction. Lesson plans included the following strategies along with many others: 3-2-1 exit slips, the use of 

text evidence, questioning, Frayer models (Just read now, n.d.); think alouds (Wilhelm, 2008); turn and talks, 

close readings, graphic organizers, Socratic Seminars (Filkins, n.d.); and reflective writing (Fisher & Frey, 

2014; Sewell, 2014). Teachers described the impact of adopting literacy strategies in their classrooms. 

Participant 16 stated, “Oh, it’s had a dramatic impact, specifically the close reading.” Participant 16 added that 

lesson development and finding resources took a lot of time but saw their importance: “I work with other 

history teachers, and it was really important for us in our close reading to really hit the curriculum, not just be 

this extra thing ‘Hey we did it. We can cross it off the list.’” 

All participants were willing to use the materials provided during the professional development sessions 

because they provided clear guidelines to follow. Participant 4 said, “I have all the information they have given 

us. They’ve showed us the studies how important it is.” Another participant stated, “I go through that form 

that they make you go through” (Participant 6). However, some of the participants expressed skepticism that 

the program would have changed teaching practice without forced compliance: “Well if there was no 

expectation to do it, how many people would?” (Participant 3). 

Discussion 

Although the participants believed that literacy instruction across content areas was important and used 

literacy strategies in their classes following the literacy professional development, many still had a negative 

view of the professional development and lacked confidence in their ability to teach literacy skills. Many of the 

teachers saw value in teaching reflective writing and planning performance tasks within their curriculum; 

however, many teachers did not feel prepared to teach close reading with fidelity and negatively viewed the 

value in teaching close reading. They also expressed frustration that close reading took time away from the 

curriculum and that students were not receptive to the close reading lessons. Another challenge was the time 

and effort it took to find rigorous and relevant articles that related to the content. However, there were 
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teachers who saw the value in teaching close reading and were concerned that other teachers were not 

complying with this expectation. 

The finding regarding teachers’ confidence in teaching some of the literacy skills could be explained by the 

principles of Bandura’s self-efficacy theory that were not addressed when the professional development was 

planned. The program lacked a focus, as participants expressed that expectations were constantly changing, 

leading to confusion on what the expected methods were for bringing literacy strategies to the students. This 

along with the strict accountability measures seemed to lead to negative emotional responses, which have 

been shown to have a negative impact on self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977; Iorga et al., 2016). The participants also 

had no opportunities to attempt these practices and reflect on their use collaboratively, prior to the forced 

compliance component being instituted. Because self-efficacy is impacted by the previous success of using 

skills (Zimmerman, 1995), not having these opportunities to reflect and collaborate may have affected the 

teachers’ self-efficacy 

Previous research has supported these findings. In a related study, Varghese and colleagues (2016) found a 

positive, significant connection between the teachers’ improvement in classroom management efficacy and 

the literacy skill improvement of their students. Thus, teachers’ feelings of self-efficacy matter in improving 

students’ literacy achievement (Varghese et al., 2016). Further, Kaufman et al., (2016) found that despite the 

many teachers who have participated in professional development geared toward implementing the Common 

Core State Standards, many teachers have not made any substantial changes in literacy teaching.  

The theoretical framework also supported the findings. Despite negative responses regarding the professional 

development, there were several positive outcomes, including perceived growth relative to the participants’ 

previous understanding of literacy instruction, increased use of literacy strategies, and ownership taken by 

those involved in the cohort model. All participants were certified within their content areas and were tasked 

with adding a level of expertise to their current knowledge, which they did by adding strategies to their 

instructional methods. Thus, Bruner’s (1960) constructivist theory was evident in that learners built meaning 

based on their previous knowledge. 

There was also evidence of Knowles’s theory of andragogy setting the climate for adult learning based on 

acceptance and respect. The participants who took part in the cohort training and delivery of training had a 

more favorable impression of the professional development and components of the literacy initiative than 

those who were not involved in any of the cohorts. This may be due to the cohort participants’ greater voice 

and involvement in the literacy initiative. This model for cohort members also worked more like a coaching 

model for professional development, allowing teachers to collaborate, try out the new literacy strategies, and 

reflect upon their practice as they were involved in the planning of the professional development for their 

colleagues (Dillon et al., 2015; Graham et al., 2017; Wardrip et al., 2015). If a coaching model for all teachers 

had been employed, the professional development might have had a more positive reception. Teacher self-

efficacy is heightened, and perspectives and practices can be changed as a result of continuous job-embedded 

professional development focused on teaching content literacy practices (Dixon et al., 2014; Dunn, Airola, & 

Garrison, 2013; Dunn, Airola, Lo, & Garrison, 2013; Graham et al., 2017). 

The participants suggested improvements to the program so that it could have better met their needs. These 

are the suggestions relayed during the interview process. 

• Common planning period or collaboration time during the day-per grade, as well as within grades, to 

talk and share expertise 

• Eliminate close reading mandate forced into all content areas several times per year 

• Additional training on literacy strategies in plain language 

• If close reading must be done, help finding rigorous, relevant articles that relate to subject matter 
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• Strategies for helping struggling readers 

• Flexibility and respect for teacher instructional decisions 

• Team time with all team members present 

• Time to collaborate more, maybe during faculty meetings or department meetings 

• Chance to observe other teachers 

The most common need expressed by the participants was time to collaborate within a grade level and across 

grades both for planning and to share expertise among colleagues. Research shows that although there are 

benefits of collaborative planning, many teachers struggle to find time and acquire administrative support 

(Patterson et al., 2017). The participants also wanted periodic refresher courses to help them remember what 

was taught in professional development courses. Educational leaders and facilitators of professional 

development can benefit by listening to the challenges and interests of teachers (Bates & Morgan, 2018). 

Professional development offers the opportunity to train and coach teachers through the implementation of 

new initiatives, including those related t0 literacy instruction. However, the method used to deliver the 

professional development can impact how teachers perceive the professional development program and could 

affect their likelihood to embrace the training and alter their instruction as a result (Smith, 2017). 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to examine middle-level content-area teachers’ perspectives on a professional 

development initiative intended to promote literacy through the integration of literacy strategies in content-

area classrooms. The research focused on these teachers’ perspectives on the delivery of the literacy 

professional development as well as their resulting strengths and weaknesses in this area. Teachers also 

provided feedback into what supports would help them to feel more successful in literacy integration. 

Researchers agree that more studies are needed to examine the connection between teachers’ values and 

administrators’ values toward literacy instruction (Martin et al., 2018). It was found that teachers valued 

literacy and felt literacy instruction was important in their content-area. It was also found that although the 

literacy professional development led to the incorporation of the literacy strategies into their instruction, their 

self-efficacy remained low in this area. Perceived lack of vision and a forced compliance method were the 

components that had the most negative feedback from participants. These data can be valuable to school 

administrators who desire successful implementation of school professional development initiatives that 

require teacher endorsement. Although there is research that confirms the need for professional development 

that incorporates collaboration, there is room for further research in the area of collaborative professional 

development models and the most beneficial way to integrate literacy strategies across content areas. 

Implications 

The findings and conclusion presented here have implications for future practice when implementing new 

initiatives in middle-level schools. The results provide recommendations for administrators and professional 

development facilitators of middle-level schools to consider, prior to implementing new school initiatives. 

Arrangements for collaboration coupled with teacher support should be part of the initiation of new strategies 

(Richman et al., 2019). Additionally, Greenleaf and colleagues (2018) found that without additional 

interventions, teachers have difficulty integrating literacy into content instruction. Another study has shown 

that teachers feel their work is enhanced when they are permitted to collaborate with other educators to learn 

new strategies and create lesson plans (Richman et al., 2019). Allowing teachers time to collaborate as a part 

of literacy professional development may address the finding of the current study that teachers lacked 

confidence in their ability to implement literacy strategies in their content-area classrooms and felt 

disengaged during the professional development sessions.  
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Additionally, it has been found that teachers’ engagement is increased when teachers feel secure and 

empowered to share how they feel about the problems of their practice; teachers’ voices need to be heard 

(Bates & Morgan, 2018). While teachers in the current study were frustrated by a strict compliance model 

through the implementation process, teacher participants in a study conducted by Richman and colleagues 

(2019) responded overwhelmingly that they appreciated the opportunity to work with educators from 

surrounding schools and collaborate with others to learn new strategies and create new learning experiences. 

These teachers also received additional training over time and were given support to integrate literacy 

standards into their lessons (Richman et al., 2019). The current study and others have demonstrated that 

teachers value professional development and make efforts to implement new strategies into their instruction; 

however, it is imperative that the training meet teacher’s needs and consider adult learning styles (Martin et 

al., 2018).  
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Appendix 

Interview Questions 

1. How long have you been teaching? 

2. What is your area of certification? Do you hold any other degrees? 

3. What formal literacy training have you experienced? 

4. What do you currently believe and/or value about reading and reading instruction? 

5. How would you describe the impact of the expectation for all teachers to teach literacy strategies, 
specifically close reading and reflective writing? 

6. What are your thoughts about the expectation to integrate literacy strategies within your content 
instruction? 

7. What literacy strategies do you use in your classroom? 

8. How do you approach planning and preparing to teach close reading lessons? 

9. How do you approach planning and preparing to teach reflective writing lessons? 

10. Describe the types of literacy training you have experienced. 

11. What do you see as your strengths in the area of teaching reading? 

12. What do you see as your areas of weakness in the teaching reading? 

13. How prepared do you feel you are to teach the expected literacy strategies to your students. 

14. How often do you use literacy strategies in your classroom? 

15. How effective do you feel you are at teaching close reading lessons? 

16. How effective do you feel you are at teaching reflective writing lessons? 

17. How likely are you to seek the help of a colleague in preparing a literacy lesson? 

18. How likely are you to seek the help of a reading specialist in preparing a literacy lesson? 

19. How much time would you say it takes you to prepare a close reading lesson? 

20. How much time would you say it takes you to prepare a reflective writing lesson? 

21. How much time would you say it takes you to prepare a literacy performance task? 

22. Have you changed your perspective about teaching literacy since the RRR initiative began? 

23. What challenges or concerns do you have about teaching literacy? How do you think these can be 
resolved? 

24. Is there anything else you would like to tell me? 
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