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Abstract 

Literacy coaching is a widely implemented method for increasing teacher effectiveness 

and student learning. However, literacy coaches, teachers, and administrators from 

various countries have expressed confusion and concerns regarding this method. In the 

current research setting, literacy coaching was implemented to improve reading test 

scores with inconsistent results. Cultural historical activity theory was used as the 

theoretical framework for this sequential explanatory mixed-methods research that 

explored literacy coaching relationships in the research site from the teachers’ 

perspectives. Phase 1 research questions examined (a) differences between the amount of 

time coaches spent with teachers, (b) components of coaching teachers found most/least 

effective, (c) how effective the teachers found literacy coaching, and (d) the correlation 

between the amount of time teachers spent with coaches and their effectiveness ratings. 

Phase 2 concerned teachers’ experiences with coaching, and teachers’ ideal literacy 

coaching situations. Twenty-two teachers completed surveys in Phase 1. Overall, teachers 

rated literacy coaching between ineffective and very effective. The median scores for 

individual components of literacy coaching were between neutral and effective. 

Significant correlations were found between effectiveness ratings and time spent with 

literacy coaches in a group, r (20) = .34, p = .01, and time spent one-on-one, r (20) = .54, 

p = .01. Phase 2 consisted of interviews with 9 teachers. Four themes resulted from 

framework qualitative analysis: what teachers want from coaches and coaching, teacher 

concerns, how teachers view the coaches, and coaching in practice. Three trainings were 

created to provide administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers with strategies and local 

data that may improve their practice and student reading capabilities.  
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Section 1: The Problem 

Introduction 

 In this project study, I focused on the interactions between literacy coaches and 

the elementary teachers they were assigned to support. Interactions between these two 

groups can be complex, varied, and conflicted. With the inherent importance of literacy 

in the world today, and the political focus placed on it in the United States, uncovering 

ways to maximize the quality of these interactions is vital (Coburn & Woulfin, 2012; 

Sailors & Price, 2010). Engle County (pseudonym) is a school district in Florida that can 

benefit from further research in this domain. I also used pseudonyms for personal 

communications citations to keep the district confidential. Section 1 includes a 

description of the problem, research questions and hypotheses, a theoretical framework, 

and an exploration of the professional literature surrounding literacy coaching. 

Definition of the Problem 

Public schools in Engle County, Florida, are failing to meet the reading needs of 

all students as defined by the proficiency levels established by the State of Florida. 

According to the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE, 2016a, 2016b), although the 

county itself has a B grade based on calculations for the 2015–2016 school year, this is 

not indicative of the performance of all students, as 10 elementary schools in the district 

have a C or below. From 2012–2014, proficiency was based primarily on student 

performance data from the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT). As of the 

2014–2015 school year, proficiency was based on the Florida Standards Assessment 
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(FSA) and the FCAT. Table 1 contains pertinent information concerning district grade 

and school grades for typical elementary schools. 

Table 1 

District and School Grades 

 District grade 
 

Number of 
typical 
elementary 
schools 

Number of 
typical 
elementary 
schools with a 
grade of F (%) 

Number of 
typical 
elementary 
schools with a 
grade of D (%) 

Number of 
typical 
elementary 
schools with a 
grade of C (%) 

Percentage of 
typical 
elementary 
schools with a 
C or below 

2015–2016 
2014–2015 

B 
A 

21 
22 

1 (4.76%) 
3 (13.64%) 

4 (19.05%) 
1 (4.55%) 

5 (23.81%) 
6 (27.27%) 

47.62% 
45.45% 

2013–2014 C 22 4 (18.18%) 3 (13.64%) 5 (22.73%) 54.55% 
2012–2013 C 22 2 (9.09%) 5 (22.73%) 4 (18.18%) 50% 

       
 
Note. From “2015–2016 School Accountability Reports—District Grades”, “2015-2016 School Accountability Reports—School 
Grades”, “School Accountability Report Links—2014 District Grades”, and “School Accountability Report Links—2014-2015 School 
Grades Overview” by Florida Department of Education, 2016. Public Domain. 
 

The State of Florida had a policy called One-Letter-Grade-Drop Protection, 

which, if not in effect, would have lowered one additional school to at least a C and 

further lowered two of the D schools to an F in 2013–2014 (FLDOE, 2016d). In 2012–

2013, this policy would have lowered two schools to at least a C, and two more to an F 

(FLDOE, 2016e). One-Letter-Grade-Drop Protection was not factored into the 2014–

2015 school grades (FLDOE, 2016c).  

From 2012–2015, elementary-age students in Engle County were served at 23 

elementary schools and two alternative (center) schools for students whose special or 

behavioral needs can be better met in a specialized setting (FLDOE, 2016a, 2016b, 

2016e). Twenty-two of the typical 23 schools have exclusively elementary-age children, 

because one of the 23 also serves middle school children. The following information was 

calculated for the 22 elementary schools that exclusively had elementary-age students 

and are not center schools. I have not included the center schools in the following data 
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because their populations are so unique. Of the 22 elementary schools for the 2014–2015 

preliminary data, 10 (45.45%) had 50% or less of students performing on grade level or 

higher in English Language Arts (ELA; including reading and writing), and 9 of the 22 

schools (40.9%) had 50% or less of their students performing on or above grade level in 

math (FLDOE, 2016c). This level of proficiency is clearly less than desirable. Fifty 

percent or less of the students at 6 (28.57%) of the 21 schools with available data 

performed at or above grade level in science (FLDOE, 2016c). 

Although all areas of instruction are vital to a quality education for all students, 

reading is interwoven into every other major academic subject, and therefore proficiency 

in this area can highly influence success in other academic subjects. According to De 

Naeghel and Van Keer (2013), “Being proficient in reading is an indispensable 

competence” (p. 365). Larwin (2010) exemplified the effects that literacy can have on 

other subjects by finding that reading ability affects performance in mathematics. This 

author also stated that when children have difficulty reading at a young age, it can 

negatively affect them in math for the rest of their lives (Larwin, 2010). Hooper, Roberts, 

Sideris, Burchinal, and Zeisel (2010) found that reading and math skills of the 21,409 

kindergarteners in their sample were positively related to reading and math performance 

through time. Sailors and Shanklin (2010) noted a bleaker potential outcome: Students 

deficient in math and reading skills may experience unfortunate economic outcomes as 

adults. Sailors and Price (2010) similarly stated that, “In a country where reading and 

writing guide social equity, it is imperative that all children become proficient in their 
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ability to read” (p. 301). Perkins and Cooter (2013) noted the particular importance of 

investigating how to best serve inner-city students in their literacy.  

A Focus on Literacy  

Effective July 1, 2012, the State of Florida began generating a list of the lowest 

performing 100 elementary schools in reading proficiency each year (The Florida Senate, 

2012). It was mandated that any school on that list extend their school day by 1 hour 

(Florida School Boards Association [FSBA], 2013). The extra hour of instruction cost 

more than $600 million annually (FSBA, 2013). This list has been changed to include the 

lowest 300 performing elementary schools in reading proficiency, thereby increasing the 

cost even further. This type of list requiring an extended hour is not generated for any 

other academic subject, reiterating the importance of reading to the State of Florida. 

Owing to the importance of quality reading instruction, and the substantial financial 

resources and time focused on reading instruction in Florida, the academic focus of this 

project was on literacy. Although the term literacy can be used to reference many 

subjects, I used the term to refer to reading literacy.  

Literacy Coaching 

An abundance of research exists on effective teaching methods for teachers to use 

with their students (Atteberry & Bryk, 2011; Blachowicz et al., 2010; Perkins & Cooter, 

2013). In addition to state standards and test item specifications provided to teachers; 

personal professional development and collaboration between teachers, coaches, and 

administrators; and workshops, this knowledge is imparted to teachers in Engle County 

by district coaches, or in the case of particularly failing schools, by state coaches. In this 
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study, coaches are defined as quality educators assigned to assist teachers and schools in 

making learning gains with students in their area(s) of expertise. Although coaches are 

used in multiple subject areas, the focus in this study was on literacy coaches, specifically 

in the area of reading.  

Literacy coaching has often demonstrated great success. It can be helpful to 

teachers and their students (Ferguson, 2014). Blachowicz et al. (2010) found that teachers 

valued coaching experiences, that teachers became more informed as a result of the 

experiences, and that students exposed to this coaching model made measurable gains. 

Coaching that includes methods such as using the gradual release of responsibility, 

encouraging coaches to push into classrooms, and establishing positive relationships with 

teachers has been shown to be effective (Blachowicz et al., 2010). Collaborative learning, 

modeling, and feedback have also been shown to be effective (Matsumura & Wang, 

2014), as has content-focused coaching (Bickel et al., 2015). Literacy coaching is a 

widely implemented strategy for improving how teachers teach reading (Matsumura & 

Wang, 2014).  

Not every instance of coaching is successful. Lynch and Ferguson (2010) noted 

that teachers were less likely to welcome coaching when they viewed their literacy 

coaches as holding power over them. Blachowicz et al. (2010) also cautioned against 

literacy coaches being “‘checkers,’ armed with checklists, watches, and pencils, 

observing in classrooms and insisting on the exact following of scripts” (p. 357). A coach 

in Barone’s (2013) qualitative study said, “teachers started to call them the literacy 

police” (p. 402), which had a negative connotation. Bickel et al. (2015) alternatively 
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focused on the benefits of teachers feeling comfortable with the type of feedback they 

receive. Matsumura, Garnier, and Spybrook (2012) noted that certain coaching structures 

are more effective than others.  

The presence of the potential for such dichotomous coaching methods indicates 

many kinds of literacy coaching exist. New literacy coaching methods are being explored 

by researchers such as Bates and Martin (2013). They studied the use of iPads and the 

Evernote application by coaches to take notes and provide feedback to teachers.  

With these multiple coaching strategies comes a degree of confusion. Lynch and 

Ferguson (2010) found not only that literacy coaches in Ontario, Canada, often 

encountered resistance to their efforts by teachers, but that they themselves and their 

supervisors were often unsure of their exact roles. The school board did not define the 

expectations of their literacy coaches, despite the myriad of responsibilities they were 

given and the fact that the coaches desired more guidance (Lynch & Ferguson, 2010). 

The result of this lack of guidance was a group of coaches who were insecure about their 

job performance and ability (Lynch & Ferguson, 2010). In a 2014 article, Ferguson again 

noted that coaches have similar roles regardless of where they are in Canada and the 

United States, and the coaches also had confusion about their roles.  

Calo, Sturtevant, and Kopfman (2015) reiterated that it is not uncommon for 

literacy coaches in the United States to begin their jobs without truly knowing what is 

expected. Likewise, Pomerantz and Ippolito (2015) stated that reading specialists were 

nervous when they were expected to take on novel roles. Similarly, Blachowicz et al. 

(2010) found that although the coaches in their study were trying to help teachers to 
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improve the effectiveness of their literacy instruction, the coaches themselves were 

learning and working through phases of their own professional competencies.  

Although this lack of job clarity can be confusing, it can also be beneficial, 

because it can be necessary to differentiate the role of the coaches based on where the 

coach is coaching (Mangin, 2014). Literacy coaching is an inconsistent strategy that is 

open to numerous improvements. It is likely inconsistent in Florida as well, as coaches 

are mandated to perform 11 different functions, including working with teachers and 

students (FLDOE, 2015).  

Literacy Coaching in Engle County 

The potential to improve coaching extends to the Engle County school district in 

Florida, which employed 11 literacy coaches in 2013 (S. Black, personal communication, 

August 16, 2013). Although all schools received some level of assistance from these 

coaches, the grants procurement/project development head in Engle County stated that 

low-performing schools received and will continue to receive most of this support (S. 

Black, personal communication, August 16, 2013). This model is consistent with that in 

the study by Perkins and Cooter (2013), in which they focused their literacy coaching 

study on the lower performing schools. As of March 2016, eight district literacy coaches 

worked in Engle County, six of whom were elementary coaches, according to the District 

Literacy Coaches website (2016). As of the 2016–2017 school year, the elementary 

literacy coach positions were combined with the math/science coach positions to create 

instructional coaches (K. Walker, personal communication, September 4, 2016). This 

change puts additional responsibilities on the elementary coaches, and although they are 
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no longer considered literacy or math/science coaches, they still have the responsibilities 

of both positions. As this change came unexpectedly at the end of the project, the focus of 

this study was on literacy coaches, but the conclusions can be applied to the literacy 

coaching aspect of instructional coaches’ jobs.  

Many factors contribute to the challenges in achieving district-wide student 

reading success, including but not limited to the testing of students in multiple subjects 

and the switch to the more rigorous FSA. Although Engle County has been using literacy 

and other coaches for the past several years, its grade steadily declined from 2011 when it 

was an A, to 2014 when it was a C (FLDOE, 2016f). The district returned to an A in 

2015, but its grade is now a B for 2016 (FLDOE, 2016a). However, the grade should be 

viewed cautiously, as the current evaluation system is new and not completely 

established. As of 2016, Engle County’s coaching model does not have a consistent 

record of meeting the needs of its students across the district.  

The effect of literacy coaching has been inconsistent within the district; for 

example, two schools in Engle County had similar demographics. Enrollment for both of 

these schools consisted of 95% of students on free or reduced lunch, and a minority 

enrollment of 89% for one school and 92% for the other (FLDOE, 2016e). During the 

2012–2013 school year, both schools received similar coaching allocations. One school 

remained at an F, whereas the other increased to a D, implying possible inconsistencies in 

the effects of literacy coaching (FLDOE, 2016e).  

It seems, however, that in terms of the progress of the lowest achieving students, 

literacy coaching had the same effect at both schools. The State identifies the lowest 
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quartile for each school, defined as 25% “of students scoring at achievement levels 1 and 

2 of the FCAT 2.0 reading and math subtests in each grade” (FLDOE, 2012, p. 4). In 

score reports for Florida schools, one of the ways the achievement and/or progress of 

particular groups of students is designated is by points. When the calculations were 

performed during the 2012–2013 school year, the points (in this case calculated from 

progress) made by students in the lowest quartile were 64 points for both schools, 

implying consistency in the effects of literacy coaching for students in the lowest quartile 

(FLDOE, 2013).  

Students in the lowest quartile at both of these schools earned 17 points higher 

than the lowest quartile at another one of Engle County’s schools (FLDOE, 2013). 

Regarding the school that performed 17 points lower, it received a grade of C for 2012, 

and therefore less coaching attention during the 2012–2013 school year (FLDOE, 2016e). 

Not only did its lowest quartile perform below the two schools that received more 

coaching attention, but its school grade dropped to a D in 2013, implying that although 

the effects of literacy coaching are inconsistent, they are nonetheless positive (FLDOE, 

2016e).  

Given the gap in practice in Engle County, and the inconsistencies in literacy 

coaching implementation and success noted in other locations by Marsh et al. (2012), 

Blachowicz et al. (2010), and Lynch and Ferguson (2010), I discerned a need to study 

how schools were using the literacy coaches and how the teachers were viewing the 

assistance offered to them, to better understand how improvements could be made. Lynch 

and Ferguson stated that, “Because literacy coaching is still a relatively new initiative in 
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schools, more research is required about many aspects of coaching” (pp. 218–219). Scott, 

Cortina, and Carlisle (2012) noted that enough research is still not available concerning 

what teachers find useful about literacy coaching. 

Rationale 

Evidence of the Problem at the Local Level  

The local problem was that Engle County’s literacy coaching model was not 

meeting the reading needs of all students, thereby wasting financial resources and time. 

To address the effectiveness of the literacy coaching model in Engle County, it is 

necessary to know more about what teachers believe about this coaching. 

As of the 2015–2016 school year, no program was adopted in Engle County to 

help teachers and literacy coaches relate. Furthermore, no training existed on how 

principals should facilitate the use of coaches, which is in contrast to the Literacy 

Collaborative model researched by Atteberry and Bryk (2011). Atteberry and Bryk 

suggested that because it is difficult to provide effective literacy coaching, it is vital to 

examine carefully each teacher, coach, and school setting to make literacy coaching a 

success. As of the 2016–2017 school year, the head of professional development in Engle 

County is structuring coaching primarily in 5-week cycles and trained administrators 

directly in September (K. Walker, personal communication, December 12, 2016).  

I began focusing on literacy coaching during the 2012–2013 school year when I 

had an initially unpleasant experience with the state reading coach. She continually 

pushed me to make changes in my practice, without any significant positive feedback. 

Although it was a stressful and overall negative situation for me personally, I learned 
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more about teaching reading from that coach than anyone else ever. My experience 

mirrors the potential dichotomy of excellent coaching. There was a real danger that I 

could have dismissed her suggestions purely out of frustration. In fact, after I made these 

realizations, I went to another teacher who was about to receive coaching from this coach 

and told her, “You’re going to hate it, but it works, so try to be open to it.” My hope was 

that I could make the experience easier for this coworker than it had been for me.  

Another teacher to whom I spoke during the 2013–2014 school year expressed a 

lack of faith in the competency of one of Engle County’s literacy coaches, whom I found 

to be excellent. She made the comment that the coach incorrectly modeled phonemic 

awareness, and she was also frustrated with the fact that the coach kept pausing the 

literacy lesson to manage student behaviors. When I heard this, I had mixed reactions. 

One thought was that this teacher needed to open her mind to the positive things that the 

coach had to bring to her attention in terms of improved literacy instruction. Another 

thought was that perhaps the coach was ill equipped to model a lesson to kindergarten, 

when, to my knowledge, she has far more experience with the intermediate elementary 

grade levels (defined here as third through fifth grade). This gave me the opportunity to 

see from the outside how coaching was not welcomed by this teacher.  

Currently, 13 elementary literacy coaches work in Engle County (K. Walker, 

personal communication, September 9, 2016). They directly affect approximately 252 

teachers at 10 of Engle County’s 21 typical elementary schools (Alachua County Public 

Schools, 2016; K. Walker, personal communication, September 6, 2016). As of the most 

current data available from the FLDOE, which is the 2014–2015 school year, the total 
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student population of these 10 schools is, on average, 4,612 students (FLDOE, 2016g). 

Given that these 13 literacy coaches in Engle County affect almost half of the typical 

elementary schools, more than 200 teachers, and more than 4,500 students, it is 

imperative that the quality of their interactions with teachers be maximized. 

Evidence of the Problem From the Professional Literature 

Ferguson (2014) stated that it is possible to have a coach who is well versed in 

literacy, but who cannot work effectively with teachers. It is vital to have a coach with 

the content area knowledge and the ability to develop positive relationships with teachers. 

Possessing both of these qualities is important because literacy coaching is widespread 

and has the potential to make improvements in teachers and students. 

Atteberry and Bryk (2011) stated that literacy coaching is being used widely 

throughout the United States. The authors named Florida as an example of a state that 

implements literacy coaching, in addition to large cities such as New York, Los Angeles, 

and Boston. In addition to Florida, Wyoming has implemented literacy coaching 

throughout the state (Rush & Young, 2011). Specific endeavors, such as Reading First, 

have implemented literacy coaching (Bean, Draper, Hall, Vandermolen, & Zigmond, 

2010; Peterson, Taylor, Burnham, & Schock, 2009; Rodríguez, Abrego, & Rubin, 2015), 

as has the Literacy Collaborative (Atteberry & Bryk, 2011). In a study by Pomerantz and 

Pierce (2013), a northeastern state financed literacy coaching as part of an effort to turn 

around a particular failing school. The effectiveness of coaching for teachers and 

students, however, is inconsistent, as is the opinion of it from teachers and coaches 
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participating (Atteberry & Bryk, 2011; Blachowicz et al., 2010; Lynch & Ferguson, 

2011).  

Stover, Kissel, Haag, and Shoniker (2011) expressed that coaching can provide 

beneficial differentiated instruction to teachers. The authors also stated, “For meaningful 

change to occur, teachers must have a voice in the process of their own learning” (Stover 

et al., 2011, p. 499). When teachers and coaches are not meshing, the potential benefits of 

coaching are significantly diminished, or disappear altogether. Stover et al. noted that the 

relationship between these professionals is fragile, expressing that trust and a lack of an 

evaluative relationship is key. Determining how to create the most positive relationships 

possible is essential to maximizing the effectiveness of this widely used strategy for 

improving teacher efficacy.  

The advantages of the coaching model are not limited to the literacy coach-

teacher relationship but are also referenced in vocational education. According to 

Abiddin and Ismail (2012), “The coaching relationship has been described as an 

invaluable learning activity for beginners as well as experienced practitioners such as 

teachers, administrators, trainers, and other professionals” (p. 102).  

Marsh et al. (2012) found through a mixed-method study concerning middle 

school state reading coaches in Florida that the area of weakness coaches had was in 

supporting adult learners. Only 63% of principals answered that this was an area of 

strength for the coaches, in contrast to scores of between 73% and 91% in other areas. 

One principal stated how hard it is “finding the right person who can deliver the 

information they know to teachers in a manner that is easy for teachers to take it back 
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into their classrooms and use it without a lot of planning” (Marsh et al., 2012, p. 16). The 

teachers in this study often noted the importance of how the coaching was implemented 

(e.g., preferring when coaches were not too pushy or judgmental).  

This attention to communication style is similar to when Gross (2010), in a study 

concerning secondary literacy coaching, found that the way the imparter of knowledge 

communicates matters. One participant, who subsequently left the study, expressed a 

dislike for what she perceived to be the condescending nature of the presenters. A cause-

and-effect relationship cannot be established, because other factors likely contributed to 

her leaving the study; however, the participant’s description of a negative interaction 

between herself and the presenters does add support to the importance of having a 

positive coach-teacher relationship. Gross stated that, “Literacy coaching was not an easy 

sell” (p. 136) at their research sites, reminding readers that coaching often meets 

resistance. Ferguson (2013) also noted the presence of teacher resistance. Cantrell et al. 

(2015) noted this in their sequential mixed-methods study, but the authors also found that 

teacher resistance can be overcome.  

Konza and Michael (2010) found that literacy coaching was most successful when 

there was an “establishment of collegial relationships which led to a willingness to 

‘expose teaching to scrutiny’ and take risks” (p. 193). The authors found that when the 

teachers had positive relationships with coaches, teachers thought the coaching was 

helpful. Ferguson (2014) also stated that, “To engage all teachers, coaches must work on 

building a trusting relationship with the entire staff” (p. 28). Calo et al. (2015) found in 
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their survey of literacy coaches that the coaches themselves realized the need to have 

positive relationships with individuals at all levels of the school system.  

Coaching in general has the potential to improve the competencies of those 

receiving coaching. It is equally clear that a careful balance must be struck in coaching 

for it to be effective. The question remains, then, how to accomplish this in Engle 

County.  

This mixed-methods investigation regarding teacher opinions of coaching in 

Engle County will help shed light on this subject. Gambrell et al. (2011) defended their 

use of mixed-methods research in education by stating that, “The data could be integrated 

to reveal a rich description of what occurred . . .” (p. 240). In this study, I also integrated 

the data to provide a comprehensive view of what was occurring in Engle County.  

Definitions 

Literacy coaches: According to the International Literacy Association (ILA), 

literacy coaches or reading specialists are tasked with increasing reading achievement 

through any or all of the following methods depending on their assignment: teaching 

students or teachers directly, coaching teachers, differentiating reading instruction, 

collaborating with any stakeholders in the education of the students to which they are 

assigned, and creating a new comprehensive reading program or determining the value of 

an existing one (ILA, 2016). Although the ILA definition stated that the methods of 

literacy coaches are expected to be consistent in that methods must be research based, it 

also stated that roles vary considerably from job to job. It is important to note that this 

definition is still current as of October, 2016. However, in a 2014 IRA publication, Toll 
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stated that, “A literacy coach partners with teachers for job-embedded professional 

learning that enhances teachers’ reflection on students, the curriculum, and pedagogy for 

the purpose of more effective decision making” (p. 10).  

Reading First: Reading First is an initiative funded by the U.S. federal 

government that provides scientifically based resources to meet the reading needs of 

students through third grade (U.S. Department of Education, 2014). 

Significance 

To further study how teachers in Engle County react to assistance from literacy 

coaches, this research focused on collecting data concerning the perceptions of 

elementary school teachers about the literacy coaching process. An understanding of their 

perceptions was vital, as Blachowicz et al. (2010) listed teachers as some “of the VIPs of 

the school world” (p. 349). Blachowicz et al. also encouraged collaboration with teachers, 

and noted the importance of the coach-teacher relationship, to make the coaching 

experience a success for all involved, especially the students.  

If the perceptions regarding the literacy coaching process are negative, teachers 

can become resistant to literacy coaching tactics. Teacher resistance to coaching can take 

many forms, including but not limited to completely “refusing to participate” (Lynch & 

Ferguson, 2010, p. 202), or seeming to accept the coaching, but not truly internalizing 

what has been shared with them about teaching. Lynch and Ferguson repeatedly 

mentioned the importance of a positive relationship between the coaches and the 

teachers. However, Woodcock and Hakeem (2015) stated that it is important for teachers 

to be able to resist, for that allows them to feel valued. The creation of a more positive 
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and trusting relationship is more beneficial than being forced to comply. Literacy 

coaching has opposing characteristics. 

 The purpose of this mixed-method study was to understand more about how 

elementary teachers perceive literacy coaching in Engle County and what aspects of 

effective/ineffective coaching are present there, to make literacy coaching more effective 

for the sake of the students and teachers alike, and to make the allocation of funds for it 

worthwhile. A better understanding of how teachers view the district’s literacy coaching 

will possibly influence changes for the better.  

McDowell (2012), a reading specialist and literacy coach, expressed the potential 

for coaching to grow at a worksite through time. Ideally, this project study will improve 

coaching relationships in Engle County and will contribute to making these relationships 

consistently highly successful for the professionals and the students. When high quality 

literacy coaches share their expertise with teachers in a way that is conducive to teacher 

learning, and teachers are receptive to the help they have to offer, the growth of the 

teacher is at its maximum. If literacy coaches in Engle County can be helped to 

understand how to best help teachers, the level of teacher learning will increase. When 

teachers and literacy coaches are positively interacting to increase teacher learning, 

student learning and achievement are the next beneficiaries. In Engle County, if quality 

literacy coaching can be consistently implemented throughout the district, it will be an 

important step in closing the achievement gap of students and helping all students to be 

successful.  
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Consistency in the quality of literacy coaching is becoming more important, as on 

March 1, 2016 an action plan was presented at Engle County’s budget workshop. Part of 

the plan was to place a full-time literacy coach/mentor at each of the three lowest 

performing elementary schools. This cost is estimated at $210,000 for the three schools 

combined. It is important that this added support be worth the price.  

Guiding/Research Question 

 Professional development for reading teachers is the focus of a considerable 

amount of research (Abiddin & Ismail, 2012; Atteberry & Bryk, 2011; Burke, 2013; 

Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Porche, Pallante, & Snow, 2012; Sailors & Price, 2010). 

Research conducted by Atteberry and Bryk focused on factors that might influence 

teacher receptiveness to coaching, but not precisely how the coaching was received by 

the teachers. These researchers expressed the need to research literacy coaching deeply, 

as coaching is a highly contextualized experience.  

Scott et al. (2012) stated the need for more research concerning teacher 

perceptions of literacy coaching. Sailors and Shanklin (2010), who have conducted 

several studies on literacy coaching, and authored the introductory article in a special 

issue of The Elementary School Journal that focused on coaching, stated that results from 

studies regarding the effects of literacy coaching are inconsistent. The researchers did 

express a positive view of literacy coaching however, saying that, “The studies in this 

issue clarify that coaching is a viable and effective form of professional development for 

teachers, and as such, warrants further study” (Sailors & Shanklin, 2010, p. 5).  
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I focused my doctoral project on literacy coaching. As no research has been 

published on the details of elementary literacy coaching in Engle County, a gap is present 

in the research. The gap needs to be filled to improve the effectiveness of literacy 

coaching in Engle County so that student, school, and district grades improve. This study 

adds to the body of empirical research concerning literacy coaching. The research 

questions (RQ) addressed in this study are: 

Phase 1: Quantitative 

RQ1: Is there a significant difference between the amount of time that coaches 

spend with individual teachers and the amount of time that coaches spend with 

teachers as a group?  

H01: µ1 = µ2; There is no significant difference between the average amount of 

time that coaches spend with individual teachers and the average amount of time that 

coaches spend with teachers as a group. 

Ha1: µ1 ≠ µ2; There is a significant difference between the average amount of 

time that coaches spend with individual teachers and the average amount of time that 

coaches spend with teachers as a group. 

RQ2: What components of literacy coaching do teachers find most/least effective?  

 RQ3: How effective do teachers find literacy coaching? This question will also be 

addressed with the discussion of the descriptive statistics. 

RQ4: How does the amount of time teachers spend with literacy coaches correlate 

with the level of effectiveness with which they rate literacy coaching? 
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H04: ρ = 0; There is no significant correlation between time spent with literacy 

coaches and teachers’ levels of effectiveness ratings of literacy coaching. 

Ha4: ρ ≠ 0; There is a significant correlation between time spent with literacy 

coaches and teachers’ levels of effectiveness ratings of literacy coaching. 

Phase 2: Qualitative 

RQ5: What are teachers’ experiences with literacy coaching in the district? 

RQ6: What are teachers’ ideal literacy coaching situations? 

Review of the Literature 

Introduction 

In researching literacy coaching, I mainly used Walden University’s Thoreau 

Multi-Database Search, limiting the search to full-text, peer-reviewed research from 2009 

and later. I first used the search terms education coaches AND NOT physical education 

AND NOT sports, which yielded 17 articles. I then briefly accessed the Educational 

Resources Information Center (ERIC) database through the Walden library using the 

terms coaching AND teachers, teacher AND mentors, state AND takeover, and state 

AND restructuring. Each of these searches provided less than 20 results. I therefore 

returned to the Thoreau Multi-Database Search and used the terms coaches AND 

literacy, which resulted in 186 articles.  

I then began to search for authors I found to trend between articles. I limited the 

search to peer-reviewed articles published between 2010 and 2014, with the Boolean 

search term literacy coach. Individual searches for authors Bean, Ippolito, Vanderburg, 

Camburn, Carroll, Bayetto, Berkins, Boyd, Goldstein, Kimball, Lowenhaupt, Matsumura, 
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Rainville, Snowball, Walpole, Jones, and Miller did not yield any new/valid results. 

When I searched separately for Calo and L’Allier, I found one article for each author. I 

returned to a more general search, using an additional search term of elementary, which 

provided me with 133 articles. The addition of the terms teacher view, teacher opinion, 

and teacher viewpoint were not helpful.  

On February 28, 2016, I returned to the Thoreau Multi-Database Search with a 

search of coaches AND literacy AND elementary, peer-reviewed and full text for 

January 2014-December 2016, to find new articles. I received 11 results. When I realized 

that I needed to replace or at least corroborate 19 older articles on literacy coaching, I 

returned to coaches AND literacy, and received 92 results, I ended up with 34 after 

removing exact duplicates. I then removed full-text as a requirement, and obtained 259 

articles. On March 5, 2016 I searched the Thoreau Multi-Database Search with coach 

AND literacy AND teacher view, peer-reviewed from January 2011–December 2016. I 

received four results. Then the same with coach AND literacy AND effectiveness, and 

got 38. I found one article in particular that I was interested in, “Is Hiring a Literacy 

Coach Worth the Investment? Addressing Common Assumptions,” but the Walden 

University library did not have it in full text format. I obtained a copy from the author, 

whom I contacted via her website. 

In addition to a theoretical framework for literacy coaching, the following 

literature review contains research concerning teacher coaches in general, the myriad 

roles that literacy coaches fill, and the effects literacy coaching has on teachers, 

administrators, and students, as well as challenges associated with literacy coaching.  
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Theoretical Framework 

One theory to support the use of coaching as a means of improving teacher 

instruction is activity theory. Nussbaumer (2012) noted the three generations of cultural 

historical activity theory (CHAT), the first generation being associated mainly with 

Vygotsky (1978), and the second and third generations being associated with Engeström 

(1987). In reference to CHAT, Douglas (2011) also described the learning benefits of 

external social resources.  

Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development (ZPD) is foundational in activity 

theory, and is defined as “the distance between the actual developmental level as 

determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as 

determined through problem solving…or in collaboration with more capable peers” 

(Vygotsky, 1978, p. 33). Despite being based on research done on children, it is most 

beneficial to learn when ZPD is taken into account for adults as well.  

In the first generation of CHAT, Vygotsky placed these ideas in reference to 

individual learners (Nussbaumer, 2012). Later, Engeström (1987) described learning 

facilitated by the sharing of ideas between networks of stakeholders in order to surpass 

what is already known. In his discussion of activity theory, Engeström posited that, “It 

might be useful to try to look at the society more as a multilayered network of 

interconnected activity systems and less a pyramid of rigid structures dependent on a 

single center of power” (Engeström, Miettinen, & Punamaki, 1999, p. 36). This supports 

the use of a more integrated learning system for teachers, rather than only top-down 

instruction. Cited also by Atteberry and Bryk (2011), it is indicated that activity theory is 
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an excellent way to impart knowledge. In particular, activity theory is appropriate for 

framing literacy coaching because often teachers and coaches alike are responsible for 

what Engeström stated as “learning to master a new way of working while designing and 

implementing that new way of working” (Engeström & Glaveanu, 2012, p. 516). 

Levine (2010) noted that third space is a derivative of activity theory. Third space 

is when the learner(s) have the ability to interact with an outside source of information 

that they would not otherwise experience. Even though the idea of a third space in 

reference to teacher learning is new, it has already been accepted as a way to describe the 

learning of students in elementary through high school (Levine, 2010). Selland and Bien 

(2014) similarly noted the benefits of activity theory in helping to teach practicum 

students.  

Activity theory, though beneficial, is undoubtedly complex in its implementation, 

especially in regards to the education system. Levine (2010) noted in reference to 

collaboration between teachers that activity theory involves challenges such as finding 

the right resources, making interactions between individuals successful, and general 

tension. Williams (2013) investigated her own experience within third space as a teacher 

educator, finding it to be complex. The literacy coach-teacher relationship is inundated 

with these challenges as well.  

Activity theory, and third space in particular, connect to the research questions for 

this study. By investigating which components of coaching teachers find to be most 

effective and how teachers rate literacy coaching as a whole, I can explore how third 

space is functioning in reference to literacy coaching in Engle County. In addition, 
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collecting data on how much time coaches spend with teachers and determining if that 

has a significant correlation with effectiveness rating further adds to an understanding of 

how well teachers interact with these experts to further their own learning. Finally, my 

inquiry into past experiences with coaches and teachers’ ideal experiences, allows insight 

into how successful these interactions currently are and what is necessary to make them 

more successful. 

Coaching 

Showers and Joyce published an article in 1996 documenting more than a decade 

of coaching research that indicated that coaching works. Today, their work is still being 

cited in the current literature (Bates & Martin, 2013; Burke, 2013; Ferguson, 2014; 

L’Allier, Elish-Piper, & Bean, 2010; Lynch & Ferguson, 2010; Peterson et al., 2009). 

Showers and Joyce suggested peer coaching as a solution to the problem of the lack of 

implementation by teachers of what was taught at staff development. Coaching is still 

being implemented, and its effectiveness is still being studied.  

Literacy Coaching in the Professional Literature 

The job of literacy coach comes in many forms. Literacy coaches work with 

teachers, administrators, and other stakeholders from early childhood education through 

secondary education (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Gross, 2010; Kissel, Mraz, Algozzine, 

& Stover, 2011). At these different levels, coaches balance a multitude of job 

responsibilities (Calo, 2012). These vary from responsibilities that are explicitly placed 

upon them, to duties coaches take upon themselves (Heineke, 2013). Literacy coaching 

has been shown to benefit students and teachers, but results are inconsistent (Chalfant, 
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Plasschaert, Madsen, & McCray, 2011). Many challenges and successes of literacy 

coaching are discussed in the professional literature.  

  Various roles. No set method of coaching exists, which is positive in that, as 

stated previously, the teachers’ ZPDs must be taken into account. Burke (2013) stated 

that professional development (of which coaching is an example) should be “designed to 

fit the instructors’ and the teachers’ schedules and needs” (p. 259). Burke conducted an 

action research study of four Spanish teachers undergoing the experiential professional 

development (EPD) model, using field notes, questionnaires, observations, and written 

reflections. The participants in Burke’s study “believed that the experiential design of 

EPD made it successful” (p. 255). Calo et al. (2015), after surveying 270 literacy coaches 

throughout the United States, expressed the importance of coaches being able to 

implement different ways of leading their teachers to make changes. Hathaway et al. 

(2016) found in their study of 104 literacy coaches that their jobs were quite different.  

Coaches have many responsibilities. Calo (2012) surveyed 125 middle school 

literacy coaches (randomly selected) from throughout the United States and found that 

they tended to divide their time mostly among teaching students directly, planning with 

teachers, assessment, modeling teaching strategies, and curriculum development. When 

surveyed about their time spent with teachers, 88% of the coaches stated that they gave 

teachers instructional ideas; 80% reported that they gave them materials; 70% reported 

that they modeled instruction; 64% reported that they planned with teachers; and 46% 

reported that they taught alongside teachers. In the qualitative follow up to this survey, 
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the seven coaches whom the researchers selected to interview (based on experience and 

location) also reported that they often worked with assessment and data.  

Bean et al. (2010) engaged in a study utilizing retrospective time diaries 

(structured tape recorded interviews completed on the phone regarding what the 

interviewees did during the last 24 hours). For their sample of 20 coaches in Reading 

First schools, the coaches spent their time engaging in “working with individual 

teachers…management…school-related tasks…planning and organizing…working with 

groups of teachers…and working with students” (Bean et al., 2010, p. 95). Carlisle and 

Berebitsky (2011) surveyed 39 elementary literacy coaches and found that their time was 

divided among visiting classrooms, coaching individual teachers, modeling teaching 

strategies, and being the person teachers could come to for information. Lowenhaupt et 

al. (2014), also found that coaches perform many different duties, including those beyond 

what is required.  

Coburn and Woulfin (2012) expressed the educative and political roles of coaches 

in Reading First Schools they studied. The data from seven first and second grade 

teachers consisted of observations, semistructured interviews, ethnographic field notes, 

and documents used by the teachers (e.g., lesson plans, handouts, and photographs of 

visuals displayed during the lesson). These researchers also observed and interviewed the 

principal, vice principal, and three coaches, as well as shadowed the principal. What 

Coburn and Woulfin found was that coaches were not there exclusively to help teachers 

improve, but they were there to implement the specific Reading First agenda (Coburn & 

Woulfin, 2012). Similarly, coaches have been used to assist in the proper implementation 
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of Response to Intervention (Bianco, 2010). Heineke (2013) found through 

conversations, post interviews, and research logs that the goals of the four coaches in the 

study were not only chosen by them, but also at the state, county, and school level by 

others.  

One of the most important coaching responsibilities is the building of 

relationships with teachers, for it affects every other role. Shidler and Fedor (2010), a 

coach and the teacher being coached respectively, interviewed each other on their 

coaching relationship. The authors concluded that the coaching relationship is a 

challenging one, dependent on both the coach and the teacher for success. In Heineke’s 

(2013) research interviewing four coaches and four teachers, he found that despite the 

challenges in creating the coaching relationships, their relationships were positive.  

Ippolito (2010) further found that coaches expressed the challenge of “balancing 

coaching behaviors they identified as responsive (coaching for teacher self reflection) and 

directive (coaching for the implementation of particular practices)” (p. 164). The 24 

coaches interviewed by Ippolito were purposefully sampled from the 57 initial middle, 

high school, and elementary school coaches who completed a survey. Ippolito found that 

certain coaching behaviors tended to be more helpful in promoting change while avoiding 

resistance. Among these behaviors were using both responsive and directive approaches 

in the same coaching session and having a protocol to follow during coaching sessions 

(Ippolito, 2010). Ninety-five percent of early childhood literacy coaches surveyed by 

Kissel et al., (2011) stated that, “Establishing rapport with teachers to provide support 

rather than evaluation” was “a high priority or an action-in-progress” (p. 296).  
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However, these inconsistencies also pose potential problems in that this also 

means it is difficult to pinpoint exactly how to coach well. Lynch and Ferguson (2010) 

noted after interviewing 13 literacy coaches for teachers of kindergarten through sixth 

grade that it is a challenge for literacy coaches to understand their roles. McLean, 

Mallozzi, Hu, and Dailey (2010) expressed that literacy coaches can have quite different 

methods of delivering coaching. These researchers further studied literacy coaching by 

interviewing 20 literacy coaches in Reading First schools, and by purposefully selecting 

two of these coaches for further interviews. McLean et al. (2010) found that even though 

their two purposefully selected coaches were charged with the same tasks, their tactics 

were quite different. 

Heineke (2013) explored the variations in dominance, progressiveness, and 

responsiveness in terms of how coaches interacted with the teachers with whom they 

worked. Although their levels of dominance varied, coaches did dominate the 

conversations. However, the coaches also created an atmosphere that allowed teachers to 

ask questions and give their own opinions. Dominating but also encouraging authentic 

participation from the teacher is an example of coaching dichotomy.  

Given that their time working directly with teachers can be so limited, it is 

necessary to maximize its effectiveness. Interestingly, Vernon-Feagans et al. (2013) tried 

implementing coaching via live webcam, and found that too can be an effective form of 

coaching. Their sample consisted of teachers from 15 schools randomly assigned to either 

receive the webcam coaching or not.  
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According to a nationwide survey of 111 literacy coaches/reading specialists, 

various roles extend to high school literacy coaching as well, taking on roles such as 

working with teachers both collaboratively and evaluatively (Campbell & Sweiss, 2010). 

Scott et al. (2012) conducted a study using a questionnaire, log, and surveys. Their study 

involved 105 participant coaches from Reading First schools and between 1,103 and 

1,135 Reading First teachers in Michigan. The authors concluded that coaches spent their 

time in various ways, which were organized into six main categories (besides sick or 

personal days and other), that consisted of 18 sub responsibilities. Some of these roles 

were modeling lessons, meeting with teachers, working with students, and going to or 

leading professional development.  

Effect on teachers and administrators. One goal of literacy coaching is to 

increase teachers’ implementation of and adherence to best practice. In their comparison 

model study of 111 first-grade teachers from 62 schools in nine different districts, 

Carlisle and Berebitsky (2011) found that when teachers had a literacy coach in addition 

to literacy training, they were more likely to change their practice for the better than those 

not receiving coaching. Kretlow and Bartholomew (2010) concluded from their review of 

12 studies that, “In general, coaching improved the extent to which teachers accurately 

implement evidence-based practices such as ClassWide Peer Tutoring, Direct Instruction, 

Learning Strategies, and Positive Behavior Support in classrooms or practicum settings” 

(p. 279).  

In their observational study of 12 teachers, Rudd, Lambert, Satterwhite, and 

Smith (2009) found that teachers were more likely to implement what they learned in 
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their professional development if they also received coaching. Through surveys, 

interviews, observations, and focus groups, Perkins and Cooter (2013) found that teachers 

noted that having a coach helped them to use the strategies they had been taught. Carlisle 

and Berebitsky (2010) studied the effects of literacy coaching on teacher perceptions of 

the effectiveness of professional development at Reading First schools. Sixteen percent 

more teachers expressed that they actually altered their instruction based on the 

professional development when they received coaching as opposed to those who did not 

(Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2010).  

Similarly, Coburn and Woulfin (2012) found that teachers in Reading First 

Schools were more likely to authentically alter their reading instruction to incorporate 

Reading First strategies if they received literacy coaching. When teachers did not receive 

coaching, they were far more likely to make superficial changes or no changes at all 

(Coburn & Woulfin, 2012). Ittner et al. (2015) found that while changes were slow, 

having a literacy coach did inspire teachers to change how they taught. 

Atteberry and Bryk (2011) noted “the wide variability among teachers in 

coaching participation both within and between schools” (pp. 373–374) in the results of 

their longitudinal study of 250 teachers concerning 17 U.S. schools in eight states in the 

mid-west, east, and south. Likewise, Spelman and Rohlwing (2013), in their case study of 

10 teachers, found that teachers receiving the same coaching can respond differently in 

terms of how much they alter their instruction to match what is taught by the coaches. Of 

the three teachers selected for an in-depth analysis of coaching in their study, the results 

ranged from essentially no change in instruction to a completely revitalized method of 
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teaching. Spelman and Rohlwing based their selection of these three teachers upon the 

participants’ average knowledge ranking scores. The researchers selected the teachers 

with the lowest, midpoint, and highest scores.  

Thirty-nine teachers were selected for interviews from a larger study of 1,600 

teachers who had received literacy coaching in the form of study groups and in-class 

coaching (Vanderburg & Stephens, 2010). A majority of these teachers felt that the 

following components of coaching were valuable to them: collaboration, support, and 

discussion of research-based instructional practices. Changes teachers made were 

venturing into new teaching strategies, increasing their use of authentic assessments, 

increasing their investigation of professional literature, and shifting the locus of control to 

students (Vanderburg & Stephens, 2010). Rush and Young (2011) received survey 

responses from 1,644 elementary school teachers and found that teachers tended to 

respond more positively to coaching than did other educators in their study. This suggests 

that aiding the coach-teacher relationship in Engle County will be easier with elementary 

teachers than it might be for middle and high school teachers.  

Dean et al. (2012) found that the 35 principals who answered Likert-type 

questions in their study valued the literacy coaches at their schools and thought coaches 

were doing what was expected. In their discussions with teachers participating in peer 

coaching, Jewett and MacPhee (2012) found that reflecting resulted in an increase in the 

confidence of the teachers participating. Gross (2010) found through interviewing 15 

secondary teachers about high school literacy coaching, that the constant access to 

literacy coaches did positively affect teaching strategies. In addition, Blachowicz et al. 
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(2010) found that principals and teachers alike, as well as district stakeholders, found 

coaching to have a positive effect on changing the dynamic of a school. Taylor and 

Gordon (2014) found that it is beneficial if the coaches, administrators, and teachers all 

work together well and are held accountable.  

The ability for coaches to positively affect teaching strategies and the dynamic of 

an entire school has important implications for improving literacy. Given the importance 

of literacy, and the many professional development activities that focus on literacy, it is 

vital to make them as effective as possible. Owing to the fact that a large percentage to a 

majority of teachers in these studies are reporting the aforementioned effects such as use 

of best practice and an increase in feelings of self efficacy, why are the reported levels of 

positive effects not higher? Is this something that can be improved upon by working on 

the coaching? Petti (2010) found in her lab site consisting of herself, the teacher, the 

coach, 20 kindergarten students, and six observers that what began as literacy coaching 

could spread to additional school subjects. This demonstrates the potential for expanded 

benefits of quality literacy coaching. Rodríguez et al. (2014) noted a similar expansion, 

that Reading First Literacy Coaches were able to also meet the needs of English 

Language Learners.  

 Effect on students. With improved instruction comes improved student 

performance. However, the body of knowledge concerning literacy coaching is far from 

complete, even though it is being widely implemented as a strategy for improving student 

achievement (Campbell & Sweiss, 2010; Ferguson, 2014). Marsh et al. (2012) found only 

that the number of years coaches had taught reading had a statistically significant 
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negative relationship with student achievement in reading. Marsh et al. also noted that 

studies have varying findings for the effects of literacy coaching on student 

achievement—some positive, some negative.  

Positively, Carlisle and Berebitsky (2010) found that students (especially those at 

risk) made more gains when taught by teachers who received coaching by literacy 

coaches. Similarly, Vernon-Feagans et al. (2012) concluded that when teachers worked 

with a literacy coach and were able to work one-on-one with students, even their 29 

challenged readers could make gains. De Naeghel and Van Keer (2013) found in their 

study using teacher and student questionnaires, that when a teacher had a literacy coach, 

the autonomous reading motivation of the students increased. It is interesting to note that 

different teaching strategies did not have the same effect. The coaches also have been 

found to believe they have a positive effect on student learning (Cantrell et al., 2015).  

Not only has coaching in general been found to benefit students, but the amount 

of coaching teachers receive and that effect on student achievement has been studied as 

well. Bean et al. (2010) concluded that, “There was a significantly greater percentage of 

students scoring at proficiency and a significantly smaller percentage of students scoring 

at risk in schools where coaches spent more time working with teachers” (p. 87). Shidler 

(2009) found letter recognition of 360 Head Start students to be correlated with the 

amount of time coaches worked in classrooms.  

Literacy coaching activities such as conferencing, assessing, modeling, and 

observing were all shown to be significant predictors of reading gains for kindergarten 

through second grade students in a study that included 12 coaches, 121 kindergarten 
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through third grade teachers, and their 3,029 students (Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2011). In 

particular, the time spent with coaches was shown to be a predictor of reading gains for 

second grade students. It is clear that the effects of literacy coaching and its individual 

components are not always consistent throughout grade levels.  

Clearly, literacy coaching has been correlated with student learning gains in some 

instances, but why are these instances not greater or more consistent throughout grade 

levels? As student achievement is ultimately the goal, it is imperative to find a way to 

take what is working in literacy coaching and expand upon it to benefit more students.  

Challenges. Coaching is further challenged by other factors. Atteberry and Bryk 

(2011) found that the number of individuals on staff was predictive of how much 

coaching each teacher received, and therefore predictive of benefits (e.g., the less people 

on staff, the more beneficial the coaching). The authors also reported that, “School 

leadership can influence success efforts…[and]…more coaching occurred in schools 

where faculty reported higher levels of teacher influence over decision making. . .” 

(Atteberry & Bryk, 2011, p. 372).  

Porche, Pallante, and Snow (2012) noted the importance of administrative 

involvement in this process, stating that for whole-school change to take place in a 

coaching model, administrators need to observe with the coaches and gain literacy skills. 

Their exploratory study included teachers and administrators, but the sample was 

comprised of 260 students. The authors therefore suggested that in the future researchers 

explore the link between how involved the administrators are and how the students 

perform (Porche et al., 2012). Jewett and MacPhee (2012) noted that teachers in a peer 
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coaching situation (in the realm of literacy) felt awkward observing each other, as it felt 

like an evaluative activity. When teachers are being watched, they often believe they are 

being critiqued, whether this is the case or not. Literacy coaches, whether they are 

coming in to evaluate or not, face this challenge. In an article that aimed to show a 

snapshot of literacy coaching in South Australia, authors indicated that coaches felt it was 

easier to discuss student needs with teachers (e.g., data), rather than what it was the 

teachers were actually doing (Thelning, Phillips, Lyon, & McDonald, 2010). Bickel et al. 

(2015) noted how not being viewed by teachers as judging their performance was a more 

desirable role. 

Conclusion 

It is clear that literacy coaching is a current, widely accepted strategy for 

increasing teacher, student, and school achievement, but much remains to be discovered 

about effective coaching. The use of literacy coaching is supported by activity theory. 

The focus of this project study is the investigation of the perceptions of the learners (the 

teachers) to increase their learning. Hartnett-Edwards (2011) noted that the trainings 

available for literacy coaches generally center on creating a positive relationship between 

the coaches and the teachers. The creation of positive relationships will also be the focus 

of this project. 

Implications 

Participation in this study resulted in the participants reflecting upon their 

coaching relationships and their literacy instruction. This alone could be beneficial to 

how participants receive coaching in any area in the future, and how they teach reading. 
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When presented to stakeholders, the findings will allow them a glimpse into how teachers 

are experiencing the coaching Engle County school district is allocating money to 

provide. In completing this study, I identified areas of weakness and strength in Engle 

County’s current literacy coaching and allowed for the creation of 3 days of professional 

development for elementary administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers so that all 

three groups could more successfully implement literacy coaching. 

Summary 

Literacy coaching is an important educational endeavor being implemented 

throughout Engle County, the United States, and other countries as well (Lowenhaupt et 

al., 2014). Although it has been shown to be beneficial, literacy coaching is not 

indiscriminately a good strategy. It is complex, and inconsistently applied. More research 

is needed to understand what makes literacy coaching work best. Section 2 contains the 

structure of the mixed-methods study conducted with elementary reading teachers in 

Engle County, including details related to the research design, approach, sample, and 

analysis.  

 



37 
 

 

Section 2: The Methodology 

Introduction 

I used the mixed-methods approach or, more specifically, a sequential explanatory 

design, in which quantitative research was followed by qualitative research (Creswell, 

2012; Lodico, Spaulding, & Voegtle, 2010). Phase 1, the quantitative portion, consisted 

of an online survey that allowed me to expediently obtain information to facilitate 

comparing, contrasting, and determining statistical trends. However, the ultimate focus of 

the research was how teachers perceive coaching, which could be explored fully only 

through qualitative means (in this case face-to-face interviews), which comprised Phase 2 

of this study. Cook (2012) used the sequential explanatory design to use the quantitative 

phase to more appropriately prepare for the qualitative phase. Likewise, I analyzed the 

quantitative data in this project to choose the sample for qualitative data collection.  

Research Design and Approach 

The sequential explanatory mixed-methods design allowed for a more 

comprehensive understanding of how elementary teachers experience literacy coaching in 

Engle County. Cook (2012) noted that the importance of the qualitative phase of a 

sequential explanatory mixed-methods design is to allow the researcher to have a richer 

understanding that extends past the quantitative phase. 

Phase 1: Quantitative Aspect 

Obtaining quantitative data through a survey allowed me to use statistical analysis 

(Creswell, 2009). This type of data is especially appreciated by stakeholders including 

district personnel, who prefer data that are more straightforward. Statistical analysis 
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provided me with a general overall picture of what was happening with coaches working 

with teachers in this district. The quantitative aspect allowed me to calculate how often 

teachers were receiving certain types of literacy coaching and whether they found the 

different components of coaching to be valuable.  

Phase 2: Qualitative Aspect  

The desire to understand why the participants feel the way they do necessitated a 

qualitative aspect to the study (Merriam, 2009). In the qualitative portion, I asked 

participants open-ended interview questions that allowed me to collect more in-depth 

information relevant to the research topic. Coding the transcripts provided the 

opportunity to identify trends in the data. Ultimately, as stated by Lodico et al. (2010), I 

subscribed to the theory of pragmatism. I was interested in figuring out “what works” (p. 

9) in literacy coaching and what does not. The qualitative aspect provided an 

understanding of how the coaches achieved the levels of effectiveness felt by the teachers 

(e.g., Did the coach develop a positive relationship with the teacher? Did the coach offer 

no new information to the teacher?).  

Mixed Method as a Whole 

The analyses of quantitative and qualitative data are valuable separately, but these 

analyses are most powerful together. The interaction between the quantitative and 

qualitative data in the analysis allowed me to identify aspects of the quantitative data that 

were more important than they would have seemed without incorporating the qualitative 

data.  I completed the quantitative data collection and analysis followed by the qualitative 

data collection and analysis. Then, I used the qualitative analysis to look at the 
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quantitative data through another lens and compared the two types of data. I identified 

what coaching activities the coaches were doing and how the teachers perceived their 

effectiveness in the quantitative aspect, and discovered the teachers’ perceptions of why 

the coaching did or did not work by delving further into the specifics of the interactions 

themselves. Mixed-method research provided the opportunity “. . . to fill in the gaps . . .” 

(p. 10) in the quantitative research (Yoshikawa, Weisner, Kalil, & Way, 2013).  

Setting and Sample 

The population is elementary teachers of reading in Engle County. Initially, the 

intention was to include only reading teachers from the lowest performing schools. This 

was the initial population because, as stated by the grants procurement/project 

development head of the district, these teachers are at the schools that are receiving the 

most attention from the literacy coaches (S. Black, personal communication, August 16, 

2013). However, simply because a teacher is currently working at one of the lowest 

performing schools does not mean that he or she did not transfer from a high performing 

school where he or she also received literacy coaching. Likewise, teachers may have 

transferred to high performing schools from the lowest performing schools. If that initial 

population had been used, the experiences of those teachers would have been lost. 

Therefore, the population was not limited by the performance of the school at which the 

teachers worked. 

In this study, the school at which I work was excluded to minimize conflicts of 

interest. In addition, one school that was included in county data in Section 1 was closed 

prior to data collection. The potential participants therefore came from 21 schools serving 
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elementary students. According to 2014–2015 district online data, of the general 

education teachers at these schools, 590 taught in kindergarten through fifth grade 

(Alachua County Public Schools, 2014). At the time of the initial Phase 1 email to 

participants in October 2015, 607 elementary school teachers were listed who could 

potentially qualify for the study based on their current roles. Three of them did not have 

an email address listed, which reduced the population to 604. Seventeen of those had an 

invalid email address. Therefore, based on the data I was permitted to access (the online 

faculty data), the population was reduced further to 587 elementary school teachers. Prior 

to sending the survey, it was impossible to determine if the teachers had interactions with 

a literacy coach. However, that was asked in the survey and a negative response 

prompted the survey to end.  

According to Johnson and Christensen (2011), based on the population size of 

587, 234 was the recommended sample size (for a population of 550 the recommended 

sample was 225, and for a population of 600 it was 234). That would have provided a 

confidence interval of 95%. However, a survey request was sent to all 587 teachers in the 

population (purposeful total population sampling) for whom I had valid email addresses, 

as I anticipated that some of them would have had no interaction with a literacy coach 

and that the busy nature of their careers would result in many being unwilling or unable 

to participate. This anticipation was correct, as only 22 teachers participated in Phase 1. 

The plan was to use a purposeful sampling of teachers from the quantitative data 

to select a total of 9 to 12 teachers to interview for Phase 2 of the study. This selection 

was going to be based on the measures of central tendency from the quantitative analysis 
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(i.e., three to four teachers for each of the following general opinions: viewing coaching 

as very effective, neutral, and very ineffective), to delve deeper into the perceptions of 

teachers from various points in the spectrum of satisfaction with coaching in Engle 

County. The main challenge anticipated was that I would only be able to choose from 

those participants who agreed to waive anonymity and participate in the qualitative in 

addition to the quantitative portion of the study. Twelve participants consented to an 

interview. However, because only 12 participants consented to an interview, I endeavored 

to interview all of them, instead of employing purposeful sampling based on their 

quantitative responses. Qualitative methods afforded me a truer understanding of these 

participants’ views (Lodico et al., 2010).  

Data Collection  

As the study is a sequential explanatory mixed-methods design, the quantitative 

context and strategies will be explained first. I will then describe the qualitative context 

and strategies. Finally, I will discuss my role as researcher. 

Phase 1  

To collect the quantitative data, I used a modified version of the Wyoming 

Instructional Facilitator Evaluation survey used by Rush and Young (2011). Permission 

was received from the authors to use and alter the survey that they previously 

administered to classroom teachers concerning coaching, provided they were cited. The 

modified version of this survey is available in Appendix B. Communication with the 

authors and permission to use the survey is available in Appendix C. I administered the 

modified survey, comprised of both closed and open-ended responses, via Google Forms. 
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The participants had the option to remain anonymous (by answering in incognito mode) 

or to reveal their names to me for possible participation in the qualitative portion of the 

study. Each participant was assigned an identification number for data analysis purposes. 

Google Forms made the survey easily accessible to all teachers in the sample, as they all 

have a school board account through Google.  

The changes I made to the survey are limited to the following. I changed the title 

of the survey from Wyoming Instructional Facilitator Evaluation to District Literacy 

Coach Evaluation. I replaced the explanatory letter at the beginning of the survey with 

the Survey Consent form. I replaced the phrasing of Instructional Facilitator with 

District Literacy Coach throughout the survey. I added in this County during the 2014–

2015 school year for all questions regarding past experiences. I also included the 

following clarifier after the Survey Consent Form: In the following survey, “district 

literacy coach” will refer to a coach employed by this county whose primary concern is 

the subject of reading. It is also in reference to a coach who dealt with you directly at 

your work site in a manner more personal than a general workshop. In addition, I added 

asterisks for required questions, and directions such as, Mark only one oval per row.  

In Part I, I inserted a question to ensure that the correct teachers were surveyed. It 

was: During the 2014–2015 school year, were you an elementary general education, 

classroom teacher of reading? Here I am referring to the 90-minute state reading block, 

and while I am including inclusion classrooms, I am not including ESE pullout. In Part II, 

I added approximately (to the nearest half hour) to both questions, and allowed a free 

response. In Part IV, I changed Wyoming to this County. In Background Information, I 
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eliminated questions about whether they are a classroom teacher, as that was established 

earlier, and replaced them with a question concerning the grade level taught. I changed 

the phrase your current district to this district, and your current district to your school for 

the 2014–2015 school year. If teachers answered No to Questions 1 or 3, they were 

prompted to submit the survey, as they were not eligible participants.  

At the end the following item was added: I would like to participate in a 

confidential interview with the researcher (Crystal Tessmann) concerning my survey 

responses and additional related questions. If the participant chose Yes, the survey 

continued to Page 8, where the participant could add first and last name. If the participant 

chose No, the survey ended. This survey had eight pages instead of the original six. This 

change was necessary to allow Questions 1, 3, and 26 to prompt the survey to end if the 

participants responded with an answer of “No.” Beginning in Part II of the survey each 

part/section had its own page. Finally, the confirmation page read: Thank you so much for 

your help! Your response has been recorded. These changes were necessary to clarify the 

questions and make them appropriate to the current study. 

I emailed Suzanne Young, one of the authors of the survey, who responded that 

the reliability and validity of the pilot testing was unavailable (S. Young, personal 

communication, July 13, 2014). Though unavailable, it was evident that validity was 

given appropriate consideration, as Rush and Young (2011) created their survey based on 

a previous survey they used for researching instructional facilitators in Natrona County, 

Wyoming; communications with the Wyoming Department of Education’s Instructional 

Facilitator Task Force; and “existing research on the work of instructional coaches or 
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facilitators (Knight, 2004, 2006; Neufield & Roper, 2003)” (p. 15). Additionally, after 

their pilot test, Rush and Young (2011) revised their instrument to make it clearer. 

I researched more fully whether reliability information was available in other 

research that may have included Rush and Young’s instrument. I could not find the 

necessary values. I then contacted Dr. Young again via email to inquire as to what 

additional information she had. Her response is available in Appendix C. As the changes 

I made to the instrument were minimal, the validity established by the original authors of 

the instrument is useful. Dr. Young stated that they established content validity through 

alignment with literature and reaching out to experts (S. Young, personal communication, 

June 5, 2016). When they checked the internal consistency of the Likert scale items using 

Cronbach’s alpha, the result was at least .80 (S. Young, personal communication, June 5, 

2016). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is an estimate of reliability which can be used to 

establish internal consistency of tests or surveys, such as a Likert scale in which different 

responses are awarded different point values (Thomas, Nelson, & Silverman, 2011). 

Although useful, the Cronbach’s alpha value calculated by Rush and Young is not 

sufficient to determine the reliability of my survey. Therefore, I conducted my own test 

of reliability, using coefficient alpha, also known as Cronbach’s alpha (Creswell, 2012; 

Thomas et al., 2011).  

I performed a test of Cronbach’s alpha for Questions 7, 8, and 9. I also performed 

the same test for the Likert scale questions in Part IV, Questions 11–18. The Cronbach’s 

alpha values ranged from .94 to .98. Greater values are preferable (Cronbach, 1951). The 

survey is internally consistent (see Table 2). Tavakol and Dennick (2011) refer to values 
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between 0.70 and 0.95 as being acceptable. However, these authors note that a maximum 

of 0.90 is also recommended because higher numbers may indicate redundancy in the 

questions (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). Therefore, although the possibility of some 

redundancy within the Likert scale questions exists, the questions are internally 

consistent.  

Table 2 

Internal Consistency of Survey 

Questions Number of Likert 
scale items 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

  

7 12 .98   
8 12 .98   
9 12 .96   
11–18 
 

8 
 

.94 
 

  

 

Questions on the instrument are organized into five parts. Parts I and II include 

questions concerning whether the individual has been offered the chance to work with a 

literacy coach, if she has worked with a literacy coach, and how often she has worked 

with the coach (Rush & Young, 2014). Part III includes two checklists asking questions 

such as, “Please check all activities you have worked on with [a Literacy Coach?]”, and 

Likert scale questions (Rush & Young, 2014). The Likert scale questions each applied to 

12 different activities. For the question, “How effective have the following activities been 

in changing your practice?” the Likert scale response choices are very effective, effective, 

neutral, ineffective, very ineffective, and does not apply (Rush & Young, 2014). For the 

direction, “Please assess the value of the time you have spent working on the following 
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activities,” the Likert scale response choices are excellent use of time, good use of time, 

neutral, poor use of time, complete waste of time, and does not apply (Rush & Young, 

2014). For the direction, “Please evaluate the impact of each activity on student learning 

in your classes,” the Likert scale response choices are very positive, positive, neutral, 

negative, very negative, and does not apply (Rush & Young, 2014).  

Part IV includes nine Likert scale questions with the response choices of strongly 

agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree (Rush & Young, 2014). The final 

section entitled Background Information includes questions that are limited to 

demographic data, except for one open-ended question asking, “What other comments 

would you like to make about the work of [Literacy Coaches] in your school?” (Rush & 

Young, 2014).  

I assigned the Likert scale questions the following ratings: very effective/excellent 

use of time/very positive/strongly agree = 5, effective/good use of time/positive/agree = 4, 

neutral = 3, ineffective/poor use of time/negative/disagree = 2, and very 

ineffective/complete waste of time/very negative/strongly disagree = 1. Does not apply 

was not to be included in numerical analysis. This aligned with the values assigned by 

Rush and Young (2014).  

The variables were teachers’ perceptions of coaching effectiveness and time. 

Teachers’ perceptions of coaching effectiveness were measured by Part III, Questions 6–

8, Part IV, and the open-ended question in Background Information. Time spent with 

coaches was measured by the questions in Part II.  
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Data collection began on October 10, 2015 when I sent 604 emails to potential 

participants. Three teachers’ email addresses were not listed and 17 emails came back 

with an error message (confirmation was made that the email address was typed correctly 

and it was definitely an invalid email address). As stated earlier, the 17 invalid email 

addresses	were what caused a reduction in number of participants to 587. Situations 

occurred when it was unclear if the teacher would be a valid participant. For example, if 

the email address list had the teacher listed as a grade level teacher, but then as a gifted 

teacher. In this case an email was sent, with the caveat that the survey itself would 

remove the individual from the study if appropriate.  

As I was still getting used to the process at the time, I made three small errors:  

1. I sent a survey request to one individual who was on the initial list but not on 

the updated list. I contacted this individual, who confirmed that she no longer works there 

and that she did not fill out the survey.  

2. I may have accidentally forgone one potential participant in the first round of 

emails, but that person would have received the subsequent emails. At first I did not send 

myself a copy of the sent emails, so I could not verify this and I did not want to send it 

twice.  

3. I may have included the survey itself in the email to one other participant, 

which was still the same survey, but not consistent with the format of other emails. 

Owing to the reason stated in Number 2, I could not verify this.  
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Thirty-six survey responses to this email were received, nine of which were valid 

participants. Two declining emails were received, saying the teachers did not want to 

participate/knowing they didn’t meet the criteria. 

On October 17, 2015 a second email was sent to any of the 586 valid email 

addresses whose owners had not responded to the survey (and given their name) or who 

had not emailed to decline participation. Twenty-one survey responses were received, 3 

of which were from valid participants. Six people confirmed through email that they had 

participated, six declined, and one checked to see if she could participate (I initially 

declined based on her criteria but then told her she could, so I could determine the 

appropriateness of her participation in the study based on her response to the survey).  

I sent more emails on October 24th, 2015, and 21 responses were received. Five of 

them were valid. Sixteen declined, eight confirmed through email that they had 

participated, and one wished me good luck but did not confirm participation. 

I sent the final round of emails on October 31, 2015. This time I forgot to remove 

the most recent ones who had answered the survey. Teachers could not have answered 

again, but this may have been irritating to them. Five survey responses were received and 

two of them were valid. Thirteen declined, and three confirmed participation through 

email. 

A total of 83 survey responses were received (14.14% of those surveys sent out) 

and 22 were valid participants (meaning they met the criteria at the beginning of the 

survey that allowed them to complete the survey). Twenty-two participants (or 3.75% of 

the population, and 26.5% of the surveys returned) is clearly well below the 234 
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participants that would have given a confidence level of 95%. If I were to apply the 

26.5% valid participants out of all surveys returned to me to the initial population of 587 

that would have resulted in 156 valid participants (an estimate of how many individuals 

in the county were valid participants). For this size, 113 participants would have still been 

necessary to obtain a confidence level of 95% (Johnson & Christensen, 2011). Therefore, 

22 is not a representative sample of the population. However, trends and differences 

within the quantitative data led me to believe the data are still valuable for my purposes.  

Phase 2 

Twelve survey participants consented to participate in the interview. Of those 12, 

nine completed an interview. Of the three who did not, I never heard back from one; one 

scheduled an interview, then never showed up or responded to my call, text, or email; and 

one emailed me back and forth several times to set up a day and time, then did not 

respond to my last email to her. Of the nine who participated in an interview, all nine 

completed member checking.  

The interview participants all chose to have their interviews at Starbucks 

(Madeleine, Rachel, Eleanor, Meg, and Lily) or their classrooms (Natalie, Jenna, Sybil, 

and Maya), and all felt they could speak there candidly. These names are pseudonyms to 

protect the anonymity of the participants. I interviewed the participants on November 12, 

13, 16, 18, 19 (two interviews), and 20, as well as December 2, and 10. Participants 

ranged from teachers within their first 3 years of teaching to veteran teachers. The 

participants came from six different schools, and one came from a district site. All of the 
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interviews were comfortable and enjoyable. There was always laughter and smiling 

between us.  

The effectiveness ratings from the survey analysis for these nine teachers ranged 

from ineffective (1.6364) to very effective (4.4773). That, coupled with their varying 

statements during the interviews and similar emerging trends allowed me to conclude that 

this number of participants was satisfactory for this study. Consequently, it is a 

reasonable assumption that any different information shared by additional participants 

would not have greatly deviated from the data collected. Throughout the interviews there 

emerged the same general threads—either the teachers were thankful that the coaches 

behaved in certain ways, or they wanted coaches to behave that way.  

The interviews were open-ended, face-to-face, audio recorded interviews that 

were later transcribed by Jamie Davis and myself (see Appendix C for the interview 

protocol). Ms. Davis is a friend and transcriptionist. As stated, these interviews took 

place at a location of the interviewees’ choosing. The following prompts/questions were 

used: Tell me about your most successful literacy coaching experience. What do you 

think contributed to this? Tell me about your least successful literacy coaching 

experience. What do you think contributed to this? How would you generally describe 

your experiences with literacy coaching? If you were to structure literacy coaching in our 

district, what would be your ideal? In the event that the results from the survey raised 

additional questions, I would have submitted those questions to the IRB prior to 

conducting the qualitative phase, but that did not occur. 
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I planned for each interview to last approximately 45 minutes, but they lasted for 

less time, ranging from approximately 8 to 27 minutes. With each participant I first 

introduced myself and described my teaching background, then asked them about theirs. I 

asked them how their teaching day went, and if I taught that day, shared something about 

mine, to develop rapport. Finally, I let them know that I would be contacting them with 

my analysis of their interviews to conduct member checking with them.  

In analyzing the interview transcripts, I coded and notated within NVivo, which is 

an affordable qualitative analysis program. On paper, I kept track of what I had already 

coded, notated, and checked. When member checking, I took handwritten notes on the 

printouts read to each participant. 

Member checking is only one of the methods employed to establish the validity of 

the qualitative data. Please see Appendix E for the preliminary results shared with 

participants, and their responses. Other techniques used were describing the findings in 

plentiful detail, being clear on any biases I may have brought to the study, and presenting 

any information that was not consistent with the resulting themes (Creswell, 2009). I 

have shown reliability of the qualitative data by verifying the accuracy of the transcripts, 

being consistent in coding, and cross-checking the codes (Creswell, 2009). Data 

triangulation consists of methods triangulation, through comparison of the quantitative 

and qualitative data (Patton, 1999). I will email all potential participants a copy of the 

final doctoral project. 
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Role of the Researcher 

Participants may have recognized my name from my participation in the local 

teacher’s union (e.g., I was an officer), from my teacher of the year award in 2012, being 

an ELA teacher leader, having attended college with me (many of us remained in the city 

where we attended college), or having worked together in the past. This could have had 

an effect on the data (perhaps the participants like me or do not). Additionally, I have 

attended workshops held by literacy coaches that were attended by some of the 

individuals who were in the sample. Attending these workshops together could have 

potentially caused them to believe that I have a certain opinion about literacy coaching. 

However, I was not aware of any particularly damaging effects (stemming either from 

positive or negative associations).  

The most potential effects would have been from the current work site. As of the 

time of data collection, it was my seventh year working at that site, where I was the union 

representative at that school, a team leader, and an ELA teacher leader for the 

intermediate grade levels. I also regularly interacted with many of the teachers. My 

positions and seniority at the school (as we had many first year teachers and/or teachers 

new to our school) may have made me seen by these teachers as being in a superior 

position. That is why I removed my work site from the population. I did not remove 

teachers from the sample who I have worked with at my work site but who then worked 

elsewhere, as I did not hold a supervisory position of any kind over them.  

I taught at one other school my first year of teaching, but I was not a regular 

education teacher there. Many of the teachers there moved to the newly built elementary 
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school. These schools could still be included, as it had been more than five years since I 

worked there. Finally, there were various schools and teachers with whom I had 

volunteered, had a practicum, an internship, or worked in the afterschool program. 

However, it had also been more than five years since any of those experiences, and in 

most of the cases I did not work closely with the actual teacher, worked with special 

education teachers who were not included in the sample, or in the case of the teacher I 

interned with, she no longer worked in the district. Interestingly, the coach I mentioned 

who inspired me to research this topic became the Assistant Principal at a school in the 

sample, but as I did not survey her, I do not believe that caused any conflicts. 

Data Analysis and Validation 

As previously stated, I analyzed the quantitative and qualitative data separately 

and concurrently. More detail is provided in this section. The raw data will be available 

by request to interested stakeholders. 

Phase 1 

I used descriptive statistics to analyze the quantitative data for Part I of the 

survey, and for the section entitled Background Information, as these are informational 

questions, not opinions regarding coaches.  

One of the questions of interest in this study was how much time do teachers 

spend interacting with literacy coaches (e.g., how much time is allocated for different 

aspects of coaching). I used data from Part II of the survey to answer this question. I was 

specifically interested in determining if a difference existed between the amount of time 

that the coaches spent with teachers on an individual basis and the amount of time the 
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coaches spent with teachers as a group. I used a dependent sample t-test to determine if 

there was a significant difference in the average time allocated for individual coaching 

and group coaching. An alpha of .05 was the level of significance. This statistical test 

involved the means of time spent with coaches (separately for one-on-one and group 

time). I tested the following hypothesis to determine the results for RQ1: 

H01: µ1 = µ2; There is no significant difference between the average amount of 

time that coaches spend with individual teachers and the average amount of time that 

coaches spend with teachers as a group. 

Ha1: µ1 ≠ µ2; There is a significant difference between the average amount of 

time that coaches spend with individual teachers and the average amount of time that 

coaches spend with teachers as a group. 

To address RQ2, what components of literacy coaching do teachers find 

most/least effective, I analyzed Questions 7, 8, and 9 in Part III of the survey by using 

descriptive statistics to find the median (a measure of central tendency) of single-item 

scores using SPSS (Creswell, 2012).  

For RQ3, how effective do teachers find literacy coaching to be, I analyzed the 

data for the variable of coaching effectiveness by finding the means of the summed 

scores from Parts III (Questions 7, 8, and 9 only) and IV together using SPSS.  

For RQ4, how does the amount of time teachers spend with literacy coaches 

correlate with the level of effectiveness with which they rate literacy coaching, I 

calculated Pearson’s correlation coefficient separately for one-on-one and group time to 

determine if there was a significant correlation between the amount of time spent with 
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coaches and the effectiveness rating (Creswell, 2012). This calculation is appropriate 

because both the independent and dependent variables were continuous (Creswell, 2012).  

Phase 2 

I used a process called Framework (Ritchie & Spencer, 2002) to analyze the 

interview data. Framework includes “familiarization, identifying a thematic framework, 

indexing, charting, [and] mapping and interpretation. . .” (Ritchie & Spencer, 2002, p. 9). 

The qualities of this form of qualitative data analysis allowed the analysis to be grounded 

in and between all of the data provided by the interviews of the participants, allowed for a 

degree of modification throughout the process, and allowed for transparency (Ritchie & 

Spencer, 2002). I carefully followed the interview protocol and documented how 

qualitative data were gathered and analyzed to maximize its dependability (Lodico et al., 

2010).  

I enlisted Jamie Davis for help with transcription. I transcribed the first two, and 

she did the remaining seven interviews. She completed the necessary IRB training to be 

eligible to help in this research, and although all identifying information was removed, 

she signed a confidentiality agreement. This was helpful because incidental identifying 

information from the tapes themselves could not be removed when a teacher provided it 

verbally. 

Familiarization. I used an iPhone application called Tempo Slow to listen 

carefully to the recordings to check the transcriptions for errors. The application allows 

recordings to be slowed down. Errors were minor and I corrected them. I summarized 

each interview in preparation for member checking. I then took general notes about the 
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way each interview went, and listed key ideas and themes. I imported the transcripts into 

NVivo and coded nodes in. Nodes are concepts I identified, to which I assigned 

appropriate parts of the transcripts. I also recorded the range of responses for the 

interview questions. It is important to note that this first round of coding is not what I 

used in my indexing phase. I was too enthusiastic and coded before I was supposed to. 

Therefore, I used that coding only as familiarization, and started a whole new set of 

coding during the indexing phase.  

Identifying a thematic framework. It became clear that many codes would be 

necessary to capture the full scope of what the teachers were expressing. From their own 

hard work, and their clear perceptions about how literacy coaching was functioning, to 

how they thought it should function. Using the interview questions, what I know about 

being a teacher, the preliminary coding in the familiarization phase, research, recurrent 

statements throughout transcripts, and my intuition, I created a thematic framework 

within NVivo that included nine major categories. These were initially broken down 

more than at the conclusion of analysis.  

Indexing. Table 3 shows the coding process implemented to arrive at the final 

codes. Any time I added a new code in NVivo, I went back through any transcripts I had 

already been through that day to check for it.  
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Table 3 

Preliminary Codes 

 Coding process 
 

 
January 13, 2016 Changed “Coaching Looks Like” to “Literacy Coaching Looks Like”; New code: Offering help; used 

“administration” for when coaches were told to do something; used “asking for help” when there was a 
lack of help; ran query for “help” (79 instances); ran query for “website” to code under “offering help”; 
ran another query for “help” to check for “not asking for help”; I deleted all portions of the transcript 
prior to and after the official interview in order to make everything more consistent—the content of 
those parts were very different, and not appropriate for analysis 

 

January 14, 2016 Coded “coach one,” “coach group,” and “coaches are busy.” It was sometimes difficult to determine if it 
was individual or group coaching, as that was not a specific question and it just came about organically, 
but I made my best judgments. 

 

January 15 and 16, 
2016 

Coded “disagree with structure,” “helping others,” “nice people,” “what do you do,” and “scheduling.”  
January 16, 2016 Ran query for “math” and coded where math coaches were within the transcripts. I ran a query for this 

one because it was so specific, and not much interpretation was necessary. For the code “name” I double 
checked the two transcripts I knew had specific names in them. Coded the General Experience section 
“in between,” “negative,” and “positive.” Coded the Ideal Situation, “change coaching,” “keep coaching 
the same,” “more coaches,” “less coaches.” Coded Survey, “accurate,” “change,” “does not apply” (I 
changed this code’s name from “noted a lot of does not applies”), and “yes, but.” Coded Not Successful: 
Resource, “lack of resource” and “poorly implemented/didn’t like resource”. Coded Successful: 
Resource, “taught students” and “well-implemented/liked.” It is important to note here that in the codes 
under Successful Resource, I coded what they liked and what they wished the coaches would have done. 
I only made it to Transcript 4. Uncoded “lack of resource” and recoded it as “poorly implemented/didn’t 
like resource.” 

 

January 17, 2016 Coded Not Successful, What Contributed Negatively: “administration,” “lower salaries,” “not following 
through,” “not improving data,” “not working hard enough,” “nothing tangible,” “personality,” 
“problem with their knowledge or out of touch,” “timing,” and “useless”. Coded Successful, What 
Contributed Positively: “above and beyond,” “aligned with needs of teacher,” “feedback or checking 
back,” “has time,” “helpful,” “in the classroom,” “in touch or knowledgeable,” “personality or 
atmosphere,” “tangible resource,” “teacher took authoritative role,” and “worked off strengths of 
teacher.” It is important to note that at the beginning of coding Transcript 2, I added “not following 
through” to Not Successful. I went back to Transcript 1 to check for this code. I then realized I should 
have coded when transcripts didn’t know the name of their coaches under the node “Name.” I ran a 
query for the word “name,” and coded this in Transcripts 2, 3, and 5. I added “nothing tangible” and 
“tangible” to Not Successful and Successful during this time, and “in the classroom” and “feedback” to 
Successful. Then “not improving data” to Not Successful. I noted that in Transcript 3, the teacher was 
okay both with not knowing the new coach’s name and with the coach not visiting her. When at 
Transcript 5, I annotated that teachers do view tangible resources differently. For example, one teacher 
may view being given a YouTube video to watch as tangible, while another may view that as 
unsatisfactory. It was here that I realized I cannot have too many codes. I changed the code “feedback 
“to “feedback or checking back,” and went back through to double check for this revised code. At this 
time I found an “in the classroom” in Transcript 1. At Transcript 8 I realized I had missed a “has time” 
in Transcript 7. Then I coded Teaching Mindset’s “district literacy,” “teacher evaluation,” “teachers 
know best,” “teachers overwhelmed,” “time,” “want help,” and “work hard.” In Transcript 1 I had to go 
back and recode a “work hard.”  

 

 

After this preliminary coding, I went back through each transcript in NVivo to see 

what was not coded, and ended up coding one more piece of text. Nothing else that was 

not coded was significant. Things like mmhmm and clarifications were all that remained. 
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Finally, I used NVivo to pull up all the text for each code by itself, to make sure 

that what was coded was done so appropriately. Under General Experience: “in 

between,” I uncoded part of one code. For Ideal Coaching: “change coaching,” I uncoded 

one about teachers going to conferences. Under What Literacy Coaching Looks Like, I 

uncoded one under “administration,” and for “offering help” uncoded one and added 

coding to one. For Math Coaches I uncoded part of a code. I would like to note that under 

Not Successful: “poorly implemented or disliked resource” I felt this was the most 

subjective area. For Survey: “does not apply” I added a full sentence. I ended with 56 

codes. See Table 4 to for the final codes and distribution of the codes among and between 

transcripts. 

Table 4 

Final Code Distribution 

 Number 
of 
transcripts 
 

Number of 
references 

  

General experience 
In between 
Negative 
Positive 

 
5 
4 
5 

 
11 
13 
14 

  

Ideal situation 
Change coaching 
Keep coaching the same 
Less coaches 
More coaches 

 
8 
2 
2 
3 

 
28 
3 
2 
3 

  

 
Literacy coaching looks like 
Administration 
Asking for help 
Coached group 
Coached one 
Coaches are busy 
Disagree with structure 
Helping others 
Nice people 
Offering help 
Scheduling 
What do you do 
 

 
 
6 
9 
6 
9 
4 
8 
6 
4 
9 
5 
5 

 
 
11 
21 
15 
30 
7 
27 
11 
5 
46 
12 
12 
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(table continues) 

 

 

 Number 
of 
transcripts 
 

Number of 
references 

  

Math coaches 
 
Name 
 
Not successful 
Resource 
Lack of resource 
Poorly implemented or disliked resource 
What contributed negatively 
Administration 
Lower salaries 
Not following through 
Not improving data 
Not work hard enough 
Nothing tangible 
Personality 
Problem with their knowledge or out of touch 
Timing 
Useless 
 
Successful 
Resources 
Coach taught students 
Well implemented or liked resource 
What contributed positively 
Above and beyond 
Aligned with needs of teacher 
Feedback or checking back 
Has time 
Helpful 
In the classroom 
In touch or knowledgeable 
Personality or atmosphere 
Tangible resource 
Teacher took authoritative role 
Worked off strengths of teacher 
 
Survey 
Accurate 
Change 
Does not apply 
Yes, but 
 
Teaching mindset 
District literacy 
Teacher evaluation 
Teachers know best 
Teachers overwhelmed 
Time 
Want help 

3 
 
3 
 
 
 
8 
9 
 
4 
1 
2 
2 
4 
3 
8 
3 
8 
4 
 
 
 
5 
9 
 
2 
7 
5 
3 
5 
7 
4 
5 
6 
4 
1 
 
 
7 
1 
4 
4 
 
 
2 
2 
1 
4 
6 
9 

6 
 
9 
 
 
 
30 
35 
 
8 
1 
6 
2 
8 
11 
11 
5 
18 
7 
 
 
 
10 
41 
 
2 
22 
9 
3 
6 
12 
5 
17 
14 
11 
1 
 
 
9 
1 
4 
4 
 
 
2 
3 
1 
9 
16 
37 
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Work hard 8 14 

 

Charting. I copied and pasted the transcript excerpts for each code into a 282-

page table, a form of charting. This made it easier to look between transcripts for the 

same codes. It also reduced the chance that I would overlook important data. 

Mapping and interpretation. Four themes emerged: What Teachers Want from 

Coaches and Coaching, Teacher Concerns, How Teachers View the Coaches, and 

Coaching in Practice. Table 5 shows the connection between codes and themes. Codes 

can be connected to one theme or more than one theme, depending on the code. 

Integration 

Yoshikawa et al. (2013) expressed the point of view that the portions of mixed-

methods analysis can take place in different orders, dependent on the study itself. While 

the data analysis occurred first with the quantitative data and then with the qualitative 

data, as is expected in a sequential explanatory mixed-methods design, I checked the 

qualitative data and analysis against the inferential statistics calculated from the 

quantitative data to see if the data were consistent (i.e., interviewees answered questions 

about coaches positively if their survey answers were positive; Lodico et al., 2010). 

Integration of the two phases of data therefore expanded beyond simply choosing the 

qualitative sample based upon the quantitative analysis.  
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Table 5 

Themes and Connected Codes 

Themes Connected codes 
 

1: What teachers want from coaches and coaching General Experience: In between, Positive; Ideal Situation: 
More Coaches; Teaching Mindset: District Literacy, Teacher 
Evaluation, Teachers Know Best, Teachers Overwhelmed, Want 
help; Literacy Coaching Looks Like: Asking for Help, 
Coached Group, Coached One, Disagree With Structure, Helping 
Others, Offering Help; Not Successful, Resource: lack of 
resource, poorly implemented or disliked resource; Not 
Successful, What Contributed Negatively: Not Following 
Through, Not Improving Data, Nothing Tangible, Personality, 
Problem with Knowledge or Out of Touch, Timing, Useless; 
Successful, Resources: Coach Taught Students, Well 
Implemented or Liked Resource; Successful, What 
Contributed Positively: Above and Beyond, Aligned with 
Needs of Teacher, Feedback or Checking Back, Has Time, 
Helpful, In the Classroom, In Touch or Knowledgeable, 
Personality or Atmosphere; Tangible Resource, Teacher Took 
Authoritative Role, Worked Off Strengths of Teacher;  

2: Teacher concerns General Experience: In between, Negative; Ideal Situation: 
Change Coaching, Less Coaches, More Coaches; Literacy 
Coaching Looks Like: Administration, , Coaches are Busy, 
Disagree with structure, Scheduling, What Do You Do; Math 
Coaches; Name; Not Successful, Resource: Lack of Resource, 
Poorly Implemented or Disliked Resource; Not Successful, 
What Contributed Negatively: Administration, Lower Salaries, 
Not Following Through, Not Improving Data, Not Work Hard 
Enough, Nothing Tangible, Personality, Problem With Their 
Knowledge or Out of Touch, Timing, Useless; Successful, What 
Contributed Positively: Above and Beyond, Aligned With 
Needs of Teacher; Teaching Mindset: District literacy, Teacher 
Evaluation, Teachers Know Best, Teachers, Overwhelmed, 
Time, Work Hard 

3: How teachers view the coaches Literacy Coaching Looks Like: Coaches Are Busy, Nice 
People, Offering Help; ; Math coaches; Name; Not Successful, 
What Contributed Negatively: Personality; Successful, What 
contributed Positively: Personality or Atmosphere;  

4: Coaching in practice Successful, Resources: Coach taught students, Well 
Implemented or Liked Resource; Successful, What 
Contributed Positively: Aligned With Needs of Teacher, 
Feedback or Checking Back, Helpful, In the Classroom, 
Tangible Resource, Teacher Took Authoritative Role 
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Assumptions, Limitations, Scope, and Delimitations 

Assumptions 

I operated under the assumption that the participants would have varying levels of 

appreciation for the literacy coaching they received in Engle County. I also operated 

under the assumption that the teachers interviewed would be able to accurately convey 

their experiences regarding the coaching. Finally, I assumed that participants would 

answer honestly in their survey responses and interviews. 

Limitations 

The perceptions of the coaches were not included. That would have been too great 

of an undertaking for this doctoral study. Ideally it would have been interesting to ask 

teachers which coaches they had and ask both the teachers and the coaches what worked 

about that particular professional relationship. This was impossible, however, as it would 

have likely reduced the candidness of their responses.  

The small sample size, which consisted of only 22 participants for the quantitative 

portion, was also a limitation. Additionally, the decision (and ability) to have only 9 to 12 

interview participants greatly limited the generalizability of the data and analysis. 

However, the purpose of the qualitative portion of the study was to gain further insight 

into how individual participants who have rated the coaching experience as generally 

very effective, neutral, and very ineffective viewed their interactions with literacy 

coaches. The plan was not to generalize these data, but to use them to better understand 

literacy coaching interactions from the perspectives of the teachers receiving the 

coaching. 
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Scope 

Owing to the small sample size, and the qualitative component of the design, this 

study is not generalizable to any population. Instead, it provides information only on how 

Engle County can move forward in the right direction for literacy coaching at elementary 

schools—a direction that allows coaches, teachers, and administrators to better 

understand how to make literacy coaching most effective. 

Delimitations 

I did not ask the names of the teachers’ coaches, even to draw a trend, because I 

work in this county. If I were an outsider, then I could have looked to see if certain 

coaches fostered better relationships. Asking for specific names in this data collection 

would have been inappropriate and would also have yielded less open responses.  

Protection of Participant Rights 

In addition to completing the Walden IRB process, I provided all participants with 

informed consent, including the disclosure of any possible harm that could come to them 

if they participated. I did not foresee any harm to them past the possible general stress 

associated with the participation in any study.  

All survey information has been and will continue to be kept confidential. It was 

accessed only from my home computer, and all computerized data were stored in my 

password protected private Google Drive (and backup data on an external jump drive). I 

printed out all of the surveys. I recorded interviews both with my laptop and my cell 

phone. These were transferred to the Google Drive and jump drive, and then deleted from 

the original devices. Transcriptions of these interviews will be kept on the Google Drive, 
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jump drive, and in paper copy. The jump drive and paper copies were kept locked in a 

filing cabinet at my apartment when not in use by Jamie Davis or myself. Ms. Davis had 

access to the data via email only, and returned the transcript to me the same way. I will 

keep the data under these conditions for 5 years after the doctoral project is complete. 

When presenting the findings to the district and other potential stakeholders, all 

identifying information will be removed and confidentiality will be maintained.  

Data Analysis Results 

In this section I will first discuss the quantitative findings and the validity of the 

survey. I will then discuss the qualitative findings and how I have established that they 

are valid. I will conclude with an integrated analysis of both quantitative and qualitative 

data. 

Phase 1 

The following section presents the statistical analyses and findings in relation to 

each research question for the quantitative phase of the study.  

RQ1: Is there a significant difference between the amount of time that coaches 

spend with individual teachers and the average amount of time that coaches spend 

with teachers as a group? 

H01: µ1 = µ2; There is no significant difference between the average amount of 

time that coaches spend with individual teachers and the average amount of time 

that coaches spend with teachers as a group. 
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Ha1: µ1 ≠ µ2; There is a significant difference between the average amount of 

time that coaches spend with individual teachers and the average amount of time 

that coaches spend with teachers as a group. 

 I used a dependent sample t-test with an alpha of 0.05 for testing significance, 

t(21) = -.89, p = .38. There was no significant difference between the amount of time 

spent with coaches one-on-one and with a group. The null hypothesis was not rejected.  

The t value of -.89 indicates that teachers generally received more coaching in a 

group than one-on-one; a t value may have a positive or negative value, dependent on 

which value is subtracted first (Reid, 2013). Therefore, teachers were not receiving 

optimally differentiated instruction. In considering the importance of Vygotsky’s ZPD, 

and how the ease of differentiating to a learner’s ZPD increases as the size of the 

instructional group decreases, a significant difference between group and individual 

coaching (in favor of individual coaching) would have suggested that literacy coaching is 

being better differentiated. Stover et al. (2011) stated that differentiated instruction for 

coaches is beneficial. Though teachers did not receive optimal differentiated instruction, 

the teachers were still able to access these more knowledgeable others, which is still vital 

in third space (Levine, 2010). Third space is the opportunity to interact with an outside 

resource (Levine, 2010). 

RQ2: What components of literacy coaching do teachers find most/least effective?  

 I calculated the median score for the Likert style questions teachers answered 

(single-item scores). The median scores ranged from 3 to 4 on a scale that ranged from 1 
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to 5, and can be seen in Table 6. A score of 3 is neutral. A score of 4 is effective, good 

use of time, or positive based on the section.  

Based upon these median scores, teachers rated “provide support in developing 

and/or using appropriate formative assessments,” with the lowest scores, as the three 

median scores were 3, 3, and 4. Even though these were the lowest scores, they were still 

neutral, neither ineffective nor very ineffective. Several areas were most effective, all of 

which had three median scores of 4, 4, and 4. These areas were: “provide support in 

choosing appropriate instructional strategies,” “assist in maintaining a supportive 

classroom environment,” “coach me in my classroom,” “model effective instructional 

strategies,” participate in collaborative meetings,” “help me to use student achievement 

data,” and “help me identify student needs for instructional focus.” This analysis shows 

that teachers mostly found aspects of literacy coaching to be effective, and the other 

times found it to be neutral, and is consistent with Ferguson (2014), who indicated that 

literacy coaching can benefit teachers and students. Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2011) have 

previously shown that certain aspects of literacy coaching positively affect student 

reading gains. Though not definitive, the fact that the median scores are all between 

neutral and effective does suggest that those activities are being implemented relatively 

well in Engle County, which could therefore be positively impacting student reading 

gains. However, as Matsumura and Wang (2014) noted, literacy coaching is often used to 

help teachers improve their practice. Therefore, although ratings of effective and neutral 

are not problematic, they are not of the highest caliber.  

 RQ3: How effective do teachers find literacy coaching?  
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 I calculated central tendency (means) for the summed scores for Part III 

(Questions 7, 8, and 9) and Part IV together. Out of the 22 participants, 8 found literacy 

coaching to be ineffective (with scores ranging from 1.64 to 2.41), 3 found it to be neutral 

(with scores ranging from 3.19 to 3.47), 9 found it to be effective (with scores ranging 

from 3.57 to 4.48), and 2 found it to be very effective (with scores of 4.74 and 4.89). The 

participants had varying levels of satisfaction with literacy coaching, which was useful 

for the analysis. It would have been more challenging to interpret the analysis had most 

or all of the participants viewed coaching as very effective or very ineffective. A situation 

in which all the participants leaned heavily toward one opinion could have been accurate, 

but it also could have indicated that only teachers with a certain type of opinion chose to 

answer the survey. This is not the case. Refer to Table 7 for more detailed data analysis, 

to find the effectiveness ratings of the participants who consented to have an interview, 

and to find the effectiveness ratings of the individuals who did have an interview.  

This wide range of overall scores suggests the need for improvement in literacy 

coaching in Engle County. Engeström (1987) expressed activity theory as being able to 

take learners further than where they currently are. Scores ranging from 1.64 to 4.89 

imply that teachers are not equally learning from the literacy coaches. These scores 

mirror the inconsistent results found by Chalfant et al. (2011). 
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Table 6 

Median Scores for Effectiveness of Literacy Coaching Components 

 Questions 1–12 
 

Questions 13–24 Questions 
25–36 

 

Provide support in choosing appropriate 
instructional strategies  

4 4 4  

Provide support in developing and/or using 
appropriate formative assessments 
 
 
Assist in maintaining a supportive classroom 
environment  
 

3 
 
 
 
4 
 
 

3 
 
 
 
4 
 
 

4 
 
 
 
4 
 
 

 

Coach me in my classroom  
 

4 4 4  

Model effective instructional strategies  
 
Provide oral or written feedback  
 
Review with me the effectiveness of 
modeling or coaching  
 
Participate in collaborative meetings  
 
Help me to use student achievement data  
 
Help me identify student needs for 
instructional focus  
 
Support me in embedding technology in 
instruction  
 
Facilitate a cohort study group  

4 
 
4 
 
3 
 
 
4 
 
4 
 
4 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 

4 
 
4 
 
4 
 
 
4 
 
4 
 
4 
 
 
4 
 
 
3.5 

4 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
4 
 
4 
 
4 
 
 
4 
 
 
4 
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Table 7 

Literacy Coaching Effectiveness Ratings 

 Numeric 
effectiveness 
rating 
 

Verbal effectiveness range Rounded effectiveness 
rating 

Participant 1 2.07 Ineffective to neutral Ineffective 
Participant 2 3.72 Neutral to effective Effective 
Jenna* 4.00 Effective Effective 
Participant 4 
Participant 5 
Lily* 
Madeleine* 
Participant 8 
Meg* 
Natalie* 
Eleanor* 
Participant 12 
Participant 13 
Participant 14 
Participant 15 
Participant 16 
Maya* 
Rachel* 
Participant 19 
Sybil* 
Participant 21 
Participant 22 

2.41 
4.18 
3.47 
2.18 
4.89 
3.84 
1.64 
2.20 
2.36 
1.86 
3.20 
3.81 
3.73 
4.48 
2.28 
3.57 
4.27 
4.74 
3.19 

Ineffective to neutral 
Effective to very effective 
Neutral to effective 
Ineffective to neutral 
Effective to very effective 
Neutral to effective 
Very ineffective to ineffective 
Ineffective to neutral 
Ineffective to neutral 
Very ineffective to ineffective 
Neutral to effective 
Neutral to effective 
Neutral to effective 
Effective to very effective 
Ineffective to neutral 
Neutral to effective 
Effective to very effective 
Effective to very effective 
Neutral to effective 

Ineffective 
Effective 
Neutral 
Ineffective 
Very effective 
Effective 
Ineffective 
Ineffective 
Ineffective 
Ineffective 
Effective 
Effective 
Effective 
Effective 
Ineffective 
Effective 
Effective 
Very effective 
Neutral 

*These participants participated in an interview.  
Numbers were given to those who only participated in the Phase 1 survey; pseudonyms were assigned to those who also participated 
in the Phase 2 interview. 
 

RQ4: How does the amount of time teachers spend with literacy coaches correlate 

with the level of effectiveness with which they rate literacy coaching? 

H04: ρ = 0; There is no significant correlation between time spent with literacy 

coaches and teachers’ levels of effectiveness ratings of literacy coaching. 

Ha4: ρ ≠ 0; There is a significant correlation between time spent with literacy 

coaches and teachers’ levels of effectiveness ratings of literacy coaching. 

I calculated Pearson’s correlation coefficient separately for group and one-on-one 

time. Both values were statistically significant, as the p values were both .01, which is 

less than a p value of .05 (Creswell, 2012). Though significant, the amount of time 
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teachers spent with literacy coaches in a group had very little correlation with their 

effectiveness rating, r (20) = .34, p = .01 or “when correlations range from .20 to .35, 

there is only a slight relationship…” (Creswell, 2012, p. 347). The amount of time 

teachers spent with literacy coaches one-on-one had a stronger correlation with their 

effectiveness rating, r(20) = .54, p = .01. Although stronger (and also significant), this 

level of correlation is still only “useful for limited prediction” (Creswell, 2012, p. 347). 

The amount of time spent with coaches does positively correlate with a better 

effectiveness rating, and that is stronger for time spent with coaches one-on-one. The 

more time teachers spent with coaches (especially one-on-one), the more effective they 

found the experience to be. However, the values of these correlation coefficients are not 

very strong, as neither reached .66 (Creswell, 2012). Despite the lack of strength in the 

correlation coefficients, teachers more positively viewed coaching that was done one-on-

one, suggesting that third space may have functioned better when teachers were coached 

individually. Teachers can better glean what is needed from coaches when coaches spend 

more time with them, and when their needs are the only ones being met. Bean et al. 

(2010) found that teachers viewed coaches more favorably when coaches spent their time 

coaching instead of on noncoaching tasks, which is consistent with the positive 

correlation between time spent with coaches and the effectiveness rating found in this 

doctoral study.  

Phase 2 

When I interpreted the interview data, four themes and several subthemes 

emerged (see Table 8). First, the themes are presented and then connected to Research 
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Questions 5 and 6. The teachers were insightful in their articulation of what they want 

from coaches, their concerns, how they view coaches, and what coaching is currently like 

in Engle County. When excerpts from the interviews are included below, has been 

improved and language like um has been eliminated (with the consent of the participants).  

Table 8 

Themes and Subthemes 

Themes Subthemes 
1: What teachers want from coaches and coaching • Teachers want to know that the coaches are working hard. 

• Teachers want clear explanation of the coaching job 
description and for coaching to make sense. 

• Teachers want coaches to focus on their specific needs. 
• Teachers want coaches to be in classrooms and leave 

feedback. 
• Teachers want their coaches to have a personality where 

the teacher doesn’t have to reach out. 
• The teachers also want coaches to work directly with 

students. 
• Teachers want their professional time to be respected. 

2: Teacher concerns • Teachers feel the coaches are lazy or do not know how they 
can best be used. 

• Teachers are concerned if they do not know how the 
coaches spend their time. 

• Teachers feel administration is taking up too much of the 
coaches’ time or not allocating them correctly. 

3: How teachers view the coaches • Teachers like when the coaches help them. 
• Teachers think the coaches are nice people. 
• Teachers give coaches the benefit of the doubt. 
• Some teachers think the coaches are lazy. 

4: Coaching in practice • Coaching experiences varied greatly. 
• Coaching was best when it was relevant to the needs of the 

teacher. 
• Coaches were particularly helpful with work stations and 

writing. 
• Teachers who advocated for their coaching needs seemed 

to have more positive experiences. 
 

 Theme 1: What teachers want from coaches and coaching. The teachers 

expressed not having enough resources to meet expectations, wanting help, and believing 

all teachers can improve. Most of the time if a problem existed with coaching it was an 

absence of help or not enough help, not too much help. That being said, if coaching is the 
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way teachers are to receive help and make improvements, it became clear that teachers 

prefer certain things.  

First of all, teachers want to know that the coaches are working hard. Madeleine 

stated, “I just wanna see everybody working hard as I do.” Related to this desire is the 

desire to have a clear explanation of the coaching job description and for coaching to 

make sense. Natalie expressed, “But when this opportunity came up to…I was curious to 

hear about how they’re supposed to be interacting in a school or with teachers.” Also, 

Sybil stated, “So if newer teachers don’t know about what a literacy coach does, they 

don’t know how to utilize them, and so sometimes it’s just like they’re just sitting there 

doing nothing.” Knowing what the coaches are doing provides teachers with insight into 

whether the coaches are working hard or not. Bean et al. (2010) came to a similar 

conclusion, “. . . teachers value the attention, information, and assistance they receive 

from coaches, and when they do not receive such support, they notice it” (p. 111).  

Additionally, teachers want coaches to focus on their specific needs, including 

providing useful resources, especially immediately useful/tangible resources (and for 

them to teach teachers how to use them). Levine (2010) noted the importance of finding 

the right resources for teachers in third space. It is important to note that many teachers 

did not value just ideas or suggestions. They wanted specific planning or training to be 

done or resources to be provided. Jenna happily expressed that, “She brought me already 

made workstations.” Even teachers who had an ineffective view of coaching, like 

Madeleine and Eleanor, expressed times when coaches provided helpful resources. 

Madeleine, stated that, “I wanted to make a writing prompt…So they recently did that for 



73 
 

 

me, it was very helpful.” Eleanor recalled a time when her literacy coach helped her to set 

up literacy work stations.  

Lily, who had a more neutral view of coaching, expressed appreciation for the 

writing cohorts made available to teachers by the coaches. She found the cohorts to be 

particularly useful because she received information she needed to navigate the new 

Florida Standards. Additionally, she stated, “…they would give me something that I 

could actually use the next day or the next week…I think what any teacher is looking for 

is something hands on you can in essence, use tomorrow.” It makes sense that teachers 

appreciate any resources that make their jobs easier and make them more effective. 

Teachers also wanted coaches to be in classrooms and leave feedback. Feedback 

is an effective component of coaching (Matsumura & Wang, 2014). Jenna, who had an 

effective view of coaching, noted, “…she came in and observed me and gave me a lot of 

suggestions of things that I could do differently, just to make it better.” Jenna wants to 

improve as a teacher, and feedback is one way to help her do that. Sybil, who also had an 

effective view of coaching, recalled a time when, “So she’s, you know, sat down, taught a 

lesson for me so I could watch her teach the lesson and take notes on it, then she’d watch 

me do it, took notes, and then said, this where, you know, what you need to do 

differently, or I like how you did this type of thing.” Sybil was able to learn and try a new 

strategy under the supervision of an expert. Even Natalie, who had not received coaching 

she was happy with expressed, “I would like for the literacy coaches to come into the 

classrooms more often and leave feedback.” Like Jenna, Natalie wants to become a better 

teacher, and sees literacy coaches as a vehicle to do so.  
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Furthermore, teachers want their coaches to have a personality where the teacher 

doesn’t have to reach out. Instead, teachers want coaches to have a welcoming and 

helpful personality, and for coaches to have enthusiasm for what they are doing. Teachers 

don’t just want coaches to pop their heads in for a minute, they want to feel a genuine 

offer of help. They want coaches to be in touch, realistic in their expectations, 

understanding, and knowledgeable. Teachers also want them to build relationships with 

students and teachers. Sybil put it well when she said, 

I think the reason that they were so successful…they really liked what they were 

doing. They liked helping teachers and helping students and they had the ability to 

do that…would go into different classrooms and say you know do you need any 

help, would you like me to watch you, would you like me to help you with the set 

up, centers and stuff like that, but if you don’t have that personality, it could look 

like you were just sitting there doing nothing. 

After such a positive description of her coaches, it came as no surprise that Sybil wants to 

become a literacy coach herself. 

Maya focused on the relationship between the coach and the teacher, noting the 

importance of connecting with them and feeling comfortable so it does not feel like an 

observation or that the coaches are going to go back and tell administration something 

bad about the teacher. Barone (2013) and Blachowicz et al. (2010) shared how important 

it is that literacy coaches not be viewed in this manner. Madeleine contrasted the way her 

math coach approached coaching with how her literacy coach did. She preferred the style 

of her math coach because she made her feel comfortable, offered help, reassured her she 
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was not there to judge, and helped plan a centers day. She did not receive this type of 

help from her literacy coach. 

Lily did not have as positive of an experience with her coach. She stated, “…she 

would pop her head into my room from time to time, but, you know, it was kind of like 

I’m here, hello, can I do anything for you, whatever.” Her coach did not give her a 

genuine feeling of enthusiasm. 

The teachers also wanted coaches to work directly with students. Rachel said that 

she believes the coaches should be in classrooms every day working with kids. Teachers 

particularly seemed to like the idea of coaches working with students in small groups. 

Sybil said, “…the rapport that I watched her build with students that were 

struggling…the reading coach, or literacy coach would take them out there, in the 

centrum, and work with them…” Lily expressed, “I would use that money [spent on 

literacy coaches] to hire teacher tutors …I think these kids they’re dying on the 

battlefield, but I think if we had a little bit more triage going on…” The teachers yearn to 

see student improvement, especially for struggling students. Working directly with 

students is certainly a role researchers have found literacy coaches to take (Calo, 2012), 

but it is not the only way literacy coaches can help students make gains. It seems even 

indirect contact with students is effective (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2010; Vernon-Feagans 

et al., 2012). 

Finally, teachers want their professional time to be respected. They do not want 

their time to be wasted or for things to be done at the last minute; they want timeliness of 
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responses, coaches following through, and providing resources at the most logical time. 

They think it is ideal for literacy coaches to not be shared between schools.  

Theme 2: Teacher concerns. Most teachers felt that improvements can be made 

to make coaching more effective. Several teachers felt that the coaches were lazy and/or 

that coaches did not know how they could be best used. It was of great concern to the 

teachers if they could not figure out what the coaches were doing with their time. Rachel 

said  

But, professionally speaking, I felt like they are almost a little lazy? In my 

experiences, the ones I have worked with, just like not getting stuff back to us or 

going the extra mile to get us resources or telling us what to do but never giving 

us the actual modeling in the classroom…with them just sitting in the office, I 

was kind of like can’t, can’t you do it? . . .I kind of felt like sitting in there for that 

day, it was a little peek into how do you actually use your time and I was a little 

disheartened to see the kind of lack of focus of them… 

Rachel was disappointed that the coaches were not using their time more effectively. 

Rachel’s concern was valid, but it is also important to note the many roles literacy 

coaches tend to take (Bean et al., 2010; Calo, 2012; Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Coburn 

& Woulfin, 2012; Lowenhaupt et al., 2014).  

Several teachers felt administration is taking up the coaches’ time and/or is not 

allocating them correctly. Natalie said, “. . . and I know that she does work closely with 

the principal and AP” and “. . . but she it seems like she might be being told to do 

something that she doesn’t exactly want to do.” When a coach is told to do something she 
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does not want to do, it can negatively affect the enthusiasm and personality that teachers 

want the coaches to have. 

Meg stated that she felt her principal did not list her as a priority for literacy 

coaching support because she was already comfortable with the new techniques being 

implemented. She also stated, “. . . but I feel like every teacher needs support . . .” 

Although it is understandable for administrators to allocate coaches to those whom they 

consider to be the neediest teachers, that strategy leaves many other teachers with little or 

no help at all.  

Lily expressed her frustration when she recalled a workshop the literacy coaches 

conducted on the Gradual Release Model. She felt that administration had asked the 

coaches to do this workshop, which she deemed unnecessary and irritating since this 

model had already been used for years.  

Theme 3: How teachers view the coaches. The teachers liked when coaches 

helped them and feel that the coaches are nice people. Madeleine said, “I mean it’s been 

pleasant, everybody that I’ve been involved with that’s been at our school have been 

pleasant people and you know nice to work with…” Rachel, expressed, “… I would like 

to prep this by saying I’ve always enjoyed the ladies I’ve worked with…like as people, I 

think they are great people, you know I’ve gotten along with them fine.” It is particularly 

interesting that these two spoke so highly of the coaches as people, even though they 

rated literacy coaching itself as ineffective. Perhaps with a little more training even these 

coaches can be seen as effective by all the teachers with whom they work.  
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Teachers gave coaches the benefit of the doubt if the coaches were not performing 

at the level they thought the coaches should, and acknowledged the coaches were 

probably being pulled in a lot of different directions. This conjecture is likely correct, as 

literacy coaches fulfill many different roles (Bean et al., 2010; Calo, 2012; Carlisle & 

Berebitsky, 2011; Coburn & Woulfin, 2012; Lowenhaupt et al., 2014). Madeleine, 

Natalie, Jenna, and Meg posited that the coaches did not spend as much time with each of 

them because the coaches were focusing on other teachers or grade levels that needed 

more help. Maya expressed her view that coaches get pulled into different meetings, 

limiting their time with individual teachers in their classrooms. 

However, as I have already stated, some teachers also viewed coaches as lazy or 

useless. Madeleine and Lily both expressed that it did not appear as though their coaches 

were doing very much throughout the day. As stated before, it is important to teachers 

that coaches work hard, so this view is a very negative one. 

 Theme 4: Coaching in practice. Coaching experiences among participants 

varied greatly. However, it didn’t seem like there was a big difference between being 

coached one-on-one versus in a group. What seemed to matter most was that the 

coaching was relevant to their needs. Shoniker (2011) stated the potential for such 

differentiated instruction. Work stations and writing in particular came up as areas 

coaches were helpful with.  

The teachers who advocated for their coaching needs seemed to have more 

positive experiences. For example, Meg recalled, “So it was really successful because I 

was clear on what I wanted from her and so she delivered with exactly what I was asking 
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for and then followed up.” Clear communication like this seems to improve the coaching 

experience for teachers.  

These four themes help to answer the last two research questions. Research 

Questions 5 and 6 are listed below to provide more information beyond the themes. 

Together, the listing of the themes and the specific answers to the research questions 

provide a fuller picture of the literacy coaching situation in Engle County now, and how 

it can be improved. 

RQ5: What are teachers’ experiences with literacy coaching in the district? 

Teachers had a range of experiences, from very positive to extremely negative (see Table 

9). These experiences were also described by Themes 2 (Concerns Teachers Have), 3 

(How Teachers View the Coaches), and 4 (Coaching in Practice). The teachers I 

interviewed wanted the best for their students. When literacy coaching contributed to 

that, teachers were appreciative. When it did not, teachers were upset or disillusioned. 

This negative reaction is not surprising, as the literacy coaches are being presented as 

“more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 33). It is reasonable then that the teachers 

expect them to add positively to their teaching skills. 

The teachers with whom I spoke made a clear effort to express the reality of 

literacy coaching to the best of their ability. For example, even Natalie, who rated 

coaching as ineffective, noted that she was jealous of her friends who had different 

literacy coaches—she did not discount the value of literacy coaching completely. 

Likewise, Sybil, who rated literacy coaching as effective, expressed that she could see 

how some teachers might view coaches as not doing anything if they did not understand 
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the purpose of the coaches. Confusion concerning literacy coach roles is widely 

documented (Calo et al., 2015; Ferguson, 2014; Lynch & Ferguson, 2010).  

Table 9 
 
Sampling of Experiences With Literacy Coaching 

 Very positive 
 

Extremely negative   
 Wanting one coach in every school/coaches are stretched too thin. What do coaches even get paid to do/use the money for 

something else. 
  

  
Learning a significant amount from the coach(es). 

 
The coaches give them little to nothing, take from them, 
have unrealistic expectations, take too long, or provide 
stuff they could have easily gotten themselves. 

  

  
Praising specific coaches by name. 

 
Not even knowing the name of their coach. 

  
  

Not having a negative experience. 
 
Website has useful things to choose from.  
 
Coaches are better than Teachers Pay Teachers. 
 
 
Coaches go above and beyond. 
 
Coaches will help whenever asked. 

 
Not having a positive experience.  
 
Website is disorganized. 
 
Teacher has to use Teachers Pay Teachers because the 
coach is not helping. 
 
Coaches are lazy. 
 
Teacher has asked for help and has not gotten it. 

  

 

RQ5 was addressed during member checking by checking the summary of 

teachers’ own individual interviews with each of them. The scope of experiences was not 

shared with them so as not to color their perspectives. The following is how the teachers 

responded to the summary of their individual interviews. Madeleine affirmed the 

interpretations of her statements. When I summarized her responses to Question 1 from 

the interview, she mentioned her memory failing. During Question 3 she mentioned that 

she was actually at the school at that moment! She emphatically agreed with my 

interpretation of her answer to Question 6. For Question 7, she and Rachel mentioned the 

same issue, concerning the writing groups and frustration with the coaches there this 

year. In her words, she went from ambivalent to extremely annoyed. In addition to what 
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Rachel said, she felt the coach was not being a team player. She also further expressed 

frustration with district assessments, and reiterated that maybe we should keep one 

person over ELA to deal with assessments.  

Jenna clarified after the summary of her response to Question 4 that she could 

have had her help if she wanted, that she could go get it but the coach has not come to 

her, maybe owing to restructuring or that it was a combination between needing to work 

with upper grades more for testing and maybe being at school less. Jenna enthusiastically 

affirmed Question 5, saying definitely, that it is such a huge benefit that we have. Meg 

mentioned that she has gotten more clarity on what coaching is supposed to look like here 

since our interview. She noted that the county is moving in the right direction, that much 

is coming from research, for example, dealing with relationships, making teachers want 

to hone their craft, giving teachers choices, and not being on a list of you need this. She 

noted that coaches are getting this information, and that I will hear it, and that it will be 

disseminated to principals and assistant principals and then everyone will be on the same 

page. Natalie, Rachel, Sybil, Lily, and Maya affirmed the interpretations without 

additional comment.  

RQ6: What are teachers’ ideal literacy coaching situations? Theme 1, what 

teachers want from coaches and coaching, answered RQ 6. In talking with the 

participants, it became clear that several had specific ideas for how to structure literacy 

coaching. Madeleine and Lily offered the suggestion of eliminating literacy coaches in 

favor of reappropriating the money to make smaller classes or having them work 

exclusively with students, respectively. For Madeleine and Lily, literacy coaching in 
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Engle County does not adequately benefit students, but these teachers believe re-

appropriating the money in this way might. If this method were adopted, however, 

teachers may be less likely to alter their instructional tactics for the better (Carlisle & 

Berebitsky, 2011; Kretlow & Bartholomew, 2010; Rudd et al., 2009). Meg (at the time of 

the interview a math/science coach in the district) advocated for real-time coaching. 

Maya suggested doing a survey of teachers’ needs and interests as they pertain to literacy 

coaching, then hosting a small social for teachers and coaches to get to know each other 

and become comfortable with each other. This suggestion is consistent with the literature 

expressing the importance of the positive teacher-coach relationship (Abiddin & Ismail, 

2012; Konza & Michael, 2010; Stover et al., 2011).  

Validity 

I followed the interview protocol, even when it felt unnatural. I endeavored to be 

supportive and actively listen, without making the teachers feel as though they should be 

saying one thing or another. There was mutual laughter in all interviews, which added to 

the feeling that participants were comfortable speaking with me. Interviews were much 

shorter than anticipated, however. This made me feel better about the extra length in the 

member checking phone calls. One slight deviation I made was with Madeleine’s 

interview. When I told her the interpretation of her survey results, I told her the overall 

range of between ineffective and neutral, but did not clarify that it was closer to 

ineffective. I made this clarification during member checking.  

Member checking. Before member checking, I also went back through the codes 

and looked at them to see if anything stood out as having not been addressed yet. Then I 
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went through the transcripts looking for anything that was important that was not 

addressed. The follow-up phone calls were often longer than anticipated, between 10 

minutes and 30 minutes, according to my phone records. Significant time increases were 

usually from participant clarifications, not me talking. One participant told me I could 

make her hush if I wanted—of course I did not. I wanted to establish a listening 

environment so that they could feel comfortable correcting me in any way, as I wanted 

the information to be absolutely correct. I made it clear that they could interrupt me, be 

honest, and ask me to repeat myself. I asked if I was on the right track, if what I said was 

okay, and/or waited for Mmhmm’s. 

In the follow-up phone calls, I began by asking them how they were, and thanking 

them for doing the follow-up phone call. Then I told them I would share the interpretation 

of their specific interview responses. I read a prepared summary of their answers to the 

six questions. At the end of each question, I asked if that sounded okay or right, if it rang 

true, or paused and gave them an opportunity to affirm or dispute the interpretation. Then 

I told them that I would share the general preliminary conclusions to see how accurate 

they felt those were. That document was identical for all participants. I reiterated that 

they could interrupt me, ask me to repeat something, and be honest. After every few 

statements, I paused to obtain or ask for their opinion about the accuracy of the 

generalizations. I started with the list of 11 conclusions. I then moved on to the 

interpretation of how teachers want to be coached if they are to receive coaching.  

At the end of each call I asked each participant if I could quote them directly 

using a pseudonym. I decided to do this as an added measure after reading Carlson’s 
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(2010) article, in which Doyle (2007) was referenced as suggesting giving participants 

“approval power for selected narratives the researcher would like to publish” (p. 1,106). 

As also suggested by Carlson (2010), I asked if I could edit stream of 

consciousness/um’s/grammar, and all participants consented (some quite 

enthusiastically). I provided each participant with an example of a quote from her own 

interview. I ended by asking them what kind of gift card each of them would like, asking 

if I could use the county’s internal mail service to send it to their school (if they still 

worked there), and thanking them. 

The participants found no serious issues with the findings. Noteworthy comments 

or clarifications have been noted within the body of this paper or Appendix E. All the 

participants seemed to forget that they were owed a gift card, which made me feel good 

about the reasons for their participation—they truly wanted to participate. One participant 

tried to decline the gift card, but I insisted. All gift cards have been truck mailed or 

mailed to the teachers. Several mentioned that if I were to need anything else, I could 

contact them anytime.  

 I knew that two of the teachers worked at the same school and were on the same 

team. However, I maintained confidentiality. During the follow-up phone call however, 

Rachel mentioned Madeleine by name (I still maintained confidentiality). Then during 

Madeleine’s follow-up call, she told me I could mirror what Rachel had said during our 

follow-up call. This let me know that they told each other they were in this study.  
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Integration 

As stated before, one of the benefits of doing a mixed-methods study is the ability 

to look at the alternate portions of the study through the lens of the other. The qualitative 

analysis supports the quantitative analysis. Likewise, the quantitative analysis helps to 

support the qualitative analysis.  

For RQ1, in the quantitative analysis there was not a statistically significant 

difference in coaching one-on–one versus in a group. The interviewees mentioned both. 

When both were coded, being coached in a group was coded for six participants, and one-

on-one was coded for nine. Quantitative and qualitative aspects were therefore consistent.  

For RQ2, the calculated median score for the individual components of coaching 

was usually a 4, but sometimes a 3. This indicated that overall there was not a huge 

problem with literacy coaching. However, when looking at individual responses, they 

ranged from very ineffective to very effective, indicating that teacher experiences with 

literacy coaching throughout the district varied considerably. This was confirmed through 

the interviews. Even when participants were enthusiastic about literacy coaching, they 

still noted the ability to improve areas of weakness. Therefore, quantitative and 

qualitative portions of the study were consistent. 

For RQ3, the overall rating of literacy coaching ranged from ineffective to very 

effective. Interviewees also reported a range of negative to positive experiences. 

Therefore, the analysis of the interviews supported the quantitative data analysis. 

 For RQ4, the correlation between one-on-one versus group coaching and 

effectiveness rating was small, but slightly larger for being coached one-on-one. This is 
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consistent with interviews because it became clear that people often resented or at least 

noted that coaches did not see them enough. Also, it seemed like group coaching was 

more likely to be irrelevant to the teacher than one-on-one coaching (for example, Lily’s 

experience with the Gradual Release Model training).  

For RQ5, the interviewees noted varying literacy coaching experiences, which 

was consistent with the variations in survey responses. For RQ6, interviewees had 

varying ideas for what an ideal situation would look like, much of which was consistent 

with the literature and aspects of the survey.  

Conclusion 

In this sequential explanatory mixed-methods approach, data were analyzed from 

22 quantitative participants, nine of whom also became qualitative participants. The small 

sample size compared to the population did not allow for generalizations, but it did allow 

for important conclusions and several themes. The calculations for Cronbach’s alpha 

ranged from .94 to .98 for Likert scale survey items. These calculations would indicate 

high reliability, but are limited by the small sample size. Member checking contributed to 

the validity of the qualitative analysis.  

Individual aspects of literacy coaching in Engle County, for example modeling 

effective strategies, were rated between neutral and effective, which is positive, and 

suggests that overall Engle County’s literacy coaching program is not wholly 

problematic. However, neutral is not acceptable for the children in Engle County. The 

overall ratings of literacy coaching both within the quantitative and qualitative data are 

quite discrepant, and include negative responses. These discrepancies were not 
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surprising, as the literature on literacy coaching has well established that literacy 

coaching itself varies as do teachers’ responses to it (Atteberry & Bryk, 2011; McLean et 

al., 2010; Spelman & Rohlwing, 2013).  

Engle County stakeholders should work to improve literacy coaching, and this 

research provides suggestions on how to do so. When the participants were interviewed, 

they were clear in their explanations of how the literacy coaching is, and how they 

believed it should be. Many similarities were present between how participants who 

viewed literacy coaching negatively thought it should be structured and how participants 

who viewed literacy coaching positively said it was structured, suggesting these adult 

learners have similarities in their learning needs. If a structure for literacy coaching that 

consistently employs these characteristics can be created in Engle County, it will not only 

be more effective for teachers and their students, but more pleasant for all involved.  

To make these improvements happen, the project is professional development for 

administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers. These three groups are directly 

instrumental in creating literacy coaching success in schools. The professional 

development is structured to train each group separately to best focus on the needs of the 

learners. All three trainings are structured to meet the needs of adult learners and are 

consistent with CHAT because they include collaboration, a network of learners, and 

access to an individual who can provide additional knowledge (Engeström, 1999; Levine, 

2010; Vygotsky, 1978). The research in this project is combined with professional 

literature, school data, role playing, and discussion to provide a comprehensive 
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understanding of literacy coaching in and beyond Engle County, to maximize its 

effectiveness.  
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Section 3: The Project 

Introduction 

In this section, I discuss the project and a rationale for choosing 3 days of 

professional development as a project. I also review the relevant literature and discuss the 

implementation of the project, in addition to the proposed evaluation of the project. 

Finally, I discuss the potential for social change derived from the project. One important 

clarification is as follows: Although the job title is now instructional coach, this project 

focuses on the component of the job that is literacy coaching, so I will continue to use 

that term in the remainder of this project. The term literacy coach will also help focus the 

discussions during trainings on the literacy aspects of the instructional coaches’ jobs.  

Description and Goals 

This project consists of three professional development workshops (see Appendix 

A). Each workshop lasts 1 day and are for three separate groups of people: administrators 

(principals and assistant principals), instructional coaches, and teachers. The 

administrators and teachers are to be from the 10 schools in Engle County with literacy 

coaches who serve elementary-age students (K. Walker, personal communication, 

September 6, 2016). The coaches will be the 13 literacy coaches who are assigned to 

work with those schools (K. Walker, personal communication, September 9, 2016).  

The purpose of the project is to develop a common understanding among the three 

groups about what is regarded as effective coaching by teachers. These three groups are 

the most closely involved professionals teaching children to read well. The interactions 

between them, if successful, can expand the learning and success of students and adults at 
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an elementary school. If the interactions are strained or negative, they could easily be 

counterproductive. The goal for this project is to help enable literacy coaches to work 

successfully with administrators and teachers. Doing so includes showing the 

administration and teachers how to use the coaches appropriately.  

Rationale 

I chose this project so that I could work with the three most important 

stakeholders separately to address their unique needs in meeting this common goal. A 

curriculum plan was not appropriate because the goal was not to singularly improve 

coaching or teaching, but to improve coaching and teaching as a whole. This 

improvement can only be made by engaging the individuals in face-to-face professional 

development. 

 Including all three groups in professional development is supported by the 

quantitative and qualitative analysis from Section 2. Quantitative analysis showed that the 

median score for the Likert-style questions teachers (participants) answered were 

between neutral (3) and effective/good use of time/positive (4), on a scale from 1 to 5 (5 

being the highest). These median scores indicated that a consistent, widespread problem 

with literacy coaching does not exist in Engle County. If there were, I would have 

expected to see consistently negative responses concerning literacy coaching. Therefore, 

the data analysis does not necessitate a major overhaul of all coaching. However, the fact 

that individual teachers’ overall rating of literacy coaching ranged from ineffective to 

very effective (1.64 to 4.89) exposes inconsistency in how teachers are viewing literacy 

coaching as a whole. This inconsistency suggests that the coaches, teachers, or both 
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would benefit from professional development geared specifically at making their 

interactions more successful.  

 In the qualitative analysis, there was further support that some teachers are happy 

with the current literacy coaching, and others are not, exemplified by the themes How 

Teachers View the Coaches and Coaching in Practice. The themes What Teachers Want 

from Coaches and Coaching and Teacher Concerns showed that teachers want to better 

understand literacy coaching and want to participate in it if it is working well. A 

subtheme of the theme Concerns Teacher Have was Teachers feel administration is 

taking up too much of the coaches’ time or not allocating them correctly. This subtheme 

influenced the decision to include administrators in the professional development as well. 

 Literacy coaching is an interactive activity between literacy coaches, 

administrators, and teachers. Therefore, it made the most sense to disseminate 

information to them in a way that allowed them to discuss the information with me. I did 

not obtain the opinions of administrators or literacy coaches in this study, partly because 

it did not become as clear to me how important the role of the principal in literacy 

coaching is until I completed qualitative analysis, further researched in the literature, and 

reflected on the literacy coaching in place. 

 This project provides professional development for literacy coaches, 

administrators, and teachers on how to work with other participants successfully and how 

to best prepare oneself to participate in literacy coaching. It also provides the findings of 

this study along with information from the body of research on important components of 

literacy coaching. If quality literacy coaching is appreciated and promoted by the 
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administrators and accepted and used by the teachers, student success will follow. 

Though 1 day of professional development for each of these groups will not likely be all 

that is needed to maximize the effectiveness of literacy coaching in Engle County and 

cause all students to be proficient in reading, it is an important place to start. These 

trainings will clear up misconceptions held by individuals in all three groups, encourage 

their reflection, and hopefully open a dialogue that will continue to support student 

learning. 

Review of the Literature  

The project is supported by the data analysis in Section 2. It is also supported by 

andragogy. Finally, the project is supported by literature concerning delivering 

appropriate professional development to literacy coaches, administrators, and teachers.  

To find articles for this section, I used the Thoreau Multi-Database Search 

through the Walden Library. I began May 14, 2016 with searching for information about 

how to best train administrators. I searched for full text, peer reviewed articles from 

2011–2016. I began with the Boolean search term effective training for literacy coaches, 

which yielded zero results. I then changed the Boolean search term to professional 

development for literacy coaches, which yielded six results. I found two of those articles 

to be relevant to my needs.  

Next, I used professional development for administrators, which produced 276 

results. I downloaded one article, and then tried to narrow the results by using teaching 

administrators. That search yielded 269 results. I changed it again to “professional 

development for principals”, resulting in four articles. When I removed the full text 
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requirement, the Thoreau Multi-Database Search provided six articles. I downloaded one 

more article.  

After that, I entered professional development AND principals, without the full 

text requirement and received 1,696 articles. I downloaded another article. I tried training 

principals without full text, and received 827 results. I chose two more articles. Then I 

changed the search term to training principals NOT preparation (still without the full text 

requirement), and it yielded 690 results. I chose eight additional articles. When I returned 

to this search on May 30, 2016, I received 829 articles. Full text narrowed that down to 

734, from which I selected 11 more articles. 

I also began the search for how to train literacy coaches on May 14. I began with 

training literacy coaches NOT preparation, and received one article that was not useful 

to me. The same resulted when I removed NOT preparation. I used “training 

instructional coaches,” which yielded zero results. Three results were yielded without the 

quotation marks. They were not helpful. Instructional coach preparation also yielded 

zero results. Teaching coaches how to coach resulted in one article about physical 

education coaches. I tried training coaches and continued to add the following to make 

the search more relevant as I found which terms to eliminate; NOT sports NOT physical 

education NOT parent NOT medical NOT athlete NOT diabetes NOT swim NOT 

basketball NOT football NOT run NOT health. The final result was 94 articles, most of 

which were not relevant. I changed the search to professional development AND coach, 

yielding 1,025 articles. I downloaded two articles, and requested access to another from 

Walden’s Document Delivery Service. The Boolean search term professional 
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development of coaches resulted in 66 sources. I chose three of them. When I returned to 

this search on May 30, 2016, I added NOT physical education to that search term and 

received 47 articles. I chose four more articles. 

The search for articles concerning professional development for teachers began on 

May 15, 2016. I chose the Boolean search terms training teachers NOT new NOT 

preparation, without full text and received 22,571 results. With full text the results were 

narrowed to 15,360. I chose one article, and decided to narrow the search further. The 

next search was training teachers NOT new NOT preparation NOT pre-service NOT 

initial, without full text, which yielded 12,756 results. I chose four. When I returned to 

the search on May 30, 2016 I limited it to full text. I chose two additional results. Many 

of the articles were not applicable to this project.  

After perusing the articles, it became clear that adult learning theory would be a 

foundational theory for the creation of the professional development. I began a search for 

adult learning theory on May 15, 2016 with full text, and received 2,374 results. The 

search was not limited by years because it concerned theory, not current research studies. 

I downloaded four articles. After reading them, I searched for adult learning theory AND 

Knowles (author) with full text and received one result, which was useful. On May 29, 

2016 I searched adult learning theory AND principals for 2011–2016, full text, peer-

edited. It yielded seven results, one of which I already had, and the others were not 

useful. I searched for adult learning theory AND teachers and received 187 results. I only 

downloaded four, as many were irrelevant. Adult learning theory AND literacy coaches 

yielded zero results. Adult learning theory AND coaches yielded one, which I selected. 
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Searching for andragogy peer reviewed, full text, 2011–2016 yielded 882 resources, and 

I chose one.  

The theoretical framework below is focused on andragogy, which is a component 

of adult learning theory. The literature review is broken up into training administrators, 

training literacy coaches, and training teachers. Although all three groups are adult 

learners, their needs are definitely different. Finally, I included information concerning 

evaluations of each of these three groups, because that information is also vital to making 

learning meaningful for these adults. 

Theoretical Framework 

 Andragogy is attributed to Knowles (Malik, 2016). Knowles stated the importance 

of the adult learner having control over his or her own learning, and input in the learning 

process (Knowles, 1973). Zepeda, Parylo, and Bengtson (2014) suggested that anyone 

creating professional development for principals use adult learning theory to do so. 

Matsumura et al. (2012) stressed the importance cited in the professional literature “of 

gaining unambiguous buy-in from stakeholders” (p. 226) when creating change. 

Promoting buy in from the stakeholders will be instrumental throughout this section.  

Weber-Mayer, Piasta, and Yeager (2015), in their study analyzing the 

questionnaires of 263 early childhood educators, based, in part, on the theory of 

andragogy, concluded the importance of considering what adults already know, have 

experienced, and are able to do when training them. These authors suggested 

differentiating professional development (Weber-Mayer et al., 2015). Giannoukos, Besas, 

Galiropouluos, and Hioctour (2015) wrote about strategies for teaching and engaging the 
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adult learner. They suggested providing the opportunity for teamwork, using rapid 

questioning to prevent boredom, having clear learning goals, and utilizing visually 

stimulating technology to engage the adult learner (Giannoukos et al., 2015). The authors 

also noted the importance of gaining the trust of the participants and using the principles 

of andragogy to teach (Giannoukos et al., 2015).  

Green and Ballard (2011) who studied the implementation of a Professional 

Development School cited, “Ownership, Modeling, Teamwork, and Application of 

Course-Based Pedagogy” (p. 18) as reasons for the success of their intern training model. 

Dernova (2015) analyzed research papers concerning adult experiential learning, 

concluding that the learners’ experiences are vital components of their learning and that it 

is a cycle including reflection. These characteristics are consistent with elements of adult 

learning theory.  

Training Administrators 

One group of adults for whom andragogy is important is school administrators (in 

this case principals and assistant principals). As administrators are often experienced 

educators, even new principals bring with them background knowledge, skills, and 

experiences that must be acknowledged to teach them effectively. Gill (2012) highlighted 

the importance of mentoring and professional development for principals. Khan, Ahmad, 

Ali, and Fayyaz-ur-Rehman (2011) studied 170 principals, 850 students, and 340 

teachers. Their analysis of questionnaires, interviews, school records, and observations 

suggests that if principals are trained well, student achievement increases (Khan et al., 

2011).  
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Zepeda et al. (2014) completed a cross-case analysis study of four school districts 

in which they interviewed principals, superintendents, assistant/deputy superintendents, 

and human resources directors concerning professional development. These researchers 

found that principals appreciated professional development that was relevant and focused 

on solving problems (Zepeda et al., 2014). Zepeda et al. highlighted the problem that the 

amount of self direction principals can have in their own learning when engaging in 

district professional development is limited. However, the authors still suggested that 

anyone who provides professional development for principals focus on allowing learning 

that is self directed (Zepeda et al., 2014).  

Graham, Desmond, and Zinsser (2014) completed a mixed-method study of the 

training of principals from elementary and secondary schools in two states in the 

northeast. The authors highlighted the importance of principal support for counseling 

programs (which can be extrapolated to principal support for other programs, such as 

literacy coaching), and wanted to learn more about how well the training for principals 

was working (Graham et al., 2014). Graham et al. discussed the importance of fostering 

collaboration between the administrators and those who were educating the counselors 

(for the purposes of this study this is comparable to administrators and literacy coaches 

respectively).  

In an article by Wise and Zwiers (2013) detailing action research completed by 

instructional coaches in Guatemala, one coach said, “. . . I have learned that you cannot 

just show up at a school, demonstrate a new teaching strategy to two or three willing 

teachers, and leave. You must involve everyone in the process” (p. 75). This statement 
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helps to highlight the importance of including the principal in literacy coaching training. 

Principals need to understand what the purpose of literacy coaching is, how they can best 

use the coaches in their schools, and that they (the principals) too are learners in how to 

increase student learning in reading, not just the teachers.  

Huff, Preston, and Goldring (2013) completed a study involving 24 principals 

who received coaching. The coaching sessions were audio recorded and transcribed, and 

then the transcripts of several principals whose coaches said they did well and several 

whose coaches said they did not were purposefully selected for further analysis on a 0- to 

3-point scale (Huff et al., 2013). Huff et al. found several coaching strategies to be 

particularly effective with principals: asking specific questions about feedback principals 

had received, role playing different situations, discussing principals’ concerns and 

reflections, and following up on previous discussions about action plans. 

Reardon (2011) found that principals being learning centered in their leadership 

styles was more predictive of student reading scores than students’ socioeconomic status. 

Using literacy coaches to enhance the principals’ ability to be learning centered could 

prove to be particularly useful for students who are of a lower socioeconomic status. Sala 

et al. (2013) studied a mentoring program for principals. They noted that principals have 

difficult jobs and many responsibilities. The authors stated that the nature of the 

principals’ jobs can make mentoring principals challenging. Additionally, Sala et al. 

found that because mentors and principals did not meet often in the most official 

capacity, some of them did not place much value on the project. Carving out time for 
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principals and literacy coaches to meet, especially when that is not the main focus of 

literacy coaches, is also challenging, but would be well worth the effort.  

Bouchamma and Michaud (2014) completed a study concerning four 

administrators, three vice principals, and one department head who participated in 

professional communities of practice. The authors stated that, “It is important to articulate 

good preparation for principals regarding the management of change” (Bouchamma & 

Michaud, 2014, p. 80). Literacy coaching is certainly an example of change. Therefore, 

principals need to be involved in the literacy coaching process.  

Miller (2013) expressed the importance of giving principals professional 

development targeted to areas they need to work on. This statement supports the use of 

school data in training principals. When training principals about literacy coaching, 

connecting their training to deficit areas in the reading scores of their students hopefully 

makes the training more immediately meaningful to them. Making the training more 

meaningful creates more buy in to the training and literacy coaching. Zimmerman (2011) 

noted that principals need to look within and see how ready they are to implement 

changes in their schools before they can start to do so. Explicitly guiding principles in 

that process would be a beneficial activity in their professional development. 

In the transcripts from data analysis in Section 2, the Administration code from 

Literacy Coaching Looks Like was coded 11 times in six (out of nine) transcripts. The 

Administration code from Not Successful (What contributed negatively) was coded once 

in one transcript. These codes, in addition to the effect literacy coaching has on 
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administrators in Section 1 supports the decision to have administrators trained on 

literacy coaching in this project.  

Training Literacy Coaches 

In the data analysis in Section 2, there were 28 instances in eight out of nine 

participant transcripts noting Change Coaching from Ideal Situation, 27 instances of 

Disagree with structure from Literacy Coaching Looks Like in eight transcripts, and 12 

instances of What do you do from Literacy Coaching Looks Like in five transcripts. 

Additionally, in Not Successful (Resource) 30 instances of Lack of Resource were in eight 

transcripts, and 35 instances of Poorly implemented or disliked resource existed in all 

nine transcripts. Despite these negatives, all nine teachers expressed a desire for help 

under the code Teaching Mindset (Want help), in 37 instances. Teachers want help from 

coaches. Therefore, it is not only important to train administrators concerning literacy 

coaching, it is imperative that coaches are trained in how to coach effectively.  

Huff et al. (2013) found that even though the coaches of the principals in their 

study were trained in the same manner, they coached quite differently. This highlights the 

importance of uniform training for coaches. Without it, it would stand to reason that their 

coaching would be even more diverse. Diversity in coaching is important when it comes 

to the needs of the learner, but the overall coaching skills should be the same—meaning 

even though coaches should coach every individual differently, anyone receiving 

coaching should receive the same level of quality. Leadership coaches and literacy 

coaches are certainly different, but they can both help the administrator to make 
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improvements. Therefore, it is appropriate to consider the training of literacy coaches and 

the coaches who more often work closely with principals.  

Wise and Hammack (2011) conducted a survey of principals to find out what their 

leadership coaches do that work for them, as it related to coaching competencies and best 

practices. The authors then created an assessment instrument about coaching, which 

included the relationship between the coach and principal, effective communication, 

enabling the principal to learn and improve performance, and using best practices (Wise 

& Hammack, 2011). It is imperative that coaches be trained on how to focus on these 

areas when working with principals.  

Hunt and Handsfield (2013) conducted a qualitative study of seven first-year 

literacy coaches who received professional development. Using constant comparative 

analysis, Hunt and Hansfield analyzed the interviews and observations of three specific 

participants. They found that literacy coaching was often an emotional job, and therefore 

suggested that when training literacy coaches, attention be given to the emotional and 

challenging nature of literacy coaching (Hunt & Handsfield, 2013). One of the challenges 

outlined in this article is the dichotomy of proving their expertise while still being 

supportive and gaining the trust of teachers (Hunt & Handsfield, 2013). Validating the 

difficulties associated with their position should be an important component of any 

literacy coaching training. 

Massey (2012) conducted a study of literacy coaches’ perceptions of how well 

they influenced how teachers taught. Massey found that literacy coaches attributed 

teacher change to professional development, modeling, observing, giving feedback, 
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meeting as a grade level, and collaborating. Reba (2014) conducted a study involving 75 

teachers and 750 trainees in which surveys and interviews were completed to study how 

well teachers were learning at ten different regional teacher learning institutes and five 

education and research institutes. The results of Reba’s study pointed to using multiple 

ways of teaching that are up to date and learner centered. It is important to include these 

aspects of coaching in professional development for literacy coaches.  

Walpole, McKenna, and Morrill (2011) offered insights from their experiences 

training literacy coaches for 6 years in 153 elementary schools in Georgia. The authors 

honed their strategies throughout the process and came to several important conclusions 

about how to best train literacy coaches. They stressed the importance of differentiating 

training for coaches, building the knowledge base of the coaches through different 

strategies such as “readings; lesson planning; lesson observation; analysis of data; and 

targeted discussions with teachers, peers, principals, mentors, and outsiders” (Walpole et 

al., 2011, p. 278). They also stressed the importance of referencing literacy and policy 

research, having a focused purpose (such as improving a certain type of instruction), and 

the trainer constantly reflecting on what is and is not working (Walpole et al., 2011, p. 

278). Though literacy coaches are certainly teachers, training teachers is different, and so 

requires its own section. 

Training Teachers 

 Fitzgerald and Theilheimer (2013) found in their qualitative study that teachers 

desire professional development when it applies to their needs. Teachers preferred when 

they had an opportunity to help choose the kind of professional development they were 
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going to receive (Fitzgerald & Theilheimer, 2013). Even though I could not fully allow 

choice by teachers or the other receivers of the professional development due to the fact 

that I had to create it ahead of time for the purpose of this doctoral project, I built in 

several opportunities for participants to identify areas they would like to focus on. I also 

allowed for a certain degree of choice within the training.  

The project data further support the provision of choice to teachers in professional 

development. For example, Lily, one of the participants in the qualitative phase of the 

study, expressed her frustration regarding being trained yet again on the Gradual Release 

Model. She felt she already understood it, and that the coach probably did not choose that 

topic. As a sub theme of the analysis was Teachers want their professional time to be 

respected, it was imperative that the training be as relevant and full of information as 

possible.  

Dozier (2014) expressed the importance of “issues and questions that address 

practical matters to help teachers implement new practices” (p. 234). Though Dozier 

highlighted the importance of giving teachers choice in their learning, she also stated that 

sometimes professional development has to be mandated, especially when a large-scale 

change is being implemented. Finally, Dozier expressed the importance of keeping 

certain things in mind while creating mandatory professional development, such as being 

willing to learn from the teachers receiving the training, and to consider how one is 

structuring the professional development (e.g., allowing teachers to collaborate to solve 

problems and making connections to their classrooms).  
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Hoveid and Honerod Hoveid (2013) highlighted the value of having teachers read 

texts as part of their professional development, because it can help them to think critically 

about their practice. The inclusion of readings can be a good way to support trainer 

statements in professional development. This strategy should not be limited to the 

training of teachers, but also be included in the training of coaches and administrators.  

In the analysis of four transcripts from Section 2, teachers indicated nine times 

that they felt overwhelmed, coded within Teaching Mindset (Teachers Overwhelmed). 

All nine teachers referenced Asking for help, for a total of 21 references from Literacy 

Coaching Looks Like. Teachers will definitely benefit from training that helps them 

understand coaching better. Additionally, all three groups of learners will benefit from a 

connection to their evaluations. 

Evaluations in Engle County 

 As relevant, practical knowledge is valued by adult learners, I also researched 

how these different stakeholders are evaluated. I am not involved in evaluating them in 

any capacity, but will show these adult learners that the training provided can help them 

to address components of their evaluations. I hope making this connection will make the 

training more meaningful and create the most buy in. Administrators, literacy coaches, 

and teachers are evaluated differently, but all three groups have evaluations that tie 

significantly to this training.  

 Administrator evaluations. Twenty out of 49 descriptors (40.82%) within the 10 

Florida Principal Leadership Standards can be addressed through quality use of literacy 

coaches (FLDOE, 2016h). One such descriptor is, “Provides resources and time and 
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engages faculty in effective individual and collaborative professional learning throughout 

the year” (FLDOE, 2016h). Engle County uses evidence-based evaluations. Showing the 

principals how they can provide evidence of meeting almost 41% of their state 

descriptors will certainly be useful to them. 

 Literacy coach evaluations. Fourteen out of 19 of the indicators on the 

Appraisal Form for literacy coaches will be addressed in the training (Appraisal Form, 

2016). These 14 indicators make up 73.68% of this portion of the evaluation for literacy 

coaches. An example of one of these indicators is, “The teacher specialist/instructional 

coach creates and facilitates a safe environment for teacher learning, building trust, 

encouraging open communication, and providing appropriate feedback” (Appraisal Form, 

2016). I obtained access to this document by emailing one of the literacy coaches I know 

in the county (I. Rossellini, personal communication, 2016).  

 Teacher evaluations. The Alachua County Public Schools Instructional 

Framework (Alachua County Public Schools: Just-4-Teachers, 2016) is used by 

principals in their evaluation of teachers. Making use of a literacy coach is directly 

relatable to 11 out of 20 indicators in this framework. These 11 indicators constitute 55% 

of the principals’ evaluations of teachers. One of these related indicators is, “The teacher 

views himself/herself as a member of a professional learning community (PLC) with a 

focus on collaboration with colleagues to support the continuous improvement of the 

school’s goals and outcomes and to foster mutual professional development” (Alachua 

County Public Schools: Just-4-Teachers, 2016).  
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Conclusion 

Fitzgerald (2013) and Theilheimer put it well when they said, “Teachers who 

truly work as a team…share a perspective on children and a common plan for their work 

with children” (p. 105). Providing professional development to all three stakeholders will 

increase the likelihood of administrators, coaches, and teachers having a shared vision for 

how to approach reading instruction with their students. This teamwork will benefit all 

individuals involved, both on measurable and immeasurable indicators. 

Implementation 

Ideally, all the administrators, literacy coaches, and reading teachers of the 10 

elementary schools with literacy coaches will participate in this training, as literacy 

coaching in Engle County is expensive and the goal is for consistency system wide 

(Dozier, 2014). The total number of attendees will be 20 administrators (10 principals 

and 10 assistant principals), 13 literacy coaches, and 252 teachers (Alachua County 

Public Schools, 2016; K. Walker, personal communication, September 6, 2016; 

September 9, 2016). These numbers are based on current numbers, which are constantly 

in flux for various reasons.  

Potential Resources and Existing Supports 

One existing support is the fact that literacy coaching is already an established 

and funded endeavor in Engle County. Additional money is now being funneled into 

literacy coaching as well. That makes it considerably easier to argue that this additional 

professional development will be worthwhile.  
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I am an ELA Teacher Leader for my school’s intermediate grade levels, and was 

selected as one of two ELA fourth grade teacher leaders to help develop the fourth grade 

pacing guide for the district. That means I have already shown the Supervisor of 

Elementary Curriculum (who also works closely with the literacy coaches) that I have 

skills and knowledge of value, and the ability to collaborate with others. I get along with 

several of the reading coaches (and do not know/have not worked with the others). Of the 

20 administrators in the professional development group, I have worked with two 

recently, and currently work with one other. I have a positive relationship with all three 

of them, and they may be able to better see value in what I am doing, possibly spreading 

that opinion to other administrators. One of the other current administrators was the 

literacy coach who inspired this study. Although we have a positive professional 

relationship, if she realizes this fact it could either become awkward or be flattering for 

her, as I acknowledge that I learned a great deal from her. Finally, I attended a conference 

in New York City with the director of professional development, and we were able to 

work together nicely. Having her know who I am has shown to be helpful, as she has 

expressed interest in utilizing some of the professional development I created.  

Potential Barriers 

Cost is certainly a barrier. However, principals will receive no compensation as it 

would be required as part of their job. Coaches will not receive compensation for the 

same reason if conducted during their normal work hours. That being said, it would cost 

$22,680 to train all 252 teachers. This value is based upon the lower $15 an hour that 

teachers can be paid for attending professional development. However, if this were 
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completed during a teacher workday or were split during several Wednesdays (days with 

early release where a larger portion of the afternoon is set aside for the purpose of 

professional development), it would lower or eliminate these costs. Another option is 

only inviting one team leader from every applicable grade level/department per school, 

which would reduce the number of teachers from 252 to 64. This would reduce the 

overall cost to $5,760. Copies of handouts, chart paper, markers, sticky notes, and 

refreshments would be other costs to consider.  

Time is a competing barrier with cost. It is already difficult for principals and the 

district to schedule professional development during the work day while still providing 

teachers with their contractual rights. Therefore, administrators will either need to forego 

training they already wanted to do, or pay the extra money to hold the training on a day 

teachers do not usually work. If administrators chose to hold the training during the 

teaching day, substitutes will comprise an alternate cost. 

Location is another factor to consider. Although plenty of appropriate locations 

exist district wide, coordinating the reservation of one or several locations could prove 

difficult. Especially challenging is providing a central location that is convenient to most 

attendees.  

Additionally, resistance to change is a potential barrier. Administrators, literacy 

coaches, and teachers may believe they are already doing their best and not welcome new 

ideas. Or, they may see this as just another training, and be unwilling to participate 

meaningfully or at all.  
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I often voice my opinions to district stakeholders, whether on behalf of the union 

or personally, and that means I often disagree with them. That could potentially cause a 

bias on their part, which may cause them to dismiss my request to provide this 

professional development, despite seeing professional value in it. However, we treat each 

other professionally, so hopefully that will continue.  

Proposal for Implementation and Timetable 

I will email the head of professional development and ask her if/how she would 

like to implement these trainings. If she determines they are useful to her purposes, she 

will place the trainings on the online calendar/signup portal. I will then invite all potential 

attendees. I will complete the training with each group, and each group will participate in 

a Google Classroom as a follow up. I will create an individual classroom for each group, 

so that even though everyone will be expected to conduct themselves professionally, each 

group will be able to more easily and comfortably express concerns or frustrations. 

Principals and teachers will also need to submit proof of collaboration with a literacy 

coach, and literacy coaches will need to submit proof of collaboration with each of their 

administrators as well as teachers. This proof could be in the form of a narrative, or as 

copies of emails, notes, or collaboratively created artifacts; either submitted to me or 

posted on the Google Classroom.  

Ideally, these trainings would have been completed by the end of preplanning in 

August, 2016, so that all stakeholders could have been on the same page from the 

beginning of the school year. The next best option is to complete the trainings as soon as 

possible. It does not matter which group is trained first. I will, however, keep track of 
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anything I learn from one group that I may need to use to revise or at least inform the 

other group(s) about. Participation in the Google Classroom and submission of proof of 

collaboration will not be complete until the end of the 2016–2017 school year, to provide 

time for meaningful collaboration between trainees. 

Roles and Responsibilities of Student and Others  

All participants will be responsible for attending their group’s training and 

completing both portions of the follow up. They will fill out a 3-question survey at the 

end of the training for me, about what I could have done better and what worked. To 

receive points for this training, they will also need to fill out the standard county survey 

about the training. Additionally, they will be responsible for being engaged learners. 

Finally, they will be expected to bring a laptop and to treat each other (and me) 

professionally and with confidentiality.  

I will be responsible for being a reflective teacher. I will also be responsible for 

maintaining confidentiality of things I may hear about certain schools, students, or 

employees. Finally, I will need to make myself available to answer questions, provide 

information, and maintain the Google Classroom after the trainings are finished.  

Project Evaluation  

I will know what works and does not through several different means. Firstly, I 

will be a reflective teacher. I will observe the trainees and make note of any important 

thoughts or questions I have or that they bring to me. They will also take the post-

workshop survey (see Appendix A) and the county’s survey, which I will reflect upon. 

Additionally, I could send the same survey I did for data collection for this doctoral 
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project to the teacher trainees at the end of the 2016–2017 school year, and run the same 

type of analysis on it, then compare the values to the previous ones. That would not be a 

statistical match, but the comparison could still provide useful information. At the end of 

the year I could also ask all participants if they thought that literacy coaching contributed 

to student gains and if they thought the training contributed to those gains. If it was 

shown to be useful, I would keep the Google Classrooms running and discuss potential 

additional trainings to be conducted, such as the same training for new administrators, 

coaches, and teachers at these schools. Another option would be shorter, refresher school-

based meetings with administrators, coaches, and teachers together for each school.  

The evaluation is goal-based. The justification for a goal-based evaluation is so 

that everyone knows what the goal is, and if it is not met I can make necessary 

adjustments. These goals also align with school improvement plan goals. The goal is for 

administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers to be actively and successfully involved in 

literacy coaching, for it to contribute to student success in language arts, and for it to 

increase standardized test scores in language arts. I have no specific number in mind, 

however, which is why performance-based is not appropriate here. The overall evaluation 

goals are to see how literacy coaching can be made better year after year in Engle 

County. The key stakeholders are the administrators, coaches, teachers, students, and the 

district. 
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Implications Including Social Change 

Local Community  

This project addresses the needs of four types of learners: administrators, literacy 

coaches, teachers, and students. Though their needs are different, the overall goal for 

them is the same. This goal is consistent with the one that families and the community 

have—to create the best readers and writers possible.  

Through this project, administrators will become more informed as to the purpose 

of literacy coaches in their schools. Administrators will learn how to function better 

within the system at their school, for the betterment of teacher instruction and student 

learning. Ideally, administrators will increase their familiarity with best practices in 

reading. This familiarity will affect their professional growth in that it will require more 

collaboration and time management on their part, to make time for the literacy coaches. 

Administrators will be exposed to some potential literacy coach and teacher perspectives 

to remind them how complex literacy coaching is. 

Literacy coaches will learn to better collaborate with administrators and teachers. 

These coaches will hear about how to make the best use of their time to satisfy teacher 

and student needs. They will see some of the administrator and especially teacher points 

of view supported by the literature and data analysis. Hopefully this will remind the 

literacy coaches to consider multiple perspectives as they coach.  

Teachers will learn the purpose of their literacy coaches and how to best make use 

of this resource. These teachers will be exposed to the opinions of other teachers through 

the data analysis, and coach and administrator perspectives in order to better accept the 
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assistance they are offered. In doing so teachers will improve their instruction and student 

achievement.  

If these trainings are successful, perhaps Engle County will consider expanding 

the model of the project to other subjects such as math and science. It could also 

encompass additional grade levels. Perhaps the district will further embrace what its 

current employees have to offer and look within for improvements, instead of seeking 

outside help. 

Far-Reaching  

In the larger context, the completion of this study and project, though small in 

scope and limited, will contribute to the body of knowledge concerning literacy coaching 

and teacher perceptions of it. The project could also contribute to bodies of knowledge 

concerned with collaboration between adults. This research and project could encourage 

administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers involved to become more critical thinkers, 

and perhaps seek how they can make improvements to themselves and the school system 

through higher education or increased collaboration.  

 
Conclusion 

This project consists of 3 days of professional development, one each for 

administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers in Engle County. The purpose of the 

professional development is to improve the implementation of literacy coaching in Engle 

County, and is built upon adult learning theory, professional literature concerning literacy 

coaching and adult learners in the education system, as well as my research and data 
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analysis. The implementation of the project faces several barriers, including cost, time, 

and resistance to change. However, it also has the potential to improve the work of many 

professionals in Engle County, and the reading skills of many students. This project 

contributes to the professional literature on literacy coaching, and could have far-reaching 

benefits. Section 4 will contain a critique of this project and of myself as a learner. 

Finally, it will contain more about social change and future research.  
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Section 4: Reflections and Conclusions 

Introduction 

In this section, I discuss the strengths and limitations of the project, and other 

directions I could have taken with this project. I also discuss what I have learned about 

scholarship, project development and evaluation, and leadership and change. I  reflect on 

my role as a scholar, practitioner, and project developer. Finally, I detail the project’s 

capacity to create social change, the value of my current research, and the role this 

research can play in future projects. 

Project Strengths 

The 3 days of professional development I created have several strengths in 

addressing teacher concerns about the current implementation of literacy coaching in 

Engle County and their suggestions for how it should be implemented, as indicated in my 

findings. The 3 days of professional development allow me to address three important 

groups of stakeholders. The project also incorporates opportunities for participants to 

make choices, meaningful research from Engle County itself, and the opportunity to 

problem solve. Finally, it facilitates ongoing collaboration. 

Administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers are arguably the most important 

participants in making literacy coaching a success. Therefore, the inclusion of all three 

groups in my trainings is a strength. As my findings and research indicated, without 

administrator buy in, support, respect, and understanding, literacy coaches cannot do their 

jobs and teachers cannot make meaningful instructional changes. Likewise, if literacy 

coaches do not build relationships with administrators and teachers, the coaches will not 
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accomplish as much as they otherwise could. The building of these relationships includes 

understanding what teachers want from them, regardless of how uncomfortable that 

conversation may be. Teachers need to know that the value of literacy coaching is 

supported by research, that the coaches are not there to spy on them, and that expressing 

what they need from a coach is helpful. Educating all three groups of stakeholders will 

not result in identical literacy coaching implementation throughout worksites. However, 

this education will allow for stakeholders to make better informed decisions that will 

result in better coaching for each unique context (Atteberry & Bryk, 2011). 

All three groups will be provided with the opportunity to make choices within 

their day of training. Choice is important for all learners, especially adult learners 

because they bring so many experiences with them (Weber-Mayer et al., 2015). All 

learners will choose their own goals for what they want to glean from the training. In 

addition, they will choose how they want to implement literacy coaching in the upcoming 

year. Choice will also be involved in what they choose to share and discuss with the 

group. Similarly, being able to choose part of what they read allows them to focus on 

what they most want to learn about, and hopefully they will be more willing to read from 

the required readings.  

 As the ability of participants to make choices increases the meaningfulness of the 

trainings, so does the presentation of data analysis from surveys and interviews 

conducted in Engle County with Engle County teachers. Reading about studies outside 

the county is useful, but it is more meaningful for trainees to hear information about their 

own county. The information is immediately applicable to them and supports the purpose 
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of having a training, because it shows room for improvement. The survey and interview 

data also specify which areas could use improvement, while also showing that literacy 

coaching as a whole is not ineffective, because individual literacy coaching components 

are viewed between neutral and effective.  

 Solving problems is one way improvements can be made. Dozier (2014) 

mentioned problem solving as a valuable component of teacher professional 

development. The role playing activities in each of the trainings provide opportunities to 

solve problems. The use of role playing in principal training has been shown to be 

valuable (Huff et al., 2013). By allowing participants to practice their own roles and 

experiment with taking on the roles of those with whom they might have a conflict, 

administrators, coaches, and teachers can try out solutions in a safe space that is low 

stakes. Although the situations are different for each group, they involve common 

problems identified in the literature and in my data analysis, such as teacher resistance, 

administrator misallocation of coaches, and coaches not observing teachers. Going 

through these scenarios will make learners more successful when they undoubtedly 

encounter similar situations in real life.  

 Role playing is only one example of the collaboration fostered by this 

professional development. Discussion among the participants and between the 

participants and myself will help all of us to learn more and continue to solve problems 

with literacy coaching in Engle County. This discussion is facilitated in person and online 

during the training. What may be most useful, however, is the opportunity for ongoing 

collaboration through the use of the Google Classrooms, and the follow up to document 
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meaningful interactions (collaboration) with one or two of the other groups involved. 

Collaboration is a goal for professionals in education, because it can enhance adult 

learning (Vygotsky, 1978). Although this project has many potential strengths, it has 

limitations as well, which will be discussed in the next section.  

Recommendations for Remediation of Limitations 

Several aspects of the project limit its effectiveness. One aspect is that there is 

only one face to face day of training for each group involved. The implementation plan 

also does not include a monitoring strategy for success, Engle County data that come 

from the administrators or literacy coaches, nor direct district involvement. Finally, the 

project does not specify a common goal for everyone. 

By being a single day of training, it does not allow for as much choice, reflection, 

or ongoing guided learning as multiple trainings would. Having meetings throughout the 

year would allow for differentiating instruction to meet the changing needs of the 

participants. Ongoing professional development would also help the participants to feel a 

sense of responsibility to something greater than their own roles or schools, since we 

would be meeting on multiple occasions. To remedy this limitation, several trainings 

could be held throughout the year, perhaps once a quarter. 

Another shortcoming of the project is that I have not created a plan for monitoring 

the success of the implementation of literacy coaching, so it will be easier for participants 

to return to business as usual, instead of making meaningful changes. Participants may be 

more likely to simply go through the motions necessary to complete their follow up and 

receive their professional development points. Or participants may leave the day of 
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training with the best intentions of making changes, but become caught up in the stress of 

the year and stagnate. This weakness could be addressed by identifying several areas of 

literacy coaching to collect data on, and require submission and analysis of data 

throughout the year.  

Although these trainings include meaningful data and analyses from teachers in 

Engle County, I did not collect data from literacy coaches or administrators. Having this 

additional information could make the trainings more meaningful for everyone, 

especially the coaches and administrators. It could provide additional insight into how 

literacy coaching is implemented as a whole, and further tailor the role playing scenarios 

to the needs of the participants. Including additional data from literacy coaches and 

administrators would cause a delay in the implementation of any trainings, because data 

collection and analysis take time. However, it might be worth the wait. 

 In addition to administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers, decision makers from 

the district level could benefit from knowing more about how literacy coaching is 

working, and how it should be working. These people include administrator, coach, and 

teacher supervisors, the director of professional development, the superintendent, and 

school board members who make decisions as to how to allocate money in Engle County. 

Including these individuals could create more accountability for the administrators, 

literacy coaches, and teachers. It could also help the others to make better informed 

decisions concerning the use of literacy coaches. Inviting these stakeholders to the 

trainings is one way to remediate this limitation. Another is to hold a separate training for 
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these stakeholders. Convening these stakeholders together may provide them with a 

unique opportunity to discuss systemic challenges. 

The final limitation is the project’s lack of a common goal for student outcomes. 

Although not having a common goal can be a strength which allows the training 

participants to shape goals that are meaningful to them and the specific needs of their 

schools, it can also be a weakness in that the participants could walk away with 

misconceptions as to what would be best for literacy coaching. The existence or creation 

of a common goal could focus all participants on the same concept and possibly result in 

more ideas for improving literacy coaching at all the schools in which it is present.  

Alternate Ways to Address the Problem 

I have already discussed several alternate ways to address the problem, phrased as 

ways to improve the limitations of the current project. In this section I will focus on two 

additional ways to address the problem. They are an online course and a series of site-

based trainings. 

Engle County uses a website called Canvas to provide online courses. Creating 

one comprehensive course for administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers may be 

beneficial. Access to an online course would allow participants to learn when and where 

they are most comfortable, and to access the information again in the same format when 

necessary. It could also allow for more accountability for participants along the way if 

they were required to submit their thoughts, responses to role-playing scenarios, and 

goals throughout. An added benefit of providing a course is that it could be archived and 
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used again for individuals moving into new roles that now require an understanding of 

literacy coaching. 

Another option would be a series of site-based trainings. In this scenario I would 

train at each site with all administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers together. It would 

probably be best to still begin separately with the current project, to address job specific 

concerns. The initial trainings could be followed up however by shorter site-based 

trainings to facilitate problem solving at the school level. Perhaps one Wednesday 

afternoon (the early release days that are earmarked for trainings) a month or every 2 

months, an hour or two could be set aside for this purpose. This model could be further 

differentiated to separate primary and intermediate teachers. The literacy coach and an 

administrator would need to be at both trainings, but the principal and assistant principal 

could either attend both or assign themselves each to one training. Fostering an 

environment of collaboration at the school level, if successful, would undoubtedly make 

literacy coaching more successful. Before and throughout the creation of the project, I 

learned a great deal about scholarship. I will discuss that acquisition in the next section. 

Scholarship 

 I learned that though there is a beginning to scholarship, there is no end. 

Scholarship involves critical thinking, research, and theory. It also includes 

implementation and being ethical. 

 To take part in scholarship, one has to be a thinker—questioning what is not 

working, wondering about what is possible, making comparisons, and asking why. 

However, the difference between being merely a philosopher (though noble) and a 
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scholar is seeking information to support one’s thinking. This information should be in 

the form of IRB-approved research, peer-reviewed articles, and supported theories.  

 It is not enough to think and seek knowledge—the scholar must do something 

with these things. Thoughts, questions, and knowledge must be shared, or they are not a 

part of scholarship. Sharing can come in the form of a lecture, an article, or a 

conversation. It can spark collaboration. In this scholarly sharing, it is vital to keep ethics 

in mind. Research should be conducted responsibly, to minimize negative effects on 

research participants and to maintain their confidentiality or anonymity. Credit must be 

given to those whose research, ideas, and words are used by the scholar. Ultimately, 

scholarship should be aimed at making the world a better place, not simply to satiate 

one’s own curiosity.  

Project Development and Evaluation 

I have not only learned significantly about scholarship, but I have learned about 

project development and evaluation. Namely, that it is a lot of work. It is not enough to 

tell someone the information. The developer must consider the learners, the goals, and the 

potential barriers. Likewise, evaluating the project requires several things. 

It is important to get to know the learners. This familiarization can be through 

general means such as researching the general group (e.g., adult learners) or more 

specifically by surveying the learners themselves. Both of these methods provide 

necessary information for the creator of the project, preventing learner resistance and 

increasing learner understanding.  
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In addition, a project developer needs to have clear goals in mind. Otherwise, the 

developer and the learner waste their time. Without a clear goal, the project cannot be 

maximally beneficial, instead being simply a conglomeration of knowledge. By having a 

goal, both the developer and the learner know what to focus on and how to better monitor 

success. 

Finally, plenty of barriers exist. Cost, time, and infrastructure are general barriers 

for most if not all projects. Then, every project has its own additional potential barriers, 

such as resistance to change, bias against the project or developer, and unexpected 

problems such as technical difficulties.  

Not only can the creation of the project be challenging, but so can the evaluation. 

The project developer must evaluate the effectiveness of the project, both while 

implementing it and afterwards. Before and during implementation, it is the responsibility 

of the developer to evaluate the project critically, looking for weaknesses and how to 

address them. This critique can be done by consulting relevant literature, peers, and the 

learners themselves. After the project is implemented, two kinds of evaluation need to be 

done. For one, the developer should evaluate the project itself. For the other, she should 

evaluate the outcome/learners. In the following section I will discuss leadership and 

change, which I am now more prepared to engage in after developing and evaluating the 

project. 
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Leadership and Change 

In researching about administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers, who are all 

leaders in their own right, I learned that leadership and change are difficult. Changes do 

not happen overnight, and to be a leader, one is in a state of constant flux.  

Many people are resistant to change. Many leaders are told to make changes they 

do not believe in or agree with. Even when everyone involved is in agreement for making 

a change, often barriers can slow or stop the change. If change does happen, then the 

stakeholders in the change are responsible for maintaining it, or behavior will return to 

the status quo. 

Being a leader is more than being a manager (Gardner, 2007). In addition, 

leadership is not only facilitating change, but also reacting to it. This responsibility is 

especially obvious in education, where standards, structures, and funding change in the 

blink of an eye. Here I will transition to a discussion of myself in several roles. 

Analysis of Self as Scholar 

I learned several things about myself as a scholar. One is that I tend to just jump 

in. Another is that often I would rather be a practitioner or a philosopher. Finally, I 

confirmed that I am a smart and capable woman. 

Throughout my doctoral studies I have known that I could finish, and sometimes 

that meant staying in the moment and not thinking too far ahead. When going through 

Framework I got excited and tried to code too early. I did stop myself, return to the 

research, and make corrections to that method, however. Though I have found staying 

somewhat ignorant of every detail of what is coming up helpful in not becoming 
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overwhelmed in my scholarship to be beneficial, I also realize that I need to be very 

informed about the current step and the step that is directly ahead.  

Similar to jumping in is resisting research. Many times in writing this paper I 

wished I could just say something. Instead, I had to support it. Not only does doing so 

confirm that what I am saying is probably true, but it also allows me to learn. Sometimes 

I resist learning, as my students do, because it is more laborious than living in my 

comfort zone and confirming what I already know. But to be a scholar, I have to do more 

than that. I have proven to myself that I can read, understand, and make use of scholarly 

readings. I have learned to read in a scholarly way, able to find the most useful parts of an 

article for me, and use them. I like to do everything on my own, but scholarship has made 

that impossible. No one can be a scholar in a vacuum.  

Finally, I cannot say that I learned I am capable, but I confirmed it. I knew I could 

do it, although I had challenges and doubts along the way. Something I am still working 

on is feeling like an expert. I am an instinctual person, so when someone asks me why I 

am doing something, or what should be done, often I speak from the gut. Something I 

need to still work on as a scholar is being confident that I often know what I am talking 

about, and that I have the research to back it. I hope that I grow as a scholar after this 

program, and that I use some of the time I used to spend on learning for my Walden 

classes instead learning for myself.  

Analysis of Self as Practitioner 

As I am a scholar practitioner, the lines are a little blurred between the two 

independent roles. As a practitioner, I exhibit many of the same traits as I do in my 
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scholarship. However, as practitioner is more of an active role, I would like to discuss 

additional aspects of myself. As a practitioner, I am ethical and I am a hard worker.  

I protect the value of the work of others by giving appropriate credit. I have been 

transparent about my methods, and I protect the rights of my research participants by 

maintaining their confidentiality. Finally, I chose a topic of study that I was and am truly 

interested in.  

In addition to being ethical, I work very hard. I chose a mixed-methods study 

instead of a qualitative or a quantitative study. I also chose a large sample to work with. 

Granted, the response size was quite small, but I still had to attempt to contact all of 

them. I have worked on vacation, before work, after work, and on the weekends. This 

project required me to create three separate presentations and three Google Classrooms. 

Though I was able to duplicate several parts of those materials, it did necessitate me 

learning about three different groups of learners instead of one. 

Analysis of Self as Project Developer 

My analysis of myself as a project developer began in the previous section, as it is  

similar to the analysis of myself as a scholar and practitioner. All of the other character 

traits apply to this role as well. In addition, as a project developer I found myself to think 

carefully about my learners and to think realistically.  

When creating this project, I thought carefully about all three groups of learners. 

Although I stayed within a certain structure, I tailored each group’s training specifically 

to them. As someone who is often bored in trainings myself, I wanted to create something 

meaningful and bearable, if not pleasant for the participants. I brainstormed about 
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potential barriers to the implementation of the project. I included the Google Classroom 

so that hopefully the participants could continue learning with each other after the initial 

trainings were done.  

When thinking about the actual implementation of the project, I had to think about 

costs and barriers. I used what I knew about Engle County and its resources to try to 

figure out the most cost effective, practical way to inform what will potentially be 310 

faculty members. I knew that time is always limited and brainstormed ways to implement 

the trainings and still respect the needs of the administrators to do their own trainings. I 

also kept in mind the limitations I placed upon myself when I only had 1 day to train each 

group; namely, that even though I wanted to provide choice, I could only provide so 

much. Because I have to be prepared for them, their choices had to be limited within 

resources I could arrange ahead of time. In the next section I will discuss the project’s 

potential for social change.  

The Project’s Potential Effect on Social Change 

This doctoral project has the potential to create a substantial effect. First of all, it 

has already affected me. This project also has the potential to affect all the participants 

who waived anonymity, and the administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers who may 

attend the trainings. It can ultimately add to improved literacy instruction and increased 

knowledge for district level stakeholders. Finally, this project could be helpful to anyone 

implementing literacy coaching. 

Firstly, although least significantly for social change, this project has affected 

how I view literacy coaching. My research has expanded my understanding past my own 
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experiences. I am better prepared to receive literacy coaching (and other types of 

coaching). I better understand the purpose of literacy coaching, and the struggles of the 

coaches, administrators, and other teachers. This understanding can help me to benefit 

more from being coached, and to help others who are being coached or who are coaching.  

When the participants receive this study, they will hopefully also find value in it. I 

hope that this project helps them to feel validated in their feelings, and for them to have a 

new level of empathy for the literacy coaches. Ideally, this project will help them to make 

better use of their literacy coaching experiences in the future. 

If I do implement this training, I believe that the participants will be significantly 

affected. They will have insight into the perspectives of the other two groups. Hopefully 

this insight will cause them to view each other more as partners than potential obstacles. 

If the literacy coaching is going smoothly at a school, hopefully I can further increase the 

benefits. If it is not, I know I can show them how to make literacy coaching beneficial. 

Although I cannot force the participants to change, I think these trainings will make them 

want to change. Part of this change will be in basing more of their literacy coaching 

centered decisions in the research, and being more of a team. 

Once literacy coaching is implemented more successfully, students will be 

affected positively. Students will receive a solid base in literacy instruction in elementary 

school that will prepare them for learning in the future. If literacy coaching is shown to 

be more successful at these schools, perhaps it will be expanded to additional schools, 

and therefore additional students.  
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Before an expansion of literacy coaching can happen, district level stakeholders 

such as school board members and the superintendent need to be convinced of its value. I 

know that my research and data analysis will not only show them that literacy coaching is 

worth the money, but that it can be improved significantly for the benefit of students. 

Letting these stakeholders know that their current decisions are beneficial and that they 

can obtain more benefit from literacy coaching are positive effects. 

Finally, through this study, I can provide a degree of value to other scholars and 

practitioners concerned with the same issues involving literacy coaching outside Engle 

County or outside of Florida. Effective literacy coaching is all about relationships. 

Therefore, any ethical research on it can contribute meaningfully to the body of research 

on coaching.  

Implications, Applications, and Directions for Future Research 

As stated above, through this study, I contributed to the body of research 

concerning coaching, specifically literacy coaching. It corroborates other research and 

adds insight, especially that pertinent to Engle County. However, its limitations also 

provide potential directions for future research.  

This study supports what is established about literacy coaching in other studies. 

There is teacher resistance. There are complications concerning administration. The 

coaches have many different responsibilities. Also, the literacy coaching job description 

is quite nebulous. However, literacy coaching can also facilitate positive changes in 

teachers’ practices. It is a collaborative process of change that hinges on professional 

relationships.  
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In addition to supporting the established research, this project adds insight that I 

have not encountered in other research. Even though literacy coaching can seem to be 

working overall (as supported by the median satisfaction scores for each literacy 

coaching activity in the data analysis), serious fluctuations in the experiences of the 

individuals can exist (as supported by the analysis of the overall satisfaction scores for 

literacy coaching). This difference could cause literacy coaching stakeholders in various 

places to evaluate literacy coaching at their work sites in multiple ways, which can help 

to tailor improvements. 

I only attained the views of 22 elementary reading teachers in one county in 

Florida. Expanding the same research to other areas and other people would undoubtedly 

yield additional information, and information pertinent to the area being researched. In 

addition, including the literacy coaches and administrators as research participants would 

provide additional valuable data.  

Finally, it would be interesting and useful to conduct a case study of one school 

(and eventually more) in Engle County, delving deeply into the interactions between 

administrators, literacy coaches, teachers, and possibly students. It would be nearly 

impossible to control for literacy coaching as a variable in student success, but analyzing 

student data in tandem with literacy coaching would provide additional information. For 

such a case study, triangulation could be facilitated through collection of observations, 

interviews, focus groups, artifacts, and student data.  
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Conclusion 

 Although the number of participants in Phase 1 of the study and the timeline of 

the trainings are limited, these limitations can be addressed by making improvements to 

the 3 days of professional development, and by seeking additional information regarding 

the opinions of literacy coaches, administrators, and teachers concerning literacy 

coaching in Engle County. I have yielded pertinent data and created a practical project. 

This paper provides valuable information to those interested in learning more about what 

makes literacy coaching successful in the eyes of teachers. I have created a project that is 

useful for training administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers in Engle County. This 

project provides value to the Engle County education community and to the body of 

research concerning literacy coaching.  
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Appendix A: The Project 

Professional Development 

One-day training for administrators, literacy coaches, and elementary reading teachers at 

schools with literacy coaches, totaling 3 days of training. 

Introduction 

 This professional development is for three groups—administrators, literacy 

coaches, and teachers. Its purpose is to inform these three groups about the current state 

of literacy coaching in Engle County and to provide information about literacy coaching 

from the professional literature, to help them become better informed about what works 

in literacy coaching, and to encourage collaboration in this endeavor. The overall purpose 

is to make literacy coaching more equitable across the schools where it is present. The 

goals are for all three groups to be active and successful participants in the literacy 

coaching model, so that they grow professionally, help students improve their reading 

skills, and translate that into improved reading scores on the Florida Standards 

Assessment. Another goal is for them to create their own goals for making the most of 

literacy coaching in the future.  

 I have identified unique as well as overlapping learning outcomes for each group. 

Administrators, literacy coaches, and teachers should all understand the purpose of 

literacy coaching, how literacy coaching can affect their student data, the job description 

for literacy coaches in Engle County, my analysis of teacher opinions concerning the 

current literacy coaching model, and what successful literacy coaching looks like. Each 

group should also understand their own roles and the roles of the other two groups. 
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 The target audience is 20 administrators (10 principals and 10 assistant 

principals), 13 literacy coaches, and 252 teachers. These individuals are only from the 10 

schools who are assigned literacy coaches. Again, these groups will be taught separately.  

 This professional development consists of slides of information, discussion, 

collaboration, readings, critical thinking, use of data, and Google Classroom use. It is 

intended to be an open forum for questions and the sharing of thoughts. Reflection and 

goal setting will also be major components.  

Project Timeline 

 The 3 days of this project can be done in any order, as they are for three separate 

groups of people. Although information may be gained from one group that may be 

appropriate to share with another group, that is not a specific plan, and that information 

can easily be disseminated in the Google Classrooms.  

• 1 Day: For Administrators 

• 1 Day: For Literacy Coaches 

• 1 Day: For Teachers 

Necessary Materials 

• Attendees will need a laptop 

• All other physical materials will be provided 

• An open mind, willingness to share, and maintenance of confidentiality will be 

appreciated 
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Schedule for Administrators 

One Day: 8:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

8:00–9:00: 

• Introductions (myself and administrators); administrators will share the most 

rewarding and challenging thing about improving reading instruction at their 

school sites.  

• Concerns they have about reading instruction/literacy coaching at their site (Jot 

Thought). 

• Introduction of Google Classroom and worksheet (how presented material is 

consistent and inconsistent with their current schema). 

• Potential benefits of literacy coaching; why their buy in is beneficial.  

• Principal evaluation and tie to literacy coaching. 

9:00–10:00:   

• Findings from my research study.  

• School data review. Principals go through their reading data.  

• Discussion. 

• Goal setting. Principals set reading goals and what they would like to get out of 

this training.  

• Discussion. 
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10:00–11:00: 

• Readings; excerpts that support my research and literacy coaching. Discussion of 

readings. Some readings will be required. Others will be chosen by the 

participants from a selection in the Google Classroom. 

• Required Readings: 

o Petti, A. D. (2010). Circles of leadership: Oregon district redefines 

coaching roles to find a balance between school and district goals. Journal 

of Staff Development, 31(6), 52–54. Retrieved from 

http://learningforward.org/publications/ jsd#.U8K5Jtz1jG4 

o Sailors, M., & Shanklin, N. L. (2010). Growing evidence to support 

coaching in literacy and mathematics. The Elementary School Journal, 

111(1), 1–6. doi:10.1086/653467 

• Choice Readings: 

o Bickel, D. D., Bernstein-Danis, T., & Matsumura, L. C. (2015). Clear 

goals, clear results: Content-focused routines support learning for 

everyone--Including coaches. Journal of Staff Development, 36 (1), 34–39. 

Retrieved from http://learningforward.org/blog-

landing/jsd/2015/02/03/jsd-february-2015-coaching#.VtzWARj2yRs 

o Blachowicz, C. Z., Buhle, R., Ogle, D., Frost, S., Correa, A., & Kinner, J. 

(2010). Hit the ground running: Ten ideas for preparing and supporting 

urban literacy coaches: by using these 10 strategies, teachers and 

administrators can effectively prepare and support new literacy coaches to 
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work in urban environments. (Report). The Reading Teacher, 63(5), 348–

359. doi:10.1598/RT.63.5.1 

o Carlisle, J. F., & Berebitsky, D. (2011). Literacy coaching as a component 

of professional development. Reading and Writing: An Interdisciplinary 

Journal, 24(7), 773–800. doi:10.1007/s11145-009-9224-4 

o Dean, M., Dyal, A., Wright, J. V., Carpenter, L., & Austin, S. (2012). 

Principals’ perceptions of the effectiveness and necessity of reading 

coaches within elementary schools. Reading Improvement, 49(2), 38–51. 

Retrieved from http://www.ebscohost.com/academic/education-research-

complete 

o Elish-Piper, L., & L’Allier, S. K. (2011). Examining the relationship 

between literacy coaching and student reading gains in grades K–3. 

Elementary School Journal, 112(1), 83–106. Retrieved from 

http://www.press.uchicago.edu/ucp/ journals/journal/esj.html 

o L’Allier, S., Elish-Piper, L., & Bean, R. M. (2010). What matters for 

elementary literacy coaching? Guiding principles for instructional 

improvement and student achievement. The Reading Teacher, 63(7), 544–

554. doi:10.2307/25656160 

o Vanderburg, M., & Stephens, D. (2010). The impact of literacy coaches: 

What teachers value and how teachers change. The Elementary School 

Journal, 111(1), 141–163. Retrieved from http://www.press.uchicago.edu/ 

ucp/journals/journal/esj.html 
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• Discussion 

11:00–12:00: Lunch on their own. 

12:00–1:00:  

• Common barriers to effective coaching from administrator perspective. 

Brainstorm how to overcome them. 

• Role playing scenarios administrators may encounter with coaches and teachers. 

• Discussion. 

1:00–2:00: 

• Planning implementation for the rest of the year that will address common and 

individual administrator goals. This includes interactions with and between other 

stakeholders. 

• Discussion. 

2:00–3:00: 

• Reflection and closing. What did they learn? How can I support them? What 

would they like teachers and literacy coaches to know about their perspective? 

• Explanation of follow up. 
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Schedule for Literacy Coaches 

One Day: 8:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

8:00–9:00: 

• Introductions (myself and literacy coaches); literacy coaches will share the most 

rewarding and challenging thing about literacy coaching.  

• Concerns they have about reading instruction/literacy coaching/implementation 

(Jot Thought). 

• Introduction of Google Classroom and worksheet (how presented material is 

consistent and inconsistent with their current schema). 

• Review of literacy coaching including challenges and Engle County evaluation. 

• Discussion. 

9:00–10:00: 

• In-depth discussion of my findings. 

• School data review including number of teachers and their coaching schedules. 

10:00–11:00: 

• Goal setting. Literacy coaches set goals and what they would like to get out of this 

training.  

• Discussion. 

• Begin readings from Google Classroom. Some will be required for everyone and 

others will be chosen by the participants from a selection in the Google 

Classroom. 
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• Required Readings: 

o Bickel, D. D., Bernstein-Danis, T., & Matsumura, L. C. (2015). Clear 

goals, clear results: Content-focused routines support learning for 

everyone--Including coaches. Journal of Staff Development, 36 (1), 34–39. 

Retrieved from http://learningforward.org/blog-

landing/jsd/2015/02/03/jsd-february-2015-coaching#.VtzWARj2yRs 

o Sailors, M., & Shanklin, N. L. (2010). Growing evidence to support 

coaching in literacy and mathematics. The Elementary School Journal, 

111(1), 1–6. doi:10.1086/653467 

• Choice Readings: 

o Blachowicz, C. Z., Buhle, R., Ogle, D., Frost, S., Correa, A., & Kinner, J. 

(2010). Hit the ground running: Ten ideas for preparing and supporting 

urban literacy coaches: by using these 10 strategies, teachers and 

administrators can effectively prepare and support new literacy coaches to 

work in urban environments. (Report). The Reading Teacher, 63(5), 348–

359. doi:10.1598/RT.63.5.1 

o Calo, M. (2012). The roles and responsibilities of middle school literacy 

coaches across the US: National study results. Journal of Studies in 

Education, 2(2), 240–254. doi:10.5296/jse.v2i2.1042 

o Carlisle, J. F., & Berebitsky, D. (2011). Literacy coaching as a component 

of professional development. Reading and Writing: An Interdisciplinary 

Journal, 24(7), 773–800, doi:10.1007/s11145-009-9224-4 



161 
 

 

o Dean, M., Dyal, A., Wright, J. V., Carpenter, L., & Austin, S. (2012). 

Principals’ perceptions of the effectiveness and necessity of reading 

coaches within elementary schools. Reading Improvement, 49(2), 38–51. 

Retrieved from http://www.ebscohost.com/academic/education-research-

complete 

o Elish-Piper, L., & L’Allier, S. K. (2011). Examining the relationship 

between literacy coaching and student reading gains in grades K-3. 

Elementary School Journal, 112(1), 83–106. Retrieved from 

http://www.press.uchicago.edu/ucp/ journals/journal/esj.html 

o Jewett, P., & MacPhee, D. (2012). Adding collaborative peer coaching to 

our teaching identities. Reading Teacher, 66(2), 105–110. 

doi:10.1002/TRTR.01089 

o Petti, A. D. (2010). Circles of leadership: Oregon district redefines 

coaching roles to find a balance between school and district goals. Journal 

of Staff Development, 31(6), 52–54. Retrieved from 

http://learningforward.org/publications/ jsd#.U8K5Jtz1jG4 

o Pomerantz, F., & Pierce, M. (2013). "When do we get to read?" Reading 

instruction and literacy coaching in a "failed" urban elementary school. 

Reading Improvement, 50(3), 101–117. Retrieved from 

http://www.ebscohost.com/academic/education-research-complete 
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o Stover, K., Kissel, B., Haag, K., & Shoniker, R. (2011). Differentiated 

coaching: Fostering reflection with teachers. Reading Teacher, 64(7), 

498–509. doi:10.1598/RT.64.7.3 

o Vanderburg, M., & Stephens, D. (2010). The impact of literacy coaches: 

What teachers value and how teachers change. The Elementary School 

Journal, 111(1), 141–163. Retrieved from http://www.press.uchicago.edu/ 

ucp/journals/journal/esj.html 

11:00–12:00: Lunch on their own. 

12:00–1:00: 

• Continue readings from Google Classroom. 

• Discussion. 

• Common barriers to literacy coaching from coach perspective. 

• Brainstorm solutions. 

1:00–2:00: 

• Role playing of interactions between coaches and teachers, as well as coaches and 

administrators. 

• Discussion. 

2:00–3:00: 

• Planning implementation for the rest of the year that will address common and 

individual coach goals. This includes interactions with and between other 

stakeholders. 
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• Reflection and closing. What did they learn? How can I support them? What 

would they like teachers and administrators to know about their perspective? 

• Explanation of follow up. 
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Schedule for Teachers 

One Day: 8:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

8:00–9:00: 

• Introductions (myself and teachers). My introduction will be more candid with 

teachers. I will discuss how I really disliked the coaching but benefited so much. 

They will share the most rewarding and challenging thing about improving 

reading instruction at their school sites.  

• Concerns they have about reading instruction/literacy coaching at their site (Jot 

Thought). 

• Link between teacher evaluation and literacy coaching. 

• Introduction of Google Classroom and worksheet (how presented material is 

consistent and inconsistent with their current schema).  

9:00–10:00: 

• Potential benefits of literacy coaching. Why their buy in is beneficial.  

• Review of my research. 

• School data review. 

• Literacy coaching job description. 

10:00–11:00: 

• Goal setting. Teachers set goals for reading instruction and what they would like 

to get out of this training. 

• Discussion. 
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• Readings from Google Classroom. Some will be for everyone and others will be 

chosen by the participants from a selection in the Google Classroom. 

• Required Readings: 

o Bickel, D. D., Bernstein-Danis, T., & Matsumura, L. C. (2015). Clear 

goals, clear results: Content-focused routines support learning for 

everyone--Including coaches. Journal of Staff Development, 36 (1), 34–39. 

Retrieved from http://learningforward.org/blog-

landing/jsd/2015/02/03/jsd-february-2015-coaching#.VtzWARj2yRs 

o Shidler, L., & Fedor, K. (2010). Teacher-to-teacher: The heart of the 

coaching model. Young Children, 65(4), 70–75. Retrieved from 

http://www.naeyc.org/yc/ 

• Choice Readings: 

o Carlisle, J. F., & Berebitsky, D. (2011). Literacy coaching as a component 

of professional development. Reading and Writing: An Interdisciplinary 

Journal, 24(7), 773–800. doi:10.1007/s11145-009-9224-4 

o Elish-Piper, L., & L’Allier, S. K. (2011). Examining the relationship 

between literacy coaching and student reading gains in grades K-3. 

Elementary School Journal, 112(1), 83–106. Retrieved from 

http://www.press.uchicago.edu/ucp/ journals/journal/esj.html 

o Jewett, P., & MacPhee, D. (2012). Adding collaborative peer coaching to 

our teaching identities. Reading Teacher, 66(2), 105–110. 

doi:10.1002/TRTR.01089 
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o L’Allier, S., Elish-Piper, L., & Bean, R. M. (2010). What matters for 

elementary literacy coaching? Guiding principles for instructional 

improvement and student achievement. The Reading Teacher, 63(7), 544–

554. doi:10.2307/25656160 

o Pomerantz, F., & Pierce, M. (2013). "When do we get to read?" Reading 

instruction and literacy coaching in a "failed" urban elementary school. 

Reading Improvement, 50(3), 101–117. Retrieved from 

http://www.ebscohost.com/academic/education-research-complete 

o Sailors, M., & Shanklin, N. L. (2010). Growing evidence to support 

coaching in literacy and mathematics. The Elementary School Journal, 

111(1), 1–6. doi:10.1086/653467 

o Stover, K., Kissel, B., Haag, K., & Shoniker, R. (2011). Differentiated 

coaching: Fostering reflection with teachers. Reading Teacher, 64(7), 

498–509. doi:10.1598/RT.64.7.3 

o Vanderburg, M., & Stephens, D. (2010). The impact of literacy coaches: 

What teachers value and how teachers change. The Elementary School 

Journal, 111(1), 141–163. Retrieved from 

http://www.press.uchicago.edu/ucp/journals/journal/esj.html 

• Discussion. 

11:00–12:00: Lunch on their own. 

12:00–1:00: 

• Common barriers to being coached. 
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• Brainstorm solutions. 

• Role play interactions with coaches and administrators. 

1:00–2:00:  

• Planning aspects of reading and utilizing literacy coaches for the rest of the year 

2:00–3:00: 

• Reflection and closing. What did they learn? How can I support them? What 

would they like administrators and literacy coaches to know about their 

perspective? 

• Explanation of follow up. 
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My Schema Worksheet 

 

Name:	_______________________	Date:________________________	
	

Material	from	
workshop.	

How	it	is	consistent	with	
my	current	schema.	

How	it	is	inconsistent	
with	my	current	

schema.	
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Post-Workshop Survey—Please help me to improve future workshops by answering 

these 3 short questions J 

 

 

1. What was the best part of this training? 

 

 

 

 

2. What was the worst part of this training? 

 

 

 

 

3. What other comments or suggestions do you have? 
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Google Classroom for Administrators 
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Google Slide Presentation for Administrators 
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LQVWUXFWLRQDO�FRDFKHV�LQ�*XDWHPDOD��RQH�FRDFK�VDLG��³«¶,�KDYH�OHDUQHG�WKDW�\RX�FDQQRW�MXVW�
VKRZ�XS�DW�D�VFKRRO��GHPRQVWUDWH�D�QHZ�WHDFKLQJ�VWUDWHJ\�WR�WZR�RU�WKUHH�ZLOOLQJ�WHDFKHUV��
DQG�OHDYH��<RX�PXVW�LQYROYH�HYHU\RQH�LQ�WKH�SURFHVV´��S������

%RXFKDPPD�DQG�0LFKDXG��������VWDWHG�WKDW�³LW�LV�LPSRUWDQW�WR�DUWLFXODWH�JRRG�SUHSDUDWLRQ�
IRU�SULQFLSDOV�UHJDUGLQJ�WKH�PDQDJHPHQW�RI�FKDQJH´��S��������

6eMZdMcW^]b

7ZHQW\�RXW�RI����GHVFULSWRUV�
���������ZLWKLQ�WKH����)ORULGD�
3ULQFLSDO�/HDGHUVKLS�6WDQGDUGV�FDQ�
EH�DGGUHVVHG�WKURXJK�TXDOLW\�XVH�RI�
OLWHUDF\�FRDFKHV��)/'2(������G���

7Z^aWQM�BaW]PW_MZ�
>RMQRabVW_�EcM]QMaQb
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4VRPYW]U�W]͙͙͙

:KDW�ZDV�QRWHZRUWK\"
:KDW�TXHVWLRQV�GR�\RX�KDYH"
:KDW�ZDV�FRQVLVWHQW�DQG�LQFRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�\RXU�FXUUHQW�VFKHPD"

?h�DRbRMaPV

?WgRQ�?RcV^Qb�͈`dM]cWcMcWeR�M]Q�
`dMZWcMcWeR͉͙�

B^_dZMcW^]͛�����RZR\R]cMah�aRMQW]U�
cRMPVRab�W]�2ZMPVdM�4^d]ch͙�

EM\_ZR͛�;�aRPRWeRQ�		�eMZWQ�
aRb_^]bRb͜�fVWPV�fMb�fRZZ�ORZ^f�
cVR�aRP^\\R]QRQ�bM\_ZR�bWjR�^S�
	
��͈<^V]b^]�M]Q�4VaWbcR]bR]͜�
	���͉͙�AS�cV^bR͜��	�fMWeRQ�M]^]h\Wch�
M]Q�P^]bR]cRQ�c^�M]�W]cRaeWRf͙�;�fMb�
MOZR�c^�W]cRaeWRf���^S�cV^bR��	͙�
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�,

,�FROOHFWHG�TXDQWLWDWLYH�GDWD�LQ�2FWREHU�DQG�
1RYHPEHU�RI������

,�XVHG�D�PRGLILHG�YHUVLRQ�RI�WKH�:\RPLQJ�,QVWUXFWLRQDO�)DFLOLWDWRU�
(YDOXDWLRQ�VXUYH\�XVHG�E\�5XVK�DQG�<RXQJ���������DQG�

DGPLQLVWHUHG�LW�WKURXJK�*RRJOH�)RUPV�

$

$Q�H[DPSOH�RI�RQH�RI�WKH�
WKUHH�PRVW�LPSRUWDQW�
TXHVWLRQV�RQ�WKH�IRUP�

7KH�IXOO�VXUYH\�LV�DYDLODEOH�
LQ�RXU�*RRJOH�&ODVVURRP��
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FVRaR�fRaR�bReRaMZ�\^bc�RSSRPcWeR�MaRMb͜�MZZ�^S�

fVWPV�VMQ�cVaRR�\RQWM]�bP^aRb�^S��͜��͜�M]Q��͙�

FVRh�fRaR͛�ͩ_a^eWQR�bd__^ac�W]�PV^^bW]U�

M__a^_aWMcR�W]bcadPcW^]MZ�bcaMcRUWRbͪ͜�ͩMbbWbc�W]�

\MW]cMW]W]U�M�bd__^acWeR�PZMbba^^\�

R]eWa^]\R]cͪ͜�ͩP^MPV�\R�W]�\h�PZMbba^^\ͪ͜�

ͩ\^QRZ�RSSRPcWeR�W]bcadPcW^]MZ�bcaMcRUWRbͪ͜�

_MacWPW_McR�W]�P^ZZMO^aMcWeR�\RRcW]Ubͪ͜�ͩVRZ_�

\R�c^�dbR�bcdQR]c�MPVWReR\R]c�QMcMͪ͜�M]Q�

ͩVRZ_�\R�WQR]cWSh�bcdQR]c�]RRQb�S^a�

W]bcadPcW^]MZ�S^Pdb͙ͪ�

;�PMZPdZMcRQ�\RQWM]�bP^aRb͜�S^a�RMPV�

P^MPVW]U�MPcWeWch͙�FRMPVRab�aMcRQ�

ͩ_a^eWQR�bd__^ac�W]�QReRZ^_W]U�M]QΧ^a�

dbW]U�M__a^_aWMcR�S^a\McWeR�

MbbRbb\R]cbͪ͜�fWcV�cVR�Z^fRbc�bP^aRb͜�

Mb�cVR�cVaRR�\RQWM]�bP^aRb�fRaR�
͜�
͜�

M]Q��͙�IVWZR�cVR�Z^fRbc�bP^aRb͜�cVRh�

fRaR�bcWZZ�]RdcaMZ͜�]RWcVRa�W]RSSRPcWeR�]^a�

eRah�W]RSSRPcWeR͙�

,

� 4XHVWLRQV�����
�

4XHVWLRQV������ 4XHVWLRQV�
�����

�

3URYLGH�VXSSRUW�LQ�FKRRVLQJ�DSSURSULDWH�LQVWUXFWLRQDO�VWUDWHJLHV � � � �

3URYLGH�VXSSRUW�LQ�GHYHORSLQJ�DQG�RU�XVLQJ�DSSURSULDWH�IRUPDWLYH�
DVVHVVPHQWV
�
�
$VVLVW�LQ�PDLQWDLQLQJ�D�VXSSRUWLYH�FODVVURRP�HQYLURQPHQW
�

�
�
�
�
�
�
�

�
�
�
�
�
�
�

�
�
�
�
�
�
�

�

&RDFK�PH�LQ�P\�FODVVURRP
�

� � � �

0RGHO�HIIHFWLYH�LQVWUXFWLRQDO�VWUDWHJLHV
�
3URYLGH�RUDO�RU�ZULWWHQ�IHHGEDFN
�
5HYLHZ�ZLWK�PH�WKH�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�RI�PRGHOLQJ�RU�FRDFKLQJ
�
3DUWLFLSDWH�LQ�FROODERUDWLYH�PHHWLQJV
�
+HOS�PH�WR�XVH�VWXGHQW�DFKLHYHPHQW�GDWD
�
+HOS�PH�LGHQWLI\�VWXGHQW�QHHGV�IRU�LQVWUXFWLRQDO�IRFXV
�
6XSSRUW�PH�LQ�HPEHGGLQJ�WHFKQRORJ\�LQ�LQVWUXFWLRQ
�
)DFLOLWDWH�D�FRKRUW�VWXG\�JURXS

�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�

�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
���

�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�

�

?RQWM]�EP^aRb�S^a�6SSRPcWeR]Rbb�^S�>WcRaMPh�4^MPVW]U�4^\_^]R]cb
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4VRPYW]U�W]͙͙͙

:KDW�ZDV�QRWHZRUWK\"
:KDW�TXHVWLRQV�GR�\RX�KDYH"
:KDW�ZDV�FRQVLVWHQW�DQG�LQFRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�\RXU�FXUUHQW�VFKHPD"

Adc�^S�cVR�		�_MacWPW_M]cb͜���S^d]Q�ZWcRaMPh�

P^MPVW]U�c^�OR�W]RSSRPcWeR�͈fWcV�bP^aRb�aM]UW]U�

Sa^\��͙
��c^�	͙����͉͜�
�S^d]Q�Wc�c^�OR�]RdcaMZ�

͈fWcV�bP^aRb�aM]UW]U�Sa^\�
͙��	
�c^�
͙��͉͜���

S^d]Q�Wc�c^�OR�RSSRPcWeR�͈fWcV�bP^aRb�aM]UW]U�

Sa^\�
͙�����c^��͙���
͉͜�M]Q�	�S^d]Q�Wc�c^�OR�

eRah�RSSRPcWeR�͈fWcV�bP^aRb�^S��͙�
���M]Q�

�͙���͉͙�

;�PMZPdZMcRQ�PR]caMZ�cR]QR]Ph�͈\RM]b͉�

S^a�cVR�bd\\RQ�bP^aRb�S^a�BMac�;;;�

͈CdRbcW^]b��͜��͜�M]Q��͉�M]Q�BMac�;H�

c^URcVRa͙�
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>WcRaMPh�4^MPVW]U�6SSRPcWeR]Rbb�DMcW]Ub
� 1XPHULF�(IIHFWLYHQHVV�

5DWLQJ
�

9HUEDO�(IIHFWLYHQHVV�5DQJH 5RXQGHG�(IIHFWLYHQHVV�5DWLQJ

3DUWLFLSDQW�� ������ ,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�QHXWUDO ,QHIIHFWLYH

3DUWLFLSDQW�� ������ 1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH (IIHFWLYH

-HQQD � (IIHFWLYH (IIHFWLYH

3DUWLFLSDQW��
3DUWLFLSDQW��
/LO\
0DGHOHLQH
3DUWLFLSDQW��
0HJ
1DWDOLH
(OHDQRU
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���
0D\D
5DFKHO
3DUWLFLSDQW���
6\ELO
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���

����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����

,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
9HU\�,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�,QHIIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
9HU\�,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�,QHIIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH

,QHIIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO
,QHIIHFWLYH
9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO

$OO�QDPHV�DUH�SVHXGRQ\PV

4VRPYW]U�W]͙͙͙

:KDW�ZDV�QRWHZRUWK\"
:KDW�TXHVWLRQV�GR�\RX�KDYH"
:KDW�ZDV�FRQVLVWHQW�DQG�LQFRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�\RXU�FXUUHQW�VFKHPD"
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;�P^ZZRPcRQ�`dMZWcMcWeR�QMcM�
͈W]cRaeWRfb͉�W]�@^eR\ORa�M]Q�
5RPR\ORa�^S�	���͙�6MPV�W]cRaeWRf�
ZMbcRQ�ORcfRR]���M]Q�	��\W]dcRb͜�
M]Q�P^]bWbcRQ�^S���`dRbcW^]b͙

6MPV�W]cRaeWRf�fMb�caM]bPaWORQ�M]Q�
PVRPYRQ�S^a�MPPdaMPh͙

;�dbRQ�M�_a^PRbb�PMZZRQ�7aM\Rf^aY�
͈<M]R�̿�>Wj͜�	��	͉�c^�M]MZhjR�cVR�
W]cRaeWRf�QMcM͙�7aM\Rf^aY�W]PZdQRb�
ͩSM\WZWMaWjMcW^]͜�WQR]cWShW]U�M�cVR\McWP�
SaM\Rf^aY͜�W]QRgW]U͜�PVMacW]U͜�͌M]Q͍�
\M__W]U�M]Q�W]cRa_aRcMcW^]͚ͪ�͈<M]R�̿�
>Wj͜�	��	͜�_͙��͉͙�

;�dcWZWjRQ�\R\ORa�PVRPYW]U�c^�R]bdaR�
MPPdaMPh͙

7LPH�DQG�/RFDWLRQ
,QGLYLGXDO��IDFH�WR�IDFH��DXGLR�UHFRUGHG�LQWHUYLHZ��ODVWLQJ�DSSUR[LPDWHO\����PLQXWHV�DW�D�ORFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�SDUWLFLSDQW¶V�FKRRVLQJ�
�
,QWURGXFWLRQ
�������,�ZLOO�LQWURGXFH�P\VHOI�DQG�P\�WHDFKLQJ�EDFNJURXQG�
�������,�ZLOO�DVN�WKH�WHDFKHU�DERXW�KHU�KLV�WHDFKLQJ�EDFNJURXQG�
�������,�ZLOO�DVN�WKH�WHDFKHU�KRZ�KHU�KLV�WHDFKLQJ�GD\�ZHQW�WRGD\�
�������,�ZLOO�H[SUHVV�VRPHWKLQJ�DERXW�KRZ�P\�WHDFKLQJ�GD\�ZHQW�WRGD\�
�
2IILFLDO�,QWHUYLHZ
�������7HOO�PH�DERXW�\RXU�PRVW�VXFFHVVIXO�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�H[SHULHQFH�
�������:KDW�GR�\RX�WKLQN�FRQWULEXWHG�WR�WKLV"
�������7HOO�PH�DERXW�\RXU�OHDVW�VXFFHVVIXO�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�H[SHULHQFH�
�������:KDW�GR�\RX�WKLQN�FRQWULEXWHG�WR�WKLV"
�������+RZ�ZRXOG�\RX�JHQHUDOO\�GHVFULEH�\RXU�H[SHULHQFHV�ZLWK�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ"
�������,I�\RX�ZHUH�WR�VWUXFWXUH�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�LQ�RXU�GLVWULFW��ZKDW�ZRXOG�EH�\RXU�LGHDO"�
��������6KRZ�WKH�WHDFKHU�KHU�KLV�TXDQWLWDWLYH�VXUYH\��,�ZLOO�WKHQ�DVN�WKH�WHDFKHU�WR�FRPPHQW�RQ�WKH�VXUYH\�DQG�GLVFXVV�P\�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI�
��������WKH�VXUYH\�UHVXOWV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�DFFXUDF\�
�
3RVW�,QWHUYLHZ
�������,�ZLOO�DVN�WKHP�DQ\�DGGLWLRQDO�TXHVWLRQV�,�IRUPXODWHG�DIWHU�GXULQJ�LQWHUYLHZLQJ�SUHYLRXV�SDUWLFLSDQWV��,�ZLOO�JR�EDFN�WR�DQ\�SUHYLRXV�
��������SDUWLFLSDQWV�YLD�VKRUW���WR����PLQXWH�DXGLR�UHFRUGHG�SKRQH�LQWHUYLHZV�DQG�DVN�WKHVH�DGGLWLRQDO�TXHVWLRQV��
�������,�ZLOO�FRQWDFW�WKH�WHDFKHU�ZLWK�P\�DQDO\VLV�RI�WKHLU�LQWHUYLHZ�WR�FRQGXFW�PHPEHU�FKHFNLQJ�ZLWK�KHU�KLP��

,QWHUYLHZ�3URWRFRO
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FVR\Rb�M]Q�EdOcVR\Rb
7KHPHV 6XEWKHPHV

���:KDW�7HDFKHUV�:DQW�IURP�&RDFKHV�DQG�&RDFKLQJ ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�WR�NQRZ�WKDW�WKH�FRDFKHV�DUH�ZRUNLQJ�KDUG�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�FOHDU�H[SODQDWLRQ�RI�WKH�FRDFKLQJ�MRE�GHVFULSWLRQ�DQG�IRU�FRDFKLQJ�WR�
����������������PDNH�VHQVH�
ā��������������7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�FRDFKHV�WR�IRFXV�RQ�WKHLU�VSHFLILF�QHHGV�
ā���������������7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�FRDFKHV�WR�EH�LQ�FODVVURRPV�DQG�OHDYH�IHHGEDFN�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�WKHLU�FRDFKHV�WR�KDYH�D�SHUVRQDOLW\�ZKHUH�WKH�WHDFKHU�GRHVQ¶W�KDYH�WR����
�����������������UHDFK�RXW�
ā��� 7KH�WHDFKHUV�DOVR�ZDQW�FRDFKHV�WR�ZRUN�GLUHFWO\�ZLWK�VWXGHQWV�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�WKHLU�SURIHVVLRQDO�WLPH�WR�EH�UHVSHFWHG�

���7HDFKHU�&RQFHUQV ā��� 7HDFKHUV�IHHO�WKH�FRDFKHV�DUH�OD]\�RU�GR�QRW�NQRZ�KRZ�WKH\�FDQ�EHVW�EH�XVHG�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�DUH�FRQFHUQHG�LI�WKH\�GR�QRW�NQRZ�KRZ�WKH�FRDFKHV�VSHQG�WKHLU�WLPH�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�IHHO�DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ�LV�WDNLQJ�XS�WRR�PXFK�RI�WKH�FRDFKHV¶�WLPH�RU�QRW�DOORFDWLQJ����
����������������WKHP�FRUUHFWO\�

���+RZ�7HDFKHUV�9LHZ�WKH�&RDFKHV ā��� 7HDFKHUV�OLNH�ZKHQ�WKH�FRDFKHV�KHOS�WKHP�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�WKLQN�WKH�FRDFKHV�DUH�QLFH�SHRSOH�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�JLYH�FRDFKHV�WKH�EHQHILW�RI�WKH�GRXEW�
ā��� 6RPH�WHDFKHUV�WKLQN�WKH�FRDFKHV�DUH�OD]\�

���&RDFKLQJ�LQ�3UDFWLFH ā��� &RDFKLQJ�H[SHULHQFHV�YDULHG�JUHDWO\�
ā��� &RDFKLQJ�ZDV�EHVW�ZKHQ�LW�ZDV�UHOHYDQW�WR�WKH�QHHGV�RI�WKH�WHDFKHU�
ā���������������&RDFKHV�ZHUH�SDUWLFXODUO\�KHOSIXO�ZLWK�ZRUN�VWDWLRQV�DQG�ZULWLQJ�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZKR�DGYRFDWHG�IRU�WKHLU�FRDFKLQJ�QHHGV�VHHPHG�WR�KDYH�PRUH�SRVLWLYH��
����������������H[SHULHQFHV�

4VRPYW]U�W]͙͙͙

:KDW�ZDV�QRWHZRUWK\"
:KDW�TXHVWLRQV�GR�\RX�KDYH"
:KDW�ZDV�FRQVLVWHQW�DQG�LQFRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�\RXU�FXUUHQW�VFKHPD"
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7E2�5McM;]QWeWQdMZ�
EPV^^Z�5McM

8^MZ�ERccW]U

IVMc�Q^�h^d�fM]c�c^�MPP^\_ZWbV�cVWb�hRMa�W]�aRMQW]U�Mc�h^da�bPV^^Zͣ

IVMc�Q^�h^d�fM]c�c^�URc�^dc�^S�cVWb�QMh�^S�_a^SRbbW^]MZ�QReRZ^_\R]cͣ
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DRMQW]Ub

FVRaR�MaR�cf^�cVMc�ReRah^]R�fWZZ�
aRMQ͙

BZRMbR�PV^^bR�Mc�ZRMbc�	�MQQWcW^]MZ�
^]Rb�c^�aRMQ͙�?MYR�bdaR�c^�_WPY�	�
cVMc�ORbc�MZWU]�fWcV�h^da�U^MZb͙

:WUVZWUVc�_Macb�cVMc�b_RMY�c^�h^d͙

DR\R\ORa͜�cVWb�Wb�bPV^ZMaZh�
aRMQW]U͙͙͙Q^�]^c�SRRZ�_aRbbdaRQ�c^�
aRMQ�ReRah�f^aQ͙�EYW\�c^�SW]Q�cVR�
ORbc�_Macb�S^a�h^d͙

IR�fWZZ�OR�VMeW]U�M�QWbPdbbW^]�
aRUMaQW]U�cVR�aRMQW]Ub͙

;]�cVR�8^^UZR�4ZMbba^^\

5WbPdbbW^]�^S�DRMQW]Ub

IV^�aRMQ�fVWPV�MacWPZRbͣ
:^f�Q^�cVR�aRMQW]Ub�aRZMcR�
c^�h^da�U^MZbͣ

IVMc�VMeR�h^d�ZRMa]RQ�cVMc�
h^d�PM]�W\_ZR\R]cͣ

IVMc�VMeR�h^d�ZRMa]RQ�cVMc�
h^d�fWZZ�]^c�Q^�M]h\^aRͣ
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4^\\^]�3MaaWRab͚
:^f�fWZZ�h^d�_aR_MaR�c^�^eRaP^\R�cVR\ͣ
FW\R�

FRMPVRa�DRbWbcM]PR

5WSSRaR]c�U^MZb�

7Z^aWQM�EcM]QMaQb�2bbRbb\R]c

5WbcaWPc�;]WcWMcWeRb

DRMQW]Rbb�S^a�PVM]UR�͈MQ\W]WbcaMc^ab͜�P^MPVRb͜�cRMPVRab͉

FVR�3MaaWRa�^S�FW\R

FW\R�c^�\RRc�fWcV�cVR�P^MPVRb

FW\R�c^�bPVRQdZR�cRMPVRab�fWcV�cVR�P^MPVRb

IVMc�RZbR�Q^Rb�cVWb�Z^^Y�ZWYRͣ
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AeRaP^\W]U�3MaaWRab�2bb^PWMcRQ�fWcV�FW\R

8^^UZR�4ZMbba^^\�DRb_^]bRb

FVR�3MaaWRa�^S�FRMPVRa�DRbWbcM]PR

IVMc�P^dZQ�cVWb�Z^^Y�ZWYRͣ
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AeRaP^\W]U�cVR�3MaaWRab�2bb^PWMcRQ�fWcV�
FRMPVRa�DRbWbcM]PR

8^^UZR�4ZMbba^^\�DRb_^]bRb

FVR�3MaaWRa�^S�5WSSRaR]cΧ4^\_RcW]U�8^MZb

IVMc�Q^Rb�cVWb�Z^^Y�ZWYRͣ

Ɣ 2Q\W]WbcaMcWeR
Ɣ 4^MPV
Ɣ FRMPVRa
Ɣ AcVRa



209 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



210 
 

 

 

AeRaP^\W]U�cVR�3MaaWRab�2bb^PWMcRQ�fWcV�4^\_RcW]U�
8^MZb

8^^UZR�4ZMbba^^\�DRb_^]bRb

FVR�3MaaWRa�^S�cVR�7Z^aWQM�EcM]QMaQb�2bbRbb\R]c

IVMc�Q^Rb�cVWb�Z^^Y�ZWYRͣ
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AeRaP^\W]U�3MaaWRab�2bb^PWMcRQ�fWcV�cVR�7Z^aWQM�
EcM]QMaQb�2bbRbb\R]c

8^^UZR�4ZMbba^^\�DRb_^]bRb

FVR�3MaaWRa�^S�5WbcaWPc�;]WcWMcWeRb

IVMc�Q^Rb�cVWb�Z^^Y�ZWYRͣ
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AeRaP^\W]U�3MaaWRab�2bb^PWMcRQ�fWcV�5WbcaWPc�
;]WcWMcWeRb

8^^UZR�4ZMbba^^\�DRb_^]bRb

FVR�3MaaWRa�^S�4VM]UR�DRMQW]Rbb

IVMc�Q^Rb�cVWb�Z^^Y�ZWYRͣ

Ɣ 2Q\W]WbcaMc^ab
Ɣ 4^MPVRb
Ɣ FRMPVRab
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AeRaP^\W]U�3MaaWRab�2bb^PWMcRQ�fWcV�4VM]UR�
DRMQW]Rbb

8^^UZR�4ZMbba^^\�DRb_^]bRb

IVMc�MaR�^cVRa�
_^cR]cWMZ�
OMaaWRabͣ :^f�PM]�fR�

^eRaP^\R�cVR\ͣ

8^^UZR�4ZMbba^^\�
DRb_^]bRb
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4VRPYW]U�W]͙͙͙

:KDW�ZDV�QRWHZRUWK\"
:KDW�TXHVWLRQV�GR�\RX�KDYH"
:KDW�ZDV�FRQVLVWHQW�DQG�LQFRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�\RXU�FXUUHQW�VFKHPD"

D^ZR�BZMhW]U
K^d�fWZZ�bcMac�^dc�fWcV�
h^da�bPV^^Z�_Mac]Ra�
M]Q�SZW_SZ^_�a^ZRb͙
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D^ZR��͛�2Q\W]WbcaMc^a
D^ZR�	͛�FRMPVRa

EPR]MaW^͛�FVR�cRMPVRa�Q^Rb�]^c�fM]c�c^�OR�P^MPVRQ͙

D^ZR�BZMhW]U

BZRMbR�SW]Q�M�_Mac]Ra�
͈^]R�Ua^d_�^S�cVaRR͉�
fV^�VMb�cVR�bM\R�
_^bWcW^]�Mb�h^d�Q^�Mc�
M�QWSSRaR]c�bPV^^Z͙
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D^ZR��͛�2Q\W]WbcaMc^a
D^ZR�	͛�>WcRaMPh�4^MPV

EPR]MaW^͛�FVR�P^MPV�cRZZb�h^d�cVMc�cVR�bcadPcdaR�^S�
cVR�aRMQW]U�OZ^PY�Mc�h^da�bPV^^Z�Wb�]^c�f^aYW]U͙

D^ZR�BZMhW]U
BWPY�M�_Mac]Ra�Sa^\�M�
QWSSRaR]c�bPV^^Z͜�fV^�
VMb�M�QWSSRaR]c�
_^bWcW^]͙
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D^ZR��͛�2Q\W]WbcaMc^a
D^ZR�	͛�>WcRaMPh�4^MPV

EPR]MaW^͛�FVR�P^MPV�Rg_aRbbRb�c^�h^d�cVMc�M�
cRMPVRa�VMb�M�bRaW^db�cRMPVW]U�QRSWPWc͙

D^ZR�BZMhW]U 3MPY�c^�h^da�bPV^^Z�
bWcR�_Mac]Ra͟
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D^ZR��͛�2Q\W]WbcaMc^a
D^ZR�	͛�>WcRaMPh�4^MPV

EPR]MaW^͛�FVR�P^MPV�MbYb�h^d�cf^�`dRbcW^]b͛
IVMc�Q^�h^d�bRR�VRa�a^ZR�Mb�ORW]Uͣ
IVMc�MaR�h^da�U^MZb�S^a�aRMQW]U�Mc�h^da�bPV^^Z�cVWb�
hRMaͣ

4VRPYW]U�W]͙͙͙

:KDW�ZDV�QRWHZRUWK\"
:KDW�TXHVWLRQV�GR�\RX�KDYH"
:KDW�ZDV�FRQVLVWHQW�DQG�LQFRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�\RXU�FXUUHQW�VFKHPD"



227 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



228 
 

 

 

BZM]]W]U�S^a�cVR�aRbc�^S�cVR�
hRMa͙͙͙

:^f�fWZZ�h^d�bPVRQdZR�cW\R�ORcfRR]�h^da�ZWcRaMPh�P^MPV�
M]Q�h^dͣ
:^f�fWZZ�h^d�bPVRQdZR�ZWcRaMPh�P^MPVRb�fWcV�cRMPVRabͣ
:^f�fWZZ�ZWcRaMPh�P^MPVRb�SMPc^a�W]c^�MPVWReW]U�h^da�U^MZbͣ
IVMc�cW\RZW]Rb�Q^�h^d�bRR�h^dabRZeRb�S^ZZ^fW]Uͣ

DRSZRPcW^]�M]Q�
4Z^bW]U

IVMc�QWQ�h^d�ZRMa]ͣ

:^f�PM]�;�bd__^ac�h^dͣ

IVMc�Q^�h^d�fM]c�P^MPVRb�
M]Q�cRMPVRab�c^�Y]^f�
MO^dc�h^da�_Rab_RPcWeRͣ
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7^ZZ^fd_

́�͛�EdaeRh�c^QMh�͈_Zdb�24;;E�EdaeRh͉
́	͛�EdO\Wc�ReWQR]PR�^S�M�\RM]W]USdZ�W]cRaMPcW^]�fWcV�h^da�

ZWcRaMPh�P^MPV�cVWb�hRMa�͈RWcVRa�_aWeMcRZh�cVa^dUV�R\MWZ�^a�W]�cVR�
8^^UZR�4ZMbba^^\�b^�^cVRab�\Mh�OR]RSWc͉
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Google Slide Presentation for Literacy Coaches 

;«ã�Ø��ú��Ê��¨«Ã¢�
�Ã��xÊè

(W^XYFQ�9JXXRFSS��*I�)�

Ɂʂȹȹʢɂʂȹȹ�,ÃãØÊ�è�ã«ÊÃÜ

ɂʂȹȹʢȺȹʂȹȹ�Aú�Ø�Ü��Ø�¨�¡«Ã�«Ã¢Üʎ�
Ü�¨ÊÊ¼���ã�

ȺȹʂȹȹʢȺȺʂȹȹ�#Ê�¼�Ü�ãã«Ã¢��Ã��
Ø���«Ã¢Ü

ȺȺʂȹȹʢȺȻʂȹȹ�;èÃ�¨�ÊÃ�ÊèØ�ÊôÃ

ȺȻʂȹȹʢȺʂȹȹ�V���«Ã¢Ü��Ã��ÜÊ¼èã«ÊÃÜ�
ãÊ���ØØ«�ØÜ

ȺʂȹȹʢȻʂȹȹ�VÊ¼��Õ¼�ú«Ã¢

Ȼʂȹȹʢȼʂȹȹ�V�¡¼��ã«ÊÃÜʃ��¼ÊÜ«Ã¢ʃ��Ã��
¡Ê¼¼ÊôʢèÕ

7RGD\ƊV�6FKHGXOH
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1RUPV
a¨«Ü�«Ü���Ü�¡��ÜÕ����ãÊ�Ü¨�Ø��ʛ�ÊÃ¡«��Ãã«�¼«ãúʜʈ

�¼¼�ó«�ôÜ�ô«¼¼����Ø�ÜÕ��ã����Ã��¼«Üã�Ã���ãÊʈ

r���Ø��¨�Ø��ãÊ�¼��ØÃ�¡ØÊÂ����¨�Êã¨�Øʈ

r���Ø���¼¼�ÕØÊ¡�ÜÜ«ÊÃ�¼Üʃ�Üã�Õ�Êèã�«¡�úÊè�Ã����ãÊʈ

a¨�Ø��ô«¼¼������¼Êã�Ê¡�ÊÕÕÊØãèÃ«ã«�Ü�¡ÊØ��«Ü�èÜÜ«ÊÃʈ�S¼��Ü���Ü¹�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ã��Ü¨�Ø��
úÊèØ�ã¨Êè¢¨ãÜʈ�ZÊÂ�ã«Â�Ü�,�ô«¼¼��Ü¹�ã¨�ã�ô��Ü�ó��ÜÊÂ�ã¨«Ã¢�¡ÊØ��«Ü�èÜÜ«ÊÃ�
ʭ�¨��¹�«Ãʮ�ã«Â�ʈ

,QWURGXFWLRQV
�;��a���¨�Ø�;����Ø

Ƚã¨�¢Ø����ã���¨�Ø

a¨«Ü�«Ü�Âú�Ɂã¨�ú��Ø��ã�rʈ�ʈ�A�ã��¼¡���¼�Â�Ãã�Øú

��¨�¼ÊØÜ�«Ã��¼�Â�Ãã�Øú���è��ã«ÊÃ

A�Üã�ØÜ�«Ã�ZÕ��«�¼���è��ã«ÊÃ�ô«ã¨���¡Ê�èÜ�«Ã��ÂÊã«ÊÃ�¼��Ã���¨�ó«ÊØ�¼��«ÜÊØ��ØÜ

�Ê�ãÊØ�ã��«Ã�a���¨�Ø�;����ØÜ¨«Õ
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,QWURGXFWLRQV�FRQƊW
r¨�ã�«Ü�úÊèØ�Ã�Â�ʊ

r¨�ã�«Üʏ�Ø��úÊèØ�Ü�¨ÊÊ¼�Ü«ã�ʛÜʜʊ

r¨�ã�«Ü�ã¨��ÂÊÜã�Ø�ô�Ø�«Ã¢�Õ�Øã�Ê¡�¼«ã�Ø��ú��Ê��¨«Ã¢ʊ

r¨�ã�«Ü�ã¨��ÂÊÜã��¨�¼¼�Ã¢«Ã¢�Õ�Øã�Ê¡�¼«ã�Ø��ú��Ê��¨«Ã¢ʊ

,Ü�ã¨�Ø���Ãúã¨«Ã¢��¼Ü��úÊè�ôÊè¼��¼«¹��ãÊ�Ü¨�Ø�ʊ

-RW�7KRXJKW
"ÊØ�ãôÊ�Â«Ãèã�Üʃ�ôØ«ã��
�ÊôÃ��Ü�Â�Ãú�ã¨Êè¢¨ãÜ��Ü�
úÊè���Ã���Êèã�ã¨��
×è�Üã«ÊÃʈ�BÊ�ã�¼¹«Ã¢ʅ�HÃ��
ã¨Êè¢¨ã�Õ�Ø�Üã«�¹ú�ÃÊã�ʈ

r¨�Ã�ã¨��ã«Â�Ø�¢Ê�Ü�Ê¡¡ʃ�
úÊè�ô«¼¼���ã�¢ÊØ«ÿ��úÊèØ�
ã¨Êè¢¨ãÜ�ô«ã¨�úÊèØ�
Õ�ØãÃ�Øʈ

r¨�ã��ÊÃ��ØÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�
¨�ó����Êèã�¼«ã�Ø��ú�
�Ê��¨«Ã¢��Ã��Ø���«Ã¢�
«ÃÜãØè�ã«ÊÃ��ã�úÊèØ�Ü�¨ÊÊ¼�
Ü«ã�ʛÜʜʊ
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*RRJOH�&ODVVURRP

HÕ�Ã�
�ù�¼èÜ«ó�¼ú�ãÊ�èÜ�
¡ÊØ�ã¨Êè¢¨ãÜʃ�
×è�Üã«ÊÃÜʃ��Ã��
�Ê¼¼��ÊØ�ã«ÊÃʈ

A�«Ãã�«Ã����ú�
Â��èÃã«¼��ã�¼��Üã�
7èÃ��Ê¡�ȻȹȺɀʈ

�¼�ÜÜ��Ê��ʂ

««¢Ƚ¹¢Ü

Aú�Z�¨�Â��
rÊØ¹Ü¨��ã

ZÊ�¼�ãʰÜ�ã�¼¹���Êèã�¼«ã�Ø��ú�
�Ê��¨«Ã¢ʈʈʈ
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xÊèØ�¶Ê��«Ü�)�V�ʈ

(PRWLRQDO�DQG�&RQIXVLQJ
+XQW�DQG�+DQGVILHOG��������IRXQG�WKDW�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�ZDV�RIWHQ�D�YHU\�HPRWLRQDO�MRE��DQG�WKHUHIRUH�VXJJHVWHG�WKDW�
ZKHQ�WUDLQLQJ�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKHV��DWWHQWLRQ�LV�JLYHQ�WR�WKH�HPRWLRQDO�DQG�FKDOOHQJLQJ�QDWXUH�RI�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ��7KH\�
QRWHG�WKH�FKDOOHQJH�RI�SURYLQJ�WKHLU�H[SHUWLVH�ZKLOH�VWLOO�EHLQJ�VXSSRUWLYH�DQG�JDLQLQJ�WKH�WUXVW�RI�WHDFKHUV��+XQW�	�
+DQGVILHOG���������

/\QFK�DQG�)HUJXVRQ��������IRXQG�QRW�RQO\�WKDW�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKHV�LQ�2QWDULR��&DQDGD�RIWHQ�HQFRXQWHUHG�UHVLVWDQFH�WR�WKHLU�
HIIRUWV�E\�WHDFKHUV��EXW�WKDW�WKH\�WKHPVHOYHV�DQG�WKHLU�VXSHUYLVRUV�ZHUH�RIWHQ�XQVXUH�RI�WKHLU�H[DFW�UROHV��7KH�VFKRRO�
ERDUG�GLG�QRW�GHILQH�WKH�H[SHFWDWLRQV�RI�WKHLU�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKHV��GHVSLWH�WKH�P\ULDG�RI�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV�WKH\�ZHUH�JLYHQ�
DQG�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�WKH�FRDFKHV�GHVLUHG�PRUH�JXLGDQFH��/\QFK�	�)HUJXVRQ���������8QGHUVWDQGDEO\��WKH�UHVXOW�RI�WKLV�ODFN�RI�
JXLGDQFH�ZDV�D�JURXS�RI�FRDFKHV�ZKR�ZHUH�LQVHFXUH�DERXW�WKHLU�MRE�SHUIRUPDQFH�DQG�DELOLW\��/\QFK�	�)HUJXVRQ���������,Q�
D������DUWLFOH��)HUJXVRQ�DJDLQ�QRWHG�WKDW�FRDFKHV�KDYH�YHU\�VLPLODU�UROHV�UHJDUGOHVV�RI�ZKHUH�WKH\�DUH�LQ�&DQDGD�DQG�WKH�
8QLWHG�6WDWHV��DQG�WKH�FRDFKHV�DOVR�KDG�FRQIXVLRQ�DERXW�WKHLU�UROHV��&DOR��6WXUWHYDQW��DQG�.RSIPDQ��������UHLWHUDWHG�
WKDW�LW�LV�QRW�XQFRPPRQ�IRU�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKHV�LQ�WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�WR�EHJLQ�WKHLU�MREV�ZLWKRXW�UHDOO\�NQRZLQJ�ZKDW�LV�
H[SHFWHG��/LNHZLVH��3RPHUDQW]�DQG�,SSROLWR��������VWDWHG�WKDW�UHDGLQJ�VSHFLDOLVWV�ZHUH�QHUYRXV�ZKHQ�WKH\�ZHUH�
H[SHFWHG�WR�WDNH�RQ�QRYHO�UROHV��
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5HVLVWDQFH

/\QFK�DQG�)HUJXVRQ��������QRWHG�WKDW��WHDFKHUV�ZHUH�OHVV�OLNHO\�WR�ZHOFRPH�FRDFKLQJ�ZKHQ�WKH\�YLHZHG�WKHLU�OLWHUDF\�
FRDFKHV�DV�KROGLQJ�SRZHU�RYHU�WKHP��%ODFKRZLF]�HW�DO���������DOVR�FDXWLRQHG�DJDLQVW�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKHV�EHLQJ�ƌƉFKHFNHUV�Ɗ�
DUPHG�ZLWK�FKHFNOLVWV��ZDWFKHV��DQG�SHQFLOV��REVHUYLQJ�LQ�FODVVURRPV�DQG�LQVLVWLQJ�RQ�WKH�H[DFW�IROORZLQJ�RI�VFULSWV«ƍ�
�S��������$�FRDFK�LQ�%DURQHƊV�TXDOLWDWLYH�VWXG\��������ZDV�TXRWHG�DV�VD\LQJ��ƌWHDFKHUV�VWDUWHG�WR�FDOO�WKHP�WKH�OLWHUDF\�
SROLFHƍ��S��������ZKLFK�ZDV�D�QHJDWLYH�FRQQRWDWLRQ��

0RUH�5HVLVWDQFH

2QH�SULQFLSDO�VWDWHG�KRZ�KDUG�LW�LV�ƌ«ILQGLQJ�WKH�ULJKW�SHUVRQ�ZKR�FDQ�GHOLYHU�WKH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�WKH\�NQRZ�WR�WHDFKHUV�LQ�
D�PDQQHU�WKDW�LV�HDV\�IRU�WHDFKHUV�WR�WDNH�LW�EDFN�LQWR�WKHLU�FODVVURRPV�DQG�XVH�LW�ZLWKRXW�D�ORW�RI�SODQQLQJƍ��0DUVK�HW�DO���
������S�������7KH�WHDFKHUV�LQ�WKLV�VWXG\�RIWHQ�QRWHG�WKH�ZD\�LQ�ZKLFK�FRDFKHV�ZHQW�DERXW�WKHLU�FRDFKLQJ�DV�EHLQJ�
LPSRUWDQW��)RU�H[DPSOH��OLNLQJ�ZKHQ�WKH\�DUH�QRW�WRR�SXVK\�RU�MXGJPHQWDO��7KLV�DWWHQWLRQ�WR�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�VW\OH�LV�
VLPLODU�WR�ZKHQ�*URVV��������IRXQG�LQ�D�VWXG\�FRQFHUQLQJ�VHFRQGDU\�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ��WKDW�WKH�ZD\�WKH�LPSDUWHU�RI�
NQRZOHGJH�FRPPXQLFDWHV�PDWWHUV��2QH�SDUWLFLSDQW��ZKR�VXEVHTXHQWO\�OHIW�WKH�VWXG\��H[SUHVVHG�D�GLVOLNH�IRU�ZKDW�VKH�
SHUFHLYHG�WR�EH�WKH�FRQGHVFHQGLQJ�QDWXUH�RI�WKH�SUHVHQWHUV��7KH�VDPH�DXWKRU�VWDWHG�WKDW��ƌOLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�ZDV�QRW�DQ�
HDV\�VHOOƍ��S�������DW�WKHLU�UHVHDUFK�VLWHV��UHPLQGLQJ�XV�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�RIWHQ�UHVLVWDQFH�WR�FRDFKLQJ��*URVV���������)HUJXVRQ�
�������DOVR�QRWHG�WKH�SUHVHQFH�RI�WHDFKHU�UHVLVWDQFH��&DQWUHOO�HW�DO���������QRWHG�WKLV�LQ�WKHLU�VHTXHQWLDO�PL[HG�PHWKRGV�
VWXG\��EXW�DOVR�IRXQG�WKDW�LW�FDQ�EH�RYHUFRPH�
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0RUH�5HVLVWDQFH

,I�WKH�SHUFHSWLRQV�UHJDUGLQJ�WKH�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�SURFHVV�DUH�QHJDWLYH��WHDFKHUV�FDQ�EHFRPH�UHVLVWDQW�WR�OLWHUDF\�
FRDFKLQJ�WDFWLFV��7HDFKHU�UHVLVWDQFH�WR�FRDFKLQJ�FDQ�WDNH�PDQ\�IRUPV��LQFOXGLQJ�EXW�QRW�OLPLWHG�WR�FRPSOHWHO\�ƌUHIXVLQJ�
WR�SDUWLFLSDWHƍ��/\QFK�	�)HUJXVRQ��������S��������RU�VHHPLQJ�WR�DFFHSW�WKH�FRDFKLQJ��EXW�QRW�WUXO\�LQWHUQDOL]LQJ�ZKDW�KDV�
EHHQ�VKDUHG�ZLWK�WKHP�DERXW�WHDFKLQJ��/\QFK�DQG�)HUJXVRQ��������UHSHDWHGO\�PHQWLRQHG�WKH�LPSRUWDQFH�RI�D�SRVLWLYH�
UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�WKH�FRDFKHV�DQG�WKH�WHDFKHUV��:RRGFRFN�DQG�+DNHHP��������VWDWHG�WKDW�LW�LV�LPSRUWDQW�IRU�
WHDFKHUV�WR�EH�DEOH�WR�UHVLVW��IRU�WKDW�DOORZV�WKHP�WR�IHHO�YDOXHG��7KH�FUHDWLRQ�RI�D�PRUH�SRVLWLYH�DQG�WUXVWLQJ�UHODWLRQVKLS�
LV�PRUH�EHQHILFLDO�WKDQ�EHLQJ�IRUFHG�WR�FRPSO\��2QFH�DJDLQ��OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�KDV�RSSRVLQJ�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�
0F'RZHOO���������D�UHDGLQJ�VSHFLDOLVW�DQG�OLWHUDF\�FRDFK��H[SUHVVHG�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�FRDFKLQJ�WR�JURZ�DW�D�ZRUNVLWH�RYHU�
WLPH��

0DQ\�5ROHV
/RJLFDOO\�WKHQ��FRDFKHV�KDYH�PDQ\�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV��&DOR��������VXUYH\HG�����PLGGOH�VFKRRO�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKHV��UDQGRPO\�VHOHFWHG��IURP�DFURVV�
WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV�DQG�IRXQG�WKDW�WKH\�WHQGHG�WR�GLYLGH�WKHLU�WLPH�PRVWO\�DPRQJ�WHDFKLQJ�VWXGHQWV�GLUHFWO\��SODQQLQJ�ZLWK�WHDFKHUV��
DVVHVVPHQW��PRGHOLQJ�WHDFKLQJ�VWUDWHJLHV��DQG�FXUULFXOXP�GHYHORSPHQW��:KHQ�VXUYH\HG�DERXW�WKHLU�WLPH�VSHQW�ZLWK�WHDFKHUV������RI�WKH�
FRDFKHV�VWDWHG�WKDW�WKH\�JDYH�WHDFKHUV�LQVWUXFWLRQDO�LGHDV������UHSRUWHG�WKDW�WKH\�JDYH�WKHP�PDWHULDOV������UHSRUWHG�WKDW�WKH\�PRGHOHG�
LQVWUXFWLRQ������UHSRUWHG�WKDW�WKH\�SODQQHG�ZLWK�WHDFKHUV��DQG�����UHSRUWHG�WKDW�WKH\�WDXJKW�DORQJVLGH�WHDFKHUV��,Q�WKH�TXDOLWDWLYH�IROORZ�
XS�WR�WKLV�VXUYH\��WKH�VHYHQ�FRDFKHV�ZKRP�WKH�UHVHDUFKHUV�VHOHFWHG�WR�LQWHUYLHZ��EDVHG�RQ�H[SHULHQFH�DQG�ORFDWLRQ��DOVR�UHSRUWHG�WKDW�WKH\�
RIWHQ�ZRUNHG�ZLWK�DVVHVVPHQW�DQG�GDWD��%HDQ�HW�DO���������HQJDJHG�LQ�D�VWXG\�XWLOL]LQJ�UHWURVSHFWLYH�WLPH�GLDULHV��VWUXFWXUHG�WDSH�UHFRUGHG�
LQWHUYLHZV�FRPSOHWHG�RYHU�WKH�SKRQH�UHJDUGLQJ�ZKDW�WKH�LQWHUYLHZHHV�GLG�GXULQJ�WKH�ODVW����KRXUV���)RU�WKHLU�VDPSOH�RI����FRDFKHV�LQ�
5HDGLQJ�)LUVW�VFKRROV��WKH�FRDFKHV�VSHQW�WKHLU�WLPH�HQJDJLQJ�LQ�ƌZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�LQGLYLGXDO�WHDFKHUV«PDQDJHPHQW«VFKRRO�UHODWHG�
WDVNV«SODQQLQJ�DQG�RUJDQL]LQJ«ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�JURXSV�RI�WHDFKHUV«DQG�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�VWXGHQWVƍ��%HDQ�HW�DO���������S�������&DUOLVOH�DQG�
%HUHELWVN\��������VXUYH\HG����HOHPHQWDU\�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKHV�DQG�IRXQG�WKDW�WKHLU�WLPH�ZDV�GLYLGHG�DPRQJ�YLVLWLQJ�FODVVURRPV��FRDFKLQJ�
LQGLYLGXDO�WHDFKHUV��PRGHOLQJ�WHDFKLQJ�VWUDWHJLHV��DQG�EHLQJ�WKH�SHUVRQ�WHDFKHUV�FRXOG�FRPH�WR�IRU�LQIRUPDWLRQ��/RZHQKDXSW�HW�DO����������LQ�
WKHLU�SDUW�LQ�HYDOXDWLQJ�WKH�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�ZLWKLQ�D�GLVWULFW�LQ�WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV��DOVR�IRXQG�WKDW�FRDFKHV�SHUIRUP�PDQ\�GLIIHUHQW�GXWLHV��
LQFOXGLQJ�WKRVH�EH\RQG�ZKDW�LV�UHTXLUHG�
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$�/RW�LV�2XW�RI�<RXU�&RQWURO

$WWHEHUU\�DQG�%U\N��������IRXQG�WKDW�WKH�QXPEHU�RI�LQGLYLGXDOV�RQ�VWDII�ZDV�SUHGLFWLYH�RI�KRZ�PXFK�FRDFKLQJ�HDFK�
WHDFKHU�UHFHLYHG��DQG�WKHUHIRUH�SUHGLFWLYH�RI�EHQHILWV��H�J���WKH�OHVV�SHRSOH�RQ�VWDII��WKH�PRUH�EHQHILFLDO�WKH�FRDFKLQJ���
7KH\�DOVR�UHSRUWHG�WKDW��ƌVFKRRO�OHDGHUVKLS�FDQ�LQIOXHQFH�VXFFHVV�HIIRUWV«>DQG@«PRUH�FRDFKLQJ�RFFXUUHG�LQ�VFKRROV�
ZKHUH�IDFXOW\�UHSRUWHG�KLJKHU�OHYHOV�RI�WHDFKHU�LQIOXHQFH�RYHU�GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ«ƍ��$WWHEHUU\�	�%U\N��������S��������

3RUFKH��3DOODQWH��DQG�6QRZ��������QRWHG�WKH�LPSRUWDQFH�RI�DGPLQLVWUDWLYH�LQYROYHPHQW�LQ�WKLV�SURFHVV��VWDWLQJ�WKDW�IRU�
ZKROH�VFKRRO�FKDQJH�WR�WDNH�SODFH�LQ�D�FRDFKLQJ�PRGHO��DGPLQLVWUDWRUV�QHHG�WR�REVHUYH�ZLWK�WKH�FRDFKHV�DQG�JDLQ�
OLWHUDF\�VNLOOV�

&KHFNLQJ�LQ���

r¨�ã�ô�Ü�ÃÊã�ôÊØã¨úʊ
r¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�¨�ó�ʊ
r¨�ã�ô�Ü��ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã��Ã��«Ã�ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã�ô«ã¨�
úÊèØ��èØØ�Ãã�Ü�¨�Â�ʊ
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xÊèØ�¶Ê��«Ü�,ASHVa�Baʈ

/LWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�KDV�RIWHQ�GHPRQVWUDWHG�JUHDW�VXFFHVV��,W�FDQ�EH�KHOSIXO�WR�WHDFKHUV�DV�ZHOO�DV�WKHLU�VWXGHQWV��)HUJXVRQ���������%ODFKRZLF]�
HW�DO���������IRXQG�WKDW�WHDFKHUV�YDOXHG�FRDFKLQJ�H[SHULHQFHV��WKDW�WHDFKHUV�EHFDPH�PRUH�LQIRUPHG�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�WKH�H[SHULHQFHV��DQG�WKDW�
VWXGHQWV�H[SRVHG�WR�WKLV�FRDFKLQJ�PRGHO�PDGH�PHDVXUDEOH�JDLQV��&RDFKLQJ�WKDW�LQFOXGHV�PHWKRGV�VXFK�DV�XVLQJ�WKH�JUDGXDO�UHOHDVH�RI�
UHVSRQVLELOLW\��HQFRXUDJLQJ�FRDFKHV�WR�SXVK�LQWR�FODVVURRPV��DQG�HVWDEOLVKLQJ�SRVLWLYH�UHODWLRQVKLSV�ZLWK�WHDFKHUV�KDV�EHHQ�VKRZQ�WR�EH�
HIIHFWLYH��%ODFKRZLF]�HW�DO����������&ROODERUDWLYH�OHDUQLQJ��PRGHOLQJ��DQG�IHHGEDFN�KDYH�DOVR�EHHQ�VKRZQ�WR�EH�HIIHFWLYH��0DWVXPXUD�	�:DQJ��
�������DV�KDV�FRQWHQW�IRFXVHG�FRDFKLQJ��%LFNHO�HW�DO����������/LWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�LV�D�ZLGHO\�LPSOHPHQWHG�VWUDWHJ\�IRU�LPSURYLQJ�KRZ�WHDFKHUV�
WHDFK�UHDGLQJ��0DWVXPXUD�	�:DQJ��������

*URVV��������IRXQG�WKURXJK�LQWHUYLHZLQJ����VHFRQGDU\�WHDFKHUV�DERXW�KLJK�VFKRRO�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ��WKDW�WKH�FRQVWDQW�DFFHVV�WR�OLWHUDF\�
FRDFKHV�GLG�SRVLWLYHO\�LPSDFW�WHDFKLQJ�VWUDWHJLHV��

$GGLWLRQDOO\��%ODFKRZLF]�HW�DO���������IRXQG�WKDW�SULQFLSDOV�DQG�WHDFKHUV�DOLNH��DV�ZHOO�DV�GLVWULFW�VWDNHKROGHUV��IRXQG�FRDFKLQJ�WR�KDYH�D�
SRVLWLYH�LPSDFW�RQ�FKDQJLQJ�WKH�G\QDPLF�RI�D�VFKRRO��

3HWWL��������IRXQG�LQ�KHU�ODE�VLWH�FRQVLVWLQJ�RI�KHUVHOI��WKH�WHDFKHU��WKH�FRDFK�����NLQGHUJDUWHQ�VWXGHQWV��DQG�VL[�REVHUYHUV�WKDW�ZKDW�EHJDQ�
DV�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�FRXOG�VSUHDG�WR�DGGLWLRQDO�VFKRRO�VXEMHFWV�'HDQ�HW�DO���������IRXQG�WKDW�WKH����SULQFLSDOV�ZKR�DQVZHUHG�/LNHUW�W\SH�
TXHVWLRQV�LQ�WKHLU�VWXG\�YDOXHG�WKH�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKHV�DW�WKHLU�VFKRROV�
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7KLUW\�QLQH�WHDFKHUV�ZHUH�VHOHFWHG�IRU�LQWHUYLHZV�IURP�D�ODUJHU�VWXG\�RI�������WHDFKHUV�ZKR�KDG�UHFHLYHG�OLWHUDF\�
FRDFKLQJ�LQ�WKH�IRUP�RI�VWXG\�JURXSV�DQG�LQ�FODVV�FRDFKLQJ��9DQGHUEXUJ�	�6WHSKHQV���������$�PDMRULW\�RI�WKHVH�WHDFKHUV�
IHOW�WKDW�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FRPSRQHQWV�RI�FRDFKLQJ�ZHUH�YDOXDEOH�WR�WKHP��FROODERUDWLRQ��VXSSRUW��DQG�GLVFXVVLRQ�RI�
UHVHDUFK�EDVHG�LQVWUXFWLRQDO�SUDFWLFHV��&KDQJHV�WHDFKHUV�PDGH�ZHUH�YHQWXULQJ�LQWR�QHZ�WHDFKLQJ�VWUDWHJLHV��LQFUHDVLQJ�
WKHLU�XVH�RI�DXWKHQWLF�DVVHVVPHQWV��LQFUHDVLQJ�WKHLU�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ�RI�SURIHVVLRQDO�OLWHUDWXUH��DQG�VKLIWLQJ�WKH�ORFXV�RI�
FRQWURO�WR�VWXGHQWV��9DQGHUEXUJ�	�6WHSKHQV��������

&DUOLVOH�DQG�%HUHELWVN\��������IRXQG�WKDW�VWXGHQWV��HVSHFLDOO\�WKRVH�DW�ULVN��PDGH�PRUH�JDLQV�ZKHQ�WDXJKW�E\�WHDFKHUV�
ZKR�UHFHLYHG�FRDFKLQJ�E\�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKHV��6LPLODUO\��9HUQRQ�)HDJDQV�HW�DO���������FRQFOXGHG�WKDW�ZKHQ�WHDFKHUV�ZRUNHG�
ZLWK�D�OLWHUDF\�FRDFK�DQG�ZHUH�DEOH�WR�ZRUN�RQH�RQ�RQH�ZLWK�VWXGHQWV��HYHQ�WKHLU����FKDOOHQJHG�UHDGHUV�FRXOG�PDNH�JDLQV��
'H�1DHJKHO�DQG�9DQ�.HHU��������IRXQG�LQ�WKHLU�VWXG\�XVLQJ�WHDFKHU�DQG�VWXGHQW�TXHVWLRQQDLUHV��WKDW�ZKHQ�D�WHDFKHU�KDG�
D�OLWHUDF\�FRDFK��WKH�DXWRQRPRXV�UHDGLQJ�PRWLYDWLRQ�RI�WKH�VWXGHQWV�LQFUHDVHG��

)RXUWHHQ�RXW�RI����RI�WKH�LQGLFDWRUV�RQ�WKH�$SSUDLVDO�)RUP�IRU�OLWHUDF\�
FRDFKHV�FDQ�EH�WLHG�WR�WKLV�WUDLQLQJ��$SSUDLVDO�)RUP���������7KHVH����

LQGLFDWRUV�PDNH�XS��������RI�WKLV�SRUWLRQ�RI�WKH�HYDOXDWLRQ�IRU�
OLWHUDF\�FRDFKHV��

�ó�¼è�ã«ÊÃ
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&KHFNLQJ�LQ���

r¨�ã�ô�Ü�ÃÊã�ôÊØã¨úʊ
r¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�¨�ó�ʊ
r¨�ã�ô�Ü��ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã��Ã��«Ã�ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã�ô«ã¨�
úÊèØ��èØØ�Ãã�Ü�¨�Â�ʊ

0\�5HVHDUFK

A«ù���A�ã¨Ê�Ü�ʛ×è�Ãã«ã�ã«ó���Ã��×è�¼«ã�ã«ó�ʜʈ

SÊÕè¼�ã«ÊÃʂ�ȾɁɀ��¼�Â�Ãã�Øú�Ø���«Ã¢�ã���¨�ØÜ�

«Ã��¼��¨è���ÊèÃãúʈ

Z�ÂÕ¼�ʂ�,�Ø���«ó���ȻȻ�ó�¼«��Ø�ÜÕÊÃÜ�Üʃ�ô¨«�¨�

ô�Ü�ô�¼¼���¼Êô�ã¨��Ø��ÊÂÂ�Ã����Ü�ÂÕ¼��

Ü«ÿ��Ê¡�ȻȼȽ�ʛ7Ê¨ÃÜÊÃ��Ã���¨Ø«Üã�ÃÜ�Ãʃ�ȻȹȺȺʜʈ�H¡�

ã¨ÊÜ�ʃ�ȺȻ�ô�«ó����ÃÊÃúÂ«ãú��Ã���ÊÃÜ�Ãã���ãÊ�

�Ã�«Ãã�Øó«�ôʈ�,�ô�Ü���¼��ãÊ�«Ãã�Øó«�ô�ɂ�Ê¡�

ã¨ÊÜ��ȺȻʈ
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,

,��Ê¼¼��ã���×è�Ãã«ã�ã«ó����ã��«Ã�H�ãÊ��Ø��Ã��BÊó�Â��Ø�

Ê¡�ȻȹȺȾʈ

,�èÜ�����ÂÊ�«¡«���ó�ØÜ«ÊÃ�Ê¡�ã¨��rúÊÂ«Ã¢�,ÃÜãØè�ã«ÊÃ�¼�
"��«¼«ã�ãÊØ��ó�¼è�ã«ÊÃ�ÜèØó�ú�èÜ����ú�VèÜ¨��Ã��xÊèÃ¢�
ʛȻȹȺȺʜʃ��Ã����Â«Ã«Üã�Ø���«ã�ã¨ØÊè¢¨�#ÊÊ¢¼��"ÊØÂÜʈ

�Ã��ù�ÂÕ¼��Ê¡�ÊÃ��Ê¡�ã¨��

ã¨Ø���ÂÊÜã�«ÂÕÊØã�Ãã�

×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ�ÊÃ�ã¨��¡ÊØÂʈ

a¨��¡è¼¼�ÜèØó�ú�«Ü��ó�«¼��¼��
«Ã�ÊèØ�#ÊÊ¢¼���¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂʈ�
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ZÊÂ��Ê¡�ã¨��¡Ê¼¼Êô«Ã¢�ô«¼¼����
ôÊÃ��Ø¡è¼�ãÊ�¨��Øʈ�)Êô�ó�Øʃ�ÜÊÂ��Â�ú�
������¨�¼¼�Ã¢��ãÊ�¨��Øʈ�;�ãʰÜ�ã�¼¹���Êèã�

�Êã¨ʈ

a¨�Ø��ô�Ø��Ü�ó�Ø�¼�ÂÊÜã��¡¡��ã«ó���Ø��Üʃ��¼¼�Ê¡�
ô¨«�¨�¨���ã¨Ø���Â��«�Ã�Ü�ÊØ�Ü�Ê¡�Ƚʃ�Ƚʃ��Ã��Ƚʈ�
a¨�ú�ô�Ø�ʂ�ʭÕØÊó«���ÜèÕÕÊØã�«Ã��¨ÊÊÜ«Ã¢�

�ÕÕØÊÕØ«�ã��«ÃÜãØè�ã«ÊÃ�¼�ÜãØ�ã�¢«�Üʃʮ�ʭ�ÜÜ«Üã�
«Ã�Â�«Ãã�«Ã«Ã¢���ÜèÕÕÊØã«ó���¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂ�

�Ãó«ØÊÃÂ�Ããʃʮ�ʭ�Ê��¨�Â��«Ã�Âú��¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂʃʮ�
ʭÂÊ��¼��¡¡��ã«ó��«ÃÜãØè�ã«ÊÃ�¼�ÜãØ�ã�¢«�Üʃʮ�
Õ�Øã«�«Õ�ã��«Ã��Ê¼¼��ÊØ�ã«ó��Â��ã«Ã¢Üʃʮ�ʭ¨�¼Õ�
Â��ãÊ�èÜ��Üãè��Ãã���¨«�ó�Â�Ãã���ã�ʃʮ��Ã��

ʭ¨�¼Õ�Â��«��Ãã«¡ú�Üãè��Ãã�Ã���Ü�¡ÊØ�
«ÃÜãØè�ã«ÊÃ�¼�¡Ê�èÜʈʮ�

,���¼�è¼�ã���Â��«�Ã�Ü�ÊØ�Üʃ�¡ÊØ�
���¨��Ê��¨«Ã¢���ã«ó«ãúʈ�
a���¨�ØÜ�Ø�ã���ʭÕØÊó«���

ÜèÕÕÊØã�«Ã���ó�¼ÊÕ«Ã¢��Ã�ʏÊØ�
èÜ«Ã¢��ÕÕØÊÕØ«�ã��¡ÊØÂ�ã«ó��
�ÜÜ�ÜÜÂ�ÃãÜʃʮ�ô«ã¨�ã¨��¼Êô�Üã�
Ü�ÊØ�Üʃ��Ü�ã¨��ã¨Ø���Â��«�Ã�
Ü�ÊØ�Ü�ô�Ø��ȼʃ�ȼʃ��Ã��Ƚʈ�r¨«¼��
ã¨��¼Êô�Üã�Ü�ÊØ�Üʃ�ã¨�ú�ô�Ø��

Üã«¼¼�Ã�èãØ�¼ʃ�Ã�«ã¨�Ø�«Ã�¡¡��ã«ó��
ÃÊØ�ó�Øú�«Ã�¡¡��ã«ó�ʈ�
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4XHVWLRQV����� 4XHVWLRQV������ 4XHVWLRQV�
�����

3URYLGH�VXSSRUW�LQ�FKRRVLQJ�DSSURSULDWH�LQVWUXFWLRQDO�VWUDWHJLHV � � �

3URYLGH�VXSSRUW�LQ�GHYHORSLQJ�DQG�RU�XVLQJ�DSSURSULDWH�IRUPDWLYH�
DVVHVVPHQWV
$VVLVW�LQ�PDLQWDLQLQJ�D�VXSSRUWLYH�FODVVURRP�HQYLURQPHQW

�
�

�
�

�
�

&RDFK�PH�LQ�P\�FODVVURRP � � �

0RGHO�HIIHFWLYH�LQVWUXFWLRQDO�VWUDWHJLHV
3URYLGH�RUDO�RU�ZULWWHQ�IHHGEDFN
5HYLHZ�ZLWK�PH�WKH�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�RI�PRGHOLQJ�RU�FRDFKLQJ
3DUWLFLSDWH�LQ�FROODERUDWLYH�PHHWLQJV
+HOS�PH�WR�XVH�VWXGHQW�DFKLHYHPHQW�GDWD
+HOS�PH�LGHQWLI\�VWXGHQW�QHHGV�IRU�LQVWUXFWLRQDO�IRFXV
6XSSRUW�PH�LQ�HPEHGGLQJ�WHFKQRORJ\�LQ�LQVWUXFWLRQ
)DFLOLWDWH�D�FRKRUW�VWXG\�JURXS

�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�

�
�
�
�
�
�
�
���

�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�

�

0HGLDQ�6FRUHV�IRU�(IIHFWLYHQHVV�RI�/LWHUDF\�&RDFKLQJ�&RPSRQHQWV

&KHFNLQJ�LQ���

r¨�ã�ô�Ü�ÃÊã�ôÊØã¨úʊ
r¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�¨�ó�ʊ
r¨�ã�ô�Ü��ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã��Ã��«Ã�ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã�ô«ã¨�
úÊèØ��èØØ�Ãã�Ü�¨�Â�ʊ
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,���¼�è¼�ã�����ÃãØ�¼�
ã�Ã��Ã�ú�ʛÂ��ÃÜʜ�¡ÊØ�ã¨��
ÜèÂÂ���Ü�ÊØ�Ü�¡ÊØ�S�Øã�,,,�
ʛUè�Üã«ÊÃÜ�ɀʃ�Ɂʃ��Ã��ɂʜ��Ã��

S�Øã�,q�ãÊ¢�ã¨�Øʈ�

Hèã�Ê¡�ã¨��ȻȻ�Õ�Øã«�«Õ�ÃãÜʃ�Ɂ�¡ÊèÃ��
¼«ã�Ø��ú��Ê��¨«Ã¢�ãÊ����«Ã�¡¡��ã«ó��
ʛô«ã¨�Ü�ÊØ�Ü�Ø�Ã¢«Ã¢�¡ØÊÂ�ȺʈȿȼȿȽ�ãÊ�
ȻʈȽȺȺɁʜʃ�ȼ�¡ÊèÃ��«ã�ãÊ����Ã�èãØ�¼�

ʛô«ã¨�Ü�ÊØ�Ü�Ø�Ã¢«Ã¢�¡ØÊÂ�ȼʈȺɂȻȼ�ãÊ�
ȼʈȽȿȿɀʜʃ�ɂ�¡ÊèÃ��«ã�ãÊ�����¡¡��ã«ó��
ʛô«ã¨�Ü�ÊØ�Ü�Ø�Ã¢«Ã¢�¡ØÊÂ�ȼʈȾɀȺȽ�ãÊ�
ȽʈȽɀɀȼʜʃ��Ã��Ȼ�¡ÊèÃ��«ã�ãÊ����ó�Øú�
�¡¡��ã«ó��ʛô«ã¨�Ü�ÊØ�Ü�Ê¡�ȽʈɀȼɂȺ��Ã��

ȽʈɁɁȿȽʜʈ�

1XPHULF�(IIHFWLYHQHVV�
5DWLQJ

9HUEDO�(IIHFWLYHQHVV�5DQJH 5RXQGHG�(IIHFWLYHQHVV�5DWLQJ

3DUWLFLSDQW�� ���� ,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�QHXWUDO ,QHIIHFWLYH

3DUWLFLSDQW�� ���� 1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH (IIHFWLYH

-HQQD � (IIHFWLYH (IIHFWLYH

3DUWLFLSDQW��
3DUWLFLSDQW��
/LO\
0DGHOHLQH
3DUWLFLSDQW��
0HJ
1DWDOLH
(OHDQRU
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���
0D\D
5DFKHO
3DUWLFLSDQW���
6\ELO
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���

����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����

,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
9HU\�,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�,QHIIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
9HU\�,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�,QHIIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH

,QHIIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO
,QHIIHFWLYH
9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO

�

/LWHUDF\�&RDFKLQJ�(IIHFWLYHQHVV�5DWLQJV

$OO�QDPHV�DUH�SVHXGRQ\PV
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&KHFNLQJ�LQ���

r¨�ã�ô�Ü�ÃÊã�ôÊØã¨úʊ
r¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�¨�ó�ʊ
r¨�ã�ô�Ü��ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã��Ã��«Ã�ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã�ô«ã¨�
úÊèØ��èØØ�Ãã�Ü�¨�Â�ʊ

,��Ê¼¼��ã���×è�¼«ã�ã«ó����ã��
ʛ«Ãã�Øó«�ôÜʜ�«Ã�BÊó�Â��Ø��Ã��

����Â��Ø�Ê¡�ȻȹȺȾʈ����¨�«Ãã�Øó«�ô�
¼�Üã�����ãô��Ã�Ɂ��Ã��Ȼɀ�Â«Ãèã�Üʃ��Ã��

�ÊÃÜ«Üã���Ê¡�ɀ�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜʈ

���¨�«Ãã�Øó«�ô�ô�Ü�ãØ�ÃÜ�Ø«�����Ã��
�¨��¹���¡ÊØ����èØ��úʈ

,�èÜ�����ÕØÊ��ÜÜ���¼¼���"Ø�Â�ôÊØ¹�
ʛ7�Ã��˯�;«ÿʃ�ȻȹȹȻʜ�ãÊ��Ã�¼úÿ��ã¨��

«Ãã�Øó«�ô���ã�ʈ�"Ø�Â�ôÊØ¹�«Ã�¼è��Ü�
ʭ¡�Â«¼«�Ø«ÿ�ã«ÊÃʃ�«��Ãã«¡ú«Ã¢���
ã¨�Â�ã«��¡Ø�Â�ôÊØ¹ʃ�«Ã��ù«Ã¢ʃ�
�¨�Øã«Ã¢ʃ�ʓ�Ã�ʔ�Â�ÕÕ«Ã¢��Ã��

«Ãã�ØÕØ�ã�ã«ÊÃʄʮ�ʛ7�Ã��˯�;«ÿʃ�ȻȹȹȻʃ�
Õʈ�ɂʜʈ

,�èã«¼«ÿ���Â�Â��Ø��¨��¹«Ã¢�ãÊ�
�ÃÜèØ�����èØ��úʈ



266 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



267 
 

 

 

7LPH�DQG�/RFDWLRQ
,QGLYLGXDO��IDFH�WR�IDFH��DXGLR�UHFRUGHG�LQWHUYLHZ��ODVWLQJ�DSSUR[LPDWHO\����PLQXWHV�DW�D�ORFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�SDUWLFLSDQW¶V�FKRRVLQJ�
,QWURGXFWLRQ
�������,�ZLOO�LQWURGXFH�P\VHOI�DQG�P\�WHDFKLQJ�EDFNJURXQG�
�������,�ZLOO�DVN�WKH�WHDFKHU�DERXW�KHU�KLV�WHDFKLQJ�EDFNJURXQG�
�������,�ZLOO�DVN�WKH�WHDFKHU�KRZ�KHU�KLV�WHDFKLQJ�GD\�ZHQW�WRGD\�
�������,�ZLOO�H[SUHVV�VRPHWKLQJ�DERXW�KRZ�P\�WHDFKLQJ�GD\�ZHQW�WRGD\�
2IILFLDO�,QWHUYLHZ
�������7HOO�PH�DERXW�\RXU�PRVW�VXFFHVVIXO�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�H[SHULHQFH�
�������:KDW�GR�\RX�WKLQN�FRQWULEXWHG�WR�WKLV"
�������7HOO�PH�DERXW�\RXU�OHDVW�VXFFHVVIXO�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�H[SHULHQFH�
�������:KDW�GR�\RX�WKLQN�FRQWULEXWHG�WR�WKLV"
�������+RZ�ZRXOG�\RX�JHQHUDOO\�GHVFULEH�\RXU�H[SHULHQFHV�ZLWK�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ"
�������,I�\RX�ZHUH�WR�VWUXFWXUH�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�LQ�RXU�GLVWULFW��ZKDW�ZRXOG�EH�\RXU�LGHDO"
��������6KRZ�WKH�WHDFKHU�KHU�KLV�TXDQWLWDWLYH�VXUYH\��,�ZLOO�WKHQ�DVN�WKH�WHDFKHU�WR�FRPPHQW�RQ�WKH�VXUYH\�DQG�GLVFXVV�P\�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI
�������WKH�VXUYH\�UHVXOWV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�DFFXUDF\�
3RVW�,QWHUYLHZ
�������,�ZLOO�DVN�WKHP�DQ\�DGGLWLRQDO�TXHVWLRQV�,�IRUPXODWHG�DIWHU�GXULQJ�LQWHUYLHZLQJ�SUHYLRXV�SDUWLFLSDQWV��,�ZLOO�JR�EDFN�WR�DQ\�SUHYLRXV
�������SDUWLFLSDQWV�YLD�VKRUW���WR����PLQXWH�DXGLR�UHFRUGHG�SKRQH�LQWHUYLHZV�DQG�DVN�WKHVH�DGGLWLRQDO�TXHVWLRQV��
�������,�ZLOO�FRQWDFW�WKH�WHDFKHU�ZLWK�P\�DQDO\VLV�RI�WKHLU�LQWHUYLHZ�WR�FRQGXFW�PHPEHU�FKHFNLQJ�ZLWK�KHU�KLP�

,QWHUYLHZ�3URWRFRO

7KHPHV 6XEWKHPHV

���:KDW�7HDFKHUV�:DQW�IURP�&RDFKHV�DQG�&RDFKLQJ ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�WR�NQRZ�WKDW�WKH�FRDFKHV�DUH�ZRUNLQJ�KDUG�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�FOHDU�H[SODQDWLRQ�RI�WKH�FRDFKLQJ�MRE�GHVFULSWLRQ�DQG�IRU�FRDFKLQJ�WR
����������������PDNH�VHQVH�
ā��������������7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�FRDFKHV�WR�IRFXV�RQ�WKHLU�VSHFLILF�QHHGV�
ā���������������7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�FRDFKHV�WR�EH�LQ�FODVVURRPV�DQG�OHDYH�IHHGEDFN�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�WKHLU�FRDFKHV�WR�KDYH�D�SHUVRQDOLW\�ZKHUH�WKH�WHDFKHU�GRHVQ¶W�KDYH�WR����
����������������UHDFK�RXW�
ā��� 7KH�WHDFKHUV�DOVR�ZDQW�FRDFKHV�WR�ZRUN�GLUHFWO\�ZLWK�VWXGHQWV�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�WKHLU�SURIHVVLRQDO�WLPH�WR�EH�UHVSHFWHG�

���7HDFKHU�&RQFHUQV ā��� 7HDFKHUV�IHHO�WKH�FRDFKHV�DUH�OD]\�RU�GR�QRW�NQRZ�KRZ�WKH\�FDQ�EHVW�EH�XVHG�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�DUH�FRQFHUQHG�LI�WKH\�GR�QRW�NQRZ�KRZ�WKH�FRDFKHV�VSHQG�WKHLU�WLPH�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�IHHO�DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ�LV�WDNLQJ�XS�WRR�PXFK�RI�WKH�FRDFKHV¶�WLPH�RU�QRW�DOORFDWLQJ����
�����������������WKHP�FRUUHFWO\�

���+RZ�7HDFKHUV�9LHZ�WKH�&RDFKHV ā��� 7HDFKHUV�OLNH�ZKHQ�WKH�FRDFKHV�KHOS�WKHP�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�WKLQN�WKH�FRDFKHV�DUH�QLFH�SHRSOH�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�JLYH�FRDFKHV�WKH�EHQHILW�RI�WKH�GRXEW�
ā��� 6RPH�WHDFKHUV�WKLQN�WKH�FRDFKHV�DUH�OD]\�

���&RDFKLQJ�LQ�3UDFWLFH ā��� &RDFKLQJ�H[SHULHQFHV�YDULHG�JUHDWO\�
ā��� &RDFKLQJ�ZDV�EHVW�ZKHQ�LW�ZDV�UHOHYDQW�WR�WKH�QHHGV�RI�WKH�WHDFKHU�
ā���������������&RDFKHV�ZHUH�SDUWLFXODUO\�KHOSIXO�ZLWK�ZRUN�VWDWLRQV�DQG�ZULWLQJ�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZKR�DGYRFDWHG�IRU�WKHLU�FRDFKLQJ�QHHGV�VHHPHG�WR�KDYH�PRUH�SRVLWLYH��
���������������H[SHULHQFHV�

�

7KHPHV�DQG�6XEWKHPHV
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&KHFNLQJ�LQ���

r¨�ã�ô�Ü�ÃÊã�ôÊØã¨úʊ
r¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�¨�ó�ʊ
r¨�ã�ô�Ü��ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã��Ã��«Ã�ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã�ô«ã¨�
úÊèØ��èØØ�Ãã�Ü�¨�Â�ʊ

7KHPH����:KDW�WHDFKHUV�ZDQW�IURP�FRDFKHV�DQG�FRDFKLQJ��
a¨��ã���¨�ØÜ��ùÕØ�ÜÜ���ã¨�ã�ã¨�ú��ÊÃʰã�¨�ó��
�ÃÊè¢¨�Ø�ÜÊèØ��Ü�ãÊ�Â��ã��ùÕ��ã�ã«ÊÃÜʃ�ô�Ãã�
¨�¼Õʃ��Ã����¼«�ó���¼¼�ã���¨�ØÜ���Ã�«ÂÕØÊó�ʈ�

AÊÜã�Ê¡�ã¨��ã«Â��«¡�ã¨�Ø��ô�Ü���ÕØÊ�¼�Â�ô«ã¨�
�Ê��¨«Ã¢�«ã�ô�Ü��Ã���Ü�Ã���Ê¡�¨�¼Õ�ÊØ�ÃÊã�
�ÃÊè¢¨�¨�¼ÕʄÃÊã�ãÊÊ�Âè�¨�¨�¼Õʈ�

a¨�ã���«Ã¢�Ü�«�ʃ�«¡��Ê��¨«Ã¢�«Ü�ã¨��ô�ú�ã¨�ú��Ø��
ãÊ�Ø���«ó��¨�¼Õ��Ã��Â�¹��ã¨�Ü��«ÂÕØÊó�Â�ÃãÜʃ�
«ã�����Â���¼��Ø�ã¨�ã�ã���¨�ØÜ�ÕØ�¡�Ø���Øã�«Ã�
ã¨«Ã¢Üʈ�

;«¼úʂ�ZÊ�,��ÕÕØ��«�ã��ã¨���Ê¨ÊØã�Â��ã«Ã¢ʃ��ã�¼��Üã�ã¨�ú�
ôÊè¼��¢«ó��Â��ÜÊÂ�ã¨«Ã¢�ã¨�ã�,��Êè¼����ãè�¼¼ú�èÜ��ã¨��
Ã�ùã���ú�ÊØ�ã¨��Ã�ùã�ô��¹ʄ,�ã¨«Ã¹�ô¨�ã��Ãú�ã���¨�Ø�«Ü�
¼ÊÊ¹«Ã¢�¡ÊØ�«Ü�ÜÊÂ�ã¨«Ã¢�¨�Ã�Ü�ÊÃ�úÊè���Ãʃ�«Ã��ÜÜ�Ã��ʃ�
èÜ��ãÊÂÊØØÊôʈ

7�ÃÃ�ʂ�ʄÜ¨����Â��«Ã��Ã��Ê�Ü�Øó���Â���Ã��¢�ó��Â����¼Êã�
Ê¡�Üè¢¢�Üã«ÊÃÜ�Ê¡�ã¨«Ã¢Ü�ã¨�ã�,��Êè¼���Ê��«¡¡�Ø�Ãã¼úʃ�¶èÜã�
ãÊ�Â�¹��«ã���ãã�Øʈʮ�Zú�«¼�Ø���¼¼�����ã«Â��ô¨�Ãʃ�ʭZÊ�Ü¨�ʰÜʃ�
úÊè�¹ÃÊôʃ�Ü�ã��ÊôÃʃ�ã�è¢¨ã���¼�ÜÜÊÃ�¡ÊØ�Â��ÜÊ�,��Êè¼��
ô�ã�¨�¨�Ø�ã���¨�ã¨��¼�ÜÜÊÃ��Ã��ã�¹��ÃÊã�Ü�ÊÃ�«ãʃ�ã¨�Ã�
Ü¨�ʰ��ô�ã�¨���Â���Ê�«ãʃ�ãÊÊ¹�ÃÊã�Üʃ��Ã��ã¨�Ã�Ü�«�ʃ�ã¨«Ü�
ô¨�Ø�ʃ�úÊè�¹ÃÊôʃ�ô¨�ã�úÊè�Ã����ãÊ��Ê��«¡¡�Ø�Ãã¼úʃ�ÊØ�,�
¼«¹��¨Êô�úÊè��«��ã¨«Ü�ãúÕ��Ê¡�ã¨«Ã¢ʈ�
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7KHPH����:KDW�WHDFKHUV�ZDQW�IURP�FRDFKHV�DQG�FRDFKLQJ��

���«ã«ÊÃ�¼¼úʃ�ã���¨�ØÜ�ô�Ãã��Ê��¨�Ü�
ãÊ�¡Ê�èÜ�ÊÃ�ã¨�«Ø�ÜÕ��«¡«��Ã���Üʃ�
«Ã�¼è�«Ã¢�ÕØÊó«�«Ã¢�èÜ�¡è¼�Ø�ÜÊèØ��Üʃ�
�ÜÕ��«�¼¼ú�«ÂÂ��«�ã�¼ú�
èÜ�¡è¼ʏã�Ã¢«�¼��Ø�ÜÊèØ��Ü�ʛ�Ã��¡ÊØ�
ã¨�Â�ãÊ�ã���¨�ã���¨�ØÜ�¨Êô�ãÊ�èÜ��
ã¨�Âʜʈ�

,ã�«Ü�«ÂÕÊØã�Ãã�ãÊ�ÃÊã��ã¨�ã�Â�Ãú�
ã���¨�ØÜ��«��ÃÊã�ó�¼è��¶èÜã�«���Ü�ÊØ�
Üè¢¢�Üã«ÊÃÜʈ�

a¨�ú�ô�Ãã���ÜÕ��«¡«��Õ¼�ÃÃ«Ã¢�ÊØ�
ãØ�«Ã«Ã¢�ãÊ�����ÊÃ��ÊØ�Ø�ÜÊèØ��Ü�ãÊ�
���ÕØÊó«���ʈ�

7�ÃÃ��¨�ÕÕ«¼ú��ùÕØ�ÜÜ���ã¨�ãʃ�ʭZ¨��
�ØÊè¢¨ã�Â���¼Ø���ú�Â����
ôÊØ¹Üã�ã«ÊÃÜʈʮ�

7KHPH����:KDW�WHDFKHUV�ZDQW�IURP�FRDFKHV�DQG�FRDFKLQJ��
"èØã¨�ØÂÊØ�ʃ�ã���¨�ØÜ�ô�Ãã�ã¨�«Ø��Ê��¨�Ü�ãÊ�
¨�ó����Õ�ØÜÊÃ�¼«ãú�ô¨�Ø��ã¨��ã���¨�Ø��Ê�ÜÃʰã�
¨�ó��ãÊ�Ø���¨�Êèãʈ�

,ÃÜã���ʃ�ã¨�ú�ô�Ãã�ã¨�Â�ãÊ�¨�ó����ô�¼�ÊÂ«Ã¢�
�Ã��¨�¼Õ¡è¼�Õ�ØÜÊÃ�¼«ãúʃ��Ü�ô�¼¼��Ü��Ãã¨èÜ«�ÜÂ�
¡ÊØ�ô¨�ã�ã¨�ú��Ø���Ê«Ã¢ʈ�a¨�ú��ÊÃʰã�¶èÜã�ô�Ãã�
�Ê��¨�Ü�ãÊ�ÕÊÕ�ã¨�«Ø�¨���Ü�«Ã�¡ÊØ���Â«Ãèã�ʃ�ã¨�ú�
ô�Ãã�ãÊ�¡��¼���¢�Ãè«Ã��Ê¡¡�Ø�Ê¡�¨�¼Õʈ�

a¨�ú�ô�Ãã��Ê��¨�Ü�ãÊ����«Ã�ãÊè�¨ʃ�Ø��¼«Üã«��«Ã�
ã¨�«Ø��ùÕ��ã�ã«ÊÃÜʃ�èÃ��ØÜã�Ã�«Ã¢ʃ��Ã��
¹ÃÊô¼��¢���¼�ʈ�

a¨�ú��¼ÜÊ�ô�Ãã�ã¨�Â�ãÊ��è«¼��Ø�¼�ã«ÊÃÜ¨«ÕÜ�ô«ã¨�
Üãè��ÃãÜ��Ã��ã���¨�ØÜʈ�

Zú�«¼�Õèã�«ã�ô�¼¼�ô¨�Ã�Ü¨��Ü�«�ʃ

,�ã¨«Ã¹�ã¨��Ø��ÜÊÃ�ã¨�ã�ã¨�ú�ô�Ø��ÜÊ�
Üè���ÜÜ¡è¼ʄã¨�ú�Ø��¼¼ú�¼«¹���ô¨�ã�ã¨�ú�ô�Ø��
�Ê«Ã¢ʈ�a¨�ú�¼«¹���¨�¼Õ«Ã¢�ã���¨�ØÜ��Ã��¨�¼Õ«Ã¢�
Üãè��ÃãÜ��Ã��ã¨�ú�¨���ã¨����«¼«ãú�ãÊ��Ê�
ã¨�ãʄôÊè¼��¢Ê�«ÃãÊ��«¡¡�Ø�Ãã��¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂÜ��Ã��
Ü�ú�úÊè�¹ÃÊô��Ê�úÊè�Ã�����Ãú�¨�¼Õʃ�ôÊè¼��úÊè�
¼«¹��Â��ãÊ�ô�ã�¨�úÊèʃ�ôÊè¼��úÊè�¼«¹��Â��ãÊ�¨�¼Õ�
úÊè�ô«ã¨�ã¨��Ü�ã�èÕʃ���Ãã�ØÜ��Ã��Üãè¡¡�¼«¹��ã¨�ãʃ�
�èã�«¡�úÊè��ÊÃʰã�¨�ó��ã¨�ã�Õ�ØÜÊÃ�¼«ãúʃ�«ã��Êè¼��
¼ÊÊ¹�¼«¹��úÊè�ô�Ø��¶èÜã�Ü«ãã«Ã¢�ã¨�Ø���Ê«Ã¢�
ÃÊã¨«Ã¢ʄ
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7KHPH����:KDW�WHDFKHUV�ZDQW�IURP�FRDFKHV�DQG�FRDFKLQJ��
A�ú��¡Ê�èÜ���ÊÃ�ã¨��Ø�¼�ã«ÊÃÜ¨«Õ�ô«ã¨�ã¨��
�Ê��¨�ô¨�Ã�Ü¨��Ü�«�ʃ

xÊè�¨�ó��ãÊ�¹«Ã��Ê¡��ÊÃÃ��ã�ô«ã¨�ã¨�Â�ãÊ�Üã�Øãʃ�
ãÊ�¡��¼��ÊÂ¡ÊØã��¼��ãÊ��¼¼Êô�ã¨�Â�ãÊ��ÊÂ��«ÃãÊ�
úÊèØ��¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂʃ�ʯ��èÜ��Êã¨�Øô«Ü��«ãʰÜ�¼«¹���Ã�
Ê�Ü�Øó�ã«ÊÃ��Ã��ã¨�Ã�úÊèʰØ��¹«Ã��Ê¡�Ø�¼è�ã�Ããʃ�
�èã�«¡�úÊè���Ã��ÊÃÃ��ã�ô«ã¨�ã¨�Â�«Ã�ÜÊÂ��ô�ú�
¡ØÊÂ�ã¨����¢«ÃÃ«Ã¢ʃ��Ã��ÃÊã�¡��¼�ã¨Ø��ã�Ã��ʃ�ÊØ�
¡��¼�ã¨�ã�ã¨�úʰØ��¢ÊÃÃ��¢Ê����¹��Ã�ʄÜ�ú�
ÜÊÂ�ã¨«Ã¢ʃ�úÊè�¹ÃÊôʄ

Zú�«¼�Ü�«�ʃ

ʄã¨��Ø�ÕÕÊØã�ã¨�ã�,�ô�ã�¨���¨�Ø��è«¼��ô«ã¨�
Üãè��ÃãÜ�ã¨�ã�ô�Ø��ÜãØè¢¢¼«Ã¢��Ã��ô¨�Ã�ã¨�ú�
¡«ØÜã�Üã�Øã����ÊÂ«Ã¢ʠã¨��ô�ú�Ü¨��¨����ÊÃ��«ã�
ô�Ü�Ü¨��ô�Ãã��Ã��¢Êã�ÜÂ�¼¼�¢ØÊèÕÜ�Ê¡�Üãè��ÃãÜ�
�Ã���ØÊè¢¨ã�ã¨�Â�ãÊ�¨�Ø��Ã��Ü¨��ôÊè¼��ãèãÊØ�
ã¨�Âʄô��¨�����Ø���«Ã¢��Ê��¨�ã¨�Ø���Ã��Ü¨��
ôÊè¼���Ê�ã¨��Ü�Â��ã¨«Ã¢ʃ�Ü¨��ôÊè¼�ʠ«¡�ã¨��
ã���¨�Ø�Ã������¨�¼Õ�ô«ã¨ʃ�úÊè�¹ÃÊôʃ�ã¨«Ü�
Üãè��Ãã�«Ü�ÃÊã�¢�ãã«Ã¢�ã¨«Üʃ�ã¨��Ø���«Ã¢��Ê��¨ʃ�ÊØ�
¼«ã�Ø��ú��Ê��¨�ôÊè¼��ã�¹��ã¨�Â�Êèã�ã¨�Ø�ʃ�«Ã�ã¨��
��ÃãØèÂʃ��Ã��ôÊØ¹�ô«ã¨�ã¨�Âʄ

7KHPH����:KDW�WHDFKHUV�ZDQW�IURP�FRDFKHV�DQG�FRDFKLQJ��
a���¨�ØÜ�ô�Ãã�ã¨�«Ø�ÕØÊ¡�ÜÜ«ÊÃ�¼�ã«Â��ãÊ����
Ø�ÜÕ��ã��ʈ�a¨�ú��Ê�ÃÊã�ô�Ãã�ã¨�«Ø�ã«Â��ãÊ����
ô�Üã���ÊØ�¡ÊØ�ã¨«Ã¢Ü�ãÊ�����ÊÃ���ã�ã¨��¼�Üã�
Â«Ãèã�ʃ�ã¨�ú�ô�Ãã�ã«Â�¼«Ã�ÜÜ�Ê¡�Ø�ÜÕÊÃÜ�Üʃ�
�Ê��¨�Ü�¡Ê¼¼Êô«Ã¢�ã¨ØÊè¢¨ʃ��Ã��ÕØÊó«�«Ã¢�
Ø�ÜÊèØ��Ü��ã�ã¨��ÂÊÜã�¼Ê¢«��¼�ã«Â�ʈ�a¨�ú�ã¨«Ã¹�«ã�
«Ü�«���¼�¡ÊØ�ã¨�Â�ãÊ�ÃÊã����Ü¨�Ø�����ãô��Ã�
Ü�¨ÊÊ¼Üʈ

a���¨�ØÜ�ô�Ãã�ãÊ�¹ÃÊô�ã¨�ã�ã¨���Ê��¨�Ü��Ø��
ôÊØ¹«Ã¢�¨�Ø�ʈ�V�¼�ã���ãÊ�ã¨«Ü���Ü«Ø��«Ü�ã¨��
��Ü«Ø��ãÊ�¨�ó�����¼��Ø��ùÕ¼�Ã�ã«ÊÃ�Ê¡�ã¨��
�Ê��¨«Ã¢�¶Ê����Ü�Ø«Õã«ÊÃ��Ã��¡ÊØ��Ê��¨«Ã¢�ãÊ�
Â�¹��Ü�ÃÜ�ʈ�

Zú�«¼�Üã�ã��ʃ�ʭZÊ�«¡�Ã�ô�Ø�ã���¨�ØÜ��ÊÃʰã�¹ÃÊô�
��Êèã�ô¨�ã���¼«ã�Ø��ú��Ê��¨��Ê�Üʃ�ã¨�ú��ÊÃʰã�
¹ÃÊô�¨Êô�ãÊ�èã«¼«ÿ��ã¨�Âʃ��Ã��ÜÊ�ÜÊÂ�ã«Â�Ü�«ãʰÜ�
¶èÜã�¼«¹��ã¨�úʰØ��¶èÜã�Ü«ãã«Ã¢�ã¨�Ø���Ê«Ã¢�
ÃÊã¨«Ã¢ʈʮ

A���¼�«Ã��Üã�ã��ʃ�ʭ,�¶èÜã�ô�ÃÃ��Ü����ó�Øú�Ê�ú�
ôÊØ¹«Ã¢�¨�Ø���Ü�,��Êʈʮ�
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&KHFNLQJ�LQ���

r¨�ã�ô�Ü�ÃÊã�ôÊØã¨úʊ
r¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�¨�ó�ʊ
r¨�ã�ô�Ü��ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã��Ã��«Ã�ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã�ô«ã¨�
úÊèØ��èØØ�Ãã�Ü�¨�Â�ʊ

7KHPH����&RQFHUQV�WHDFKHUV�KDYH�
Z�ó�Ø�¼�ã���¨�ØÜ�¡�¼ã���Â«Ã«ÜãØ�ã«ÊÃ�«Ü�ã�¹«Ã¢�èÕ�
ã¨���Ê��¨�Üʰ�ã«Â���Ã�ʏÊØ�«Ü�ÃÊã��¼¼Ê��ã«Ã¢�ã¨�Â�
�ÊØØ��ã¼úʈ�

A�¢ʂ�ʄÂú�ÕØ«Ã�«Õ�¼�Ü�ô�ã¨«Ã¢Üʄã¨�ã�ô��¨���
�ÊÃ�ʃ�ã¨�ã�ã¨«Ü��ÊèÃãú�ô�Ü�¶èÜã�Üã�Øã«Ã¢�ãÊ�ØÊ¼¼�
Êèãʃ�ÜÊ�,�¨������¹¢ØÊèÃ��¹ÃÊô¼��¢���Ã��¹«Ã��Ê¡�
¹Ã�ô�ô¨�Ø��ô��ô�Ø��¨���«Ã¢ʃ��Ã��ÜÊ�úÊè�¹ÃÊô�
ô«ã¨�¨�Ø�¹ÃÊô«Ã¢�ã¨�ãʃ�Ü¨��ÕØÊ���¼ú��«��ÃÊã�
�ÊÂÂèÃ«��ã����Ã����¡ÊØ��ÃúÊÃ��ãÊ��ÊÂ��
ÜèÕÕÊØã�Â�ʄ,�ô�ÜÃʰã�,�¢è�ÜÜ���ÕØ«ÊØ«ãú�ÊÃ�ã¨��
¼«Üã�Ê¡�ã���¨�ØÜ�ã¨�ã�Ã����ÜèÕÕÊØãʃ��èã�,�¡��¼�¼«¹��
�ó�Øú�ã���¨�Ø�Ã���Ü�ÜèÕÕÊØãʄ

Z�ó�Ø�¼�ã���¨�ØÜ�¡�¼ã�ã¨�ã�ã¨���Ê��¨�Ü�ô�Ø��¼�ÿú�
�Ã�ʏÊØ��«��ÃÊã�¹ÃÊô�¨Êô�ã¨�ú��Êè¼����Üã����
èÜ��ʈ�,ã�ô�Ü�Ê¡�¢Ø��ã��ÊÃ��ØÃ�ãÊ�ã¨�Â�«¡�ã¨�ú�
�Êè¼��ÃÊã�¡«¢èØ��Êèã�ô¨�ã�ã¨���Ê��¨�Ü�ô�Ø��
�Ê«Ã¢�ô«ã¨�ã¨�«Ø�ã«Â�ʈ�
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&KHFNLQJ�LQ���

r¨�ã�ô�Ü�ÃÊã�ôÊØã¨úʊ
r¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�¨�ó�ʊ
r¨�ã�ô�Ü��ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã��Ã��«Ã�ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã�ô«ã¨�
úÊèØ��èØØ�Ãã�Ü�¨�Â�ʊ

7KHPH����+RZ�WHDFKHUV�YLHZ�WKH�FRDFKHV�
a¨��ã���¨�ØÜ�¼«¹���ô¨�Ã��Ê��¨�Ü�¨�¼Õ�ã¨�Â��Ã��
¡��¼�ã¨�ã�ã¨���Ê��¨�Ü��Ø��Ã«���Õ�ÊÕ¼�ʈ

7�ÃÃ�ʂ�ʭ,�Ø��¼¼úʃ�Ø��¼¼ú�,�Â«ÜÜ�¨�Øʮ�ʛ«Ã�Ø�¡�Ø�Ã���
ãÊ����Ê��¨�Ü¨��ÃÊ�¼ÊÃ¢�Ø�¨�Üʜʈ�

Zú�«¼ʂ�ʭʄã¨��Ø���«Ã¢��Ê��¨�ã¨�Ø�ʄÜ¨�ʰÜ�Ø�ã«Ø���
Ü«Ã���ã¨�Ãʃ�Ü¨��ô�Ü�¡��è¼ÊèÜʈ�Z¨�ʰÜ�ã¨��Ø��ÜÊÃ�
ã¨�ã�,�ô�Ãã�ãÊ����¼«¹����¼«ã�Ø��ú��Ê��¨ʃ�Ø���«Ã¢�
�Ê��¨�ãúÕ��Õ�ØÜÊÃʈʮ

�

a¨��ã���¨�ØÜ�¢�ó���Ê��¨�Ü�ã¨����Ã�¡«ã�Ê¡�ã¨��
�Êè�ã�«¡�ã¨�ú�ô�Ø��ÃÊã�Õ�Ø¡ÊØÂ«Ã¢��ã�ã¨��¼�ó�¼�
ã¨�ú�ã¨Êè¢¨ã�ã¨���Ê��¨�Ü�Ü¨Êè¼�ʃ��Ã��ã¨Êè¢¨ã�
ã¨�ú�ô�Ø��ÕØÊ���¼ú���«Ã¢�Õè¼¼���«Ã���¼Êã�Ê¡�
�«¡¡�Ø�Ãã��«Ø��ã«ÊÃÜʈ�

A���¼�«Ã�ʂ�ZÊ�Â�ú���ã¨���Ê��¨�Ü��Ø��Õèãã«Ã¢�
ã¨�«Ø��ãã�Ãã«ÊÃ��ã�ã¨��¢Ø����¼�ó�¼Ü�ã¨�ã�ã¨�ú�¡��¼�
¼«¹��Ã����ã¨��¨�¼Õ�ã¨��ÂÊÜã�ô¨«�¨�«Ü�Ê¹�ú�
����èÜ��,�ô�Ãã�ÊèØ�Ü�¨ÊÊ¼�ãÊ����Üè���ÜÜ¡è¼ʈ�ZÊ�«¡�
,�Ã����ãÊ�¢�ã�Ã�¢¼��ã���ÜÊ�ã¨�ã�ã¨�ú���Ã�¢Ê�¨�¼Õ�
ÜÊÂ��Ê�ú��¼Ü��ã¨�ãʰÜ�¡«Ã�ʈ
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7KHPH����+RZ�WHDFKHUV�YLHZ�WKH�FRDFKHV�
ZÊÂ��ã���¨�ØÜ�ó«�ô�ã¨���Ê��¨�Ü��Ü�
¼�ÿúʈ

A���¼�«Ã�ʂ�ʭʄ�èã�,�¢�ã�,�¢è�ÜÜ���¼«ãã¼��
�ÃÃÊú����ã�ô¨�ã��Ê�úÊè��Ê��¼¼���úʃ�,�
¨�ó��ã¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃʄʮ�

�

;«¼¼úʂ�ʭ,�¢è�ÜÜ�ã¨�Ø�ʰÜ�Õ�Øã�Ê¡�Â��ã¨�ã�
«Ü�Ü�ú«Ã¢�ô¨ú��Ê�ô���ó�Ã�¨�ó��ã¨�Ü��
Õ�ÊÕ¼�ʄÜÊÂ�ã«Â�Ü�,��Ê�×è�Üã«ÊÃ�
ô¨�Ã�,�Ü���ã¨�Â��ã�Âú�Ü�¨ÊÊ¼��Ã��«ã�
�Ê�ÜÃʰã��ÕÕ��Ø�ã¨�ã�ã¨�úʰó��¢Êã��¼¼�
ã¨�ã�Âè�¨�ãÊ��Êʈʮ

&KHFNLQJ�LQ���

r¨�ã�ô�Ü�ÃÊã�ôÊØã¨úʊ
r¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�¨�ó�ʊ
r¨�ã�ô�Ü��ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã��Ã��«Ã�ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã�ô«ã¨�
úÊèØ��èØØ�Ãã�Ü�¨�Â�ʊ
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7KHPH����&RDFKLQJ�LQ�SUDFWLFH��
�Ê��¨«Ã¢���ØÊÜÜ�Õ�Øã«�«Õ�ÃãÜ�ó�Ø«���¢Ø��ã¼úʈ�

)Êô�ó�Øʃ�«ã��«�Ãʰã�Ü��Â�¼«¹��ã¨�Ø��ô�Ü����«¢�

�«¡¡�Ø�Ã�����ãô��Ã���«Ã¢��Ê��¨���ÊÃ��ÊÃ�ÊÃ��

ó�ØÜèÜ�«Ã���¢ØÊèÕʄô¨�ã�Ü��Â���ãÊ�Â�ãã�Ø�ÂÊÜã�

ô�Ü�ã¨�ã�ã¨���Ê��¨«Ã¢�ô�Ü�Ø�¼�ó�Ãã�ãÊ�ã¨�«Ø�

Ã���Üʈ�

rÊØ¹�Üã�ã«ÊÃÜ��Ã��ôØ«ã«Ã¢�«Ã�Õ�Øã«�è¼�Ø���Â��

èÕ��Ü��Ø��Ü��Ê��¨�Ü�ô�Ø��¨�¼Õ¡è¼�ô«ã¨ʈ�

a¨��ã���¨�ØÜ�ô¨Ê���óÊ��ã���¡ÊØ�ã¨�«Ø��Ê��¨«Ã¢�

Ã���Ü�Ü��Â���ãÊ�¨�ó��ÂÊØ��ÕÊÜ«ã«ó��

�ùÕ�Ø«�Ã��Üʈ�

A�¢ʂ�ʭZÊ�«ã�ô�Ü�Ø��¼¼ú�Üè���ÜÜ¡è¼�����èÜ��,�ô�Ü�

�¼��Ø�ÊÃ�ô¨�ã�,�ô�Ãã���¡ØÊÂ�¨�Ø��Ã��ÜÊ�Ü¨��

��¼«ó�Ø���ô«ã¨��ù��ã¼ú�ô¨�ã�,�ô�Ü��Ü¹«Ã¢�¡ÊØ��Ã��

ã¨�Ã�¡Ê¼¼Êô���èÕʈʮ

&KHFNLQJ�LQ���

r¨�ã�ô�Ü�ÃÊã�ôÊØã¨úʊ
r¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�¨�ó�ʊ
r¨�ã�ô�Ü��ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã��Ã��«Ã�ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã�ô«ã¨�
úÊèØ��èØØ�Ãã�Ü�¨�Â�ʊ
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,QGLYLGXDO�6FKRRO�
'DWD

"Z����ã�

)Êô�«Ü��Ê��¨«Ã¢�ÜãØè�ãèØ���
�ã�úÊèØ�Ü�¨ÊÊ¼ʊ�



284 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



285 
 

 

 

&KHFNLQJ�LQ���

r¨�ã�ô�Ü�ÃÊã�ôÊØã¨úʊ
r¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�¨�ó�ʊ
r¨�ã�ô�Ü��ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã��Ã��«Ã�ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã�ô«ã¨�
úÊèØ��èØØ�Ãã�Ü�¨�Â�ʊ

#Ê�¼�Z�ãã«Ã¢ʂ
;LEX�HS�]SY�[ERX�XS�EGGSQTPMWL�XLMW�]IEV�MR�VIEHMRK�EX�
]SYV�WGLSSP#

;LEX�HS�]SY�[ERX�XS�KIX�SYX�SJ�XLMW�HE]�SJ�TVSJIWWMSREP�
HIZIPSTQIRX#
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5HDGLQJV
,Ã�ã¨��#ÊÊ¢¼���¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂ

a¨�Ø���Ø��ãôÊ�ã¨�ã��ó�ØúÊÃ��ô«¼¼�Ø���ʈ

S¼��Ü���¨ÊÊÜ���ã�¼��Üã�Ȼ����«ã«ÊÃ�¼�ÊÃ�Ü�ãÊ�

Ø���ʈ�A�¹��ÜèØ��ãÊ�Õ«�¹�Ȼ�ã¨�ã���Üã��¼«¢Ã�ô«ã¨�

úÊèØ�¢Ê�¼Üʈ

)«¢¨¼«¢¨ã�Õ�ØãÜ�ã¨�ã�ÜÕ��¹�ãÊ�úÊèʈ

V�Â�Â��Øʃ�ã¨«Ü�«Ü�Ü�¨Ê¼�Ø¼ú�Ø���«Ã¢ʈʈʈ�Ê�ÃÊã�

¡��¼�ÕØ�ÜÜèØ���ãÊ�Ø�����ó�Øú�ôÊØ�ʈ�Z¹«Â�ãÊ�

¡«Ã��ã¨����Üã�Õ�ØãÜ�¡ÊØ�úÊèʈ

r��ô«¼¼����¨�ó«Ã¢����«Ü�èÜÜ«ÊÃ�Ø�¢�Ø�«Ã¢�ã¨��

Ø���«Ã¢Üʈ

'LVFXVVLRQ�RI�5HDGLQJV

r¨Ê�Ø����ô¨«�¨�
�Øã«�¼�Üʊ

)Êô��Ê�ã¨��Ø���«Ã¢Ü�Ø�¼�ã��

ãÊ�úÊèØ�¢Ê�¼Üʊ

r¨�ã�¨�ó��úÊè�¼��ØÃ���ã¨�ã�

úÊè���Ã�«ÂÕ¼�Â�Ããʊ

r¨�ã�¨�ó��úÊè�¼��ØÃ���ã¨�ã�
úÊè�ô«¼¼�ÃÊã��Ê��ÃúÂÊØ�ʊ
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&RPPRQ�%DUULHUV«
+RZ�ZLOO�\RX�SUHSDUH�WR�RYHUFRPH�WKHP"

V�Ü«Üã�Ãã�ã���¨�ØÜ

V�Ü«Üã�Ãã���Â«Ã«ÜãØ�ã«ÊÃ

a«Â�

�¼�Ã�«Ã¢�úÊèØ�ØÊ¼�Ü

�«ÜãØ«�ã�,Ã«ã«�ã«ó�Ü

7KH�%DUULHU�RI�5HVLVWDQW�7HDFKHUV

r¨�ã��Êè¼��ã¨«Ü�¼ÊÊ¹�¼«¹�ʊ
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2YHUFRPLQJ�%DUULHUV�$VVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�5HVLVWDQW�7HDFKHUV

#ÊÊ¢¼���¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂ�V�ÜÕÊÃÜ�Ü

7KH�%DUULHU�RI�5HVLVWDQW�$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ

r¨�ã��Êè¼��ã¨«Ü�¼ÊÊ¹�¼«¹�ʊ
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2YHUFRPLQJ�%DUULHUV�$VVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�5HVLVWDQW�
$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ

#ÊÊ¢¼���¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂ�V�ÜÕÊÃÜ�Ü

7KH�%DUULHU�RI�7LPH

r¨�ã��Êè¼��ã¨«Ü�¼ÊÊ¹�¼«¹�ʊ
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2YHUFRPLQJ�%DUULHUV�$VVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�7LPH

#ÊÊ¢¼���¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂ�V�ÜÕÊÃÜ�Ü

7KH�%DUULHU�RI�%DODQFLQJ�<RXU�5ROHV�

r¨�ã��Êè¼��ã¨«Ü�¼ÊÊ¹�¼«¹�ʊ
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2YHUFRPLQJ�%DUULHUV�$VVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�
%DODQFLQJ�<RXU�5ROHV

#ÊÊ¢¼���¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂ�V�ÜÕÊÃÜ�Ü

7KH�%DUULHU�RI�'LVWULFW�,QLWLDWLYHV

r¨�ã��Êè¼��ã¨«Ü�¼ÊÊ¹�¼«¹�ʊ



298 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



299 
 

 

 

2YHUFRPLQJ�%DUULHUV�$VVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�'LVWULFW�,QLWLDWLYHV

#ÊÊ¢¼���¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂ�V�ÜÕÊÃÜ�Ü

:KDW�DUH�RWKHU�
SRWHQWLDO�
EDUULHUV" )Êô���Ã�ô��

Êó�Ø�ÊÂ��ã¨�Âʊ
#ÊÊ¢¼���¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂ�V�ÜÕÊÃÜ�Ü
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&KHFNLQJ�LQ���

r¨�ã�ô�Ü�ÃÊã�ôÊØã¨úʊ
r¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�¨�ó�ʊ
r¨�ã�ô�Ü��ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã��Ã��«Ã�ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã�ô«ã¨�
úÊèØ��èØØ�Ãã�Ü�¨�Â�ʊ

5ROH�3OD\LQJ
xÊè�ô«¼¼�ØÊ¼��Õ¼�ú�«Ã�Õ�«ØÜʃ�
¡¼«Õ�¡¼ÊÕ�ØÊ¼�Üʃ��Ã��ã¨�Ã�
Üô«ã�¨�Õ�ØãÃ�ØÜ�¡ÊØ����¨�
Ü¼«��ʈ
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VÊ¼��Ⱥʂ��Ê��¨
VÊ¼��Ȼʂ�B�ô�a���¨�Ø

8HJSFWNT��9MJ�KNWXY�^JFW�YJFHMJW�MFX�STY�NRUQJRJSYJI�
FS^YMNSL�^TZ�MF[J�XZLLJXYJI��

VÊ¼��Ⱥʂ��Ê��¨
VÊ¼��Ȼʂ���Â«Ã«ÜãØ�ãÊØ

8HJSFWNT��&IRNSNXYWFYNTS�TSQ^�\FSYX�^TZ�YT�\TWP�
\NYM�+8&�LWFIJ�YJFHMJWX�
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VÊ¼��Ⱥʂ��Ê��¨
VÊ¼��Ȼʂ��ùÕ�Ø«�Ã����a���¨�Ø

8HJSFWNT��9MJ�J]UJWNJSHJI�YJFHMJW�ITJXSèY�\FSY�YT�
RJJY�\NYM�^TZ�GJHFZXJ�^TZ�FWJ�UWTGFGQ^�OZXY�
GWNSLNSL�NS�F�SJ\�KFI��

VÊ¼��Ⱥʂ��Ê��¨
VÊ¼��Ȼʂ���Â«Ã«ÜãØ�ãÊØ

8HJSFWNT��&IRNSNXYWFYNTS�\TZQI�UWJKJW�^TZ�\TWP�
RTWJ�\NYM�YMJR�YMFS�\NYM�YJFHMJWX�INWJHYQ^�



306 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



307 
 

 

 

&KHFNLQJ�LQ���

r¨�ã�ô�Ü�ÃÊã�ôÊØã¨úʊ
r¨�ã�×è�Üã«ÊÃÜ��Ê�úÊè�¨�ó�ʊ
r¨�ã�ô�Ü��ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã��Ã��«Ã�ÊÃÜ«Üã�Ãã�ô«ã¨�
úÊèØ��èØØ�Ãã�Ü�¨�Â�ʊ

S¼�ÃÃ«Ã¢�¡ÊØ�ã¨«Ü�
�ÊÂ«Ã¢�ú��Øʈʈʈ

-T\�\NQQ�^TZ�GFQFSHJ�^TZW�YNRJ$
-T\�\NQQ�^TZ�GFQFSHJ�^TZW�WTQJX$
-T\�\NQQ�^TZ�GFQFSHJ�^TZW�WJXUTSXNGNQNYNJX$
-T\�\NQQ�^TZ�XHMJIZQJ�^TZW�YNRJ�\NYM�YJFHMJWX$
-T\�\NQQ�^TZ�XHMJIZQJ�^TZW�YNRJ�\NYM�FIRNSNXYWFYTWX$
-T\�\NQQ�^TZ�HTRRZSNHFYJ�\NYM�JFHM�TYMJW$
<MFY�\TZQI�GJ�^TZW�NIJFQ�NRUQJRJSYFYNTS�TK�QNYJWFH^�HTFHMNSL�FY�^TZW�XHMTTQ$
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V�¡¼��ã«ÊÃ��Ã���¼ÊÜ«Ã¢

r¨�ã��«��úÊè�¼��ØÃʊ
)Êô���Ã�,�ÜèÕÕÊØã�úÊèʊ
r¨�ã��Ê�úÊè�ô�Ãã���Â«Ã«ÜãØ�ã«ÊÃ��Ã��ã���¨�ØÜ�ãÊ�¹ÃÊô���Êèã�úÊèØ�
Õ�ØÜÕ��ã«ó�ʊ

)ROORZ�XS

ʇȺʂ�ZèØó�ú�ãÊ��ú�ʛÕ¼èÜ���,,Z�ÜèØó�úʜ

ʇȻʂ�Zè�Â«ã��ó«��Ã���Ê¡���Â��Ã«Ã¢¡è¼�«Ãã�Ø��ã«ÊÃ���ãô��Ã���Â«Ã«ÜãØ�ã«ÊÃ��Ã����
ã���¨�Ø�ã¨«Ü�ú��Ø�ʛ�«ã¨�Ø�ÕØ«ó�ã�¼ú�ã¨ØÊè¢¨��Â�«¼�ÊØ�«Ã�ã¨��#ÊÊ¢¼���¼�ÜÜØÊÊÂ�ÜÊ�

Êã¨�ØÜ�Â�ú���Ã�¡«ãʜʈ
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Google Classroom for Teachers 
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Google Slide Presentation for Teachers 

.KVGTCE[�%QCEJKPI�CPF�
;QWT�%NCUUTQQO

%T[UVCN�6GUUOCPP��'F�&�

����������-RXVSHYGXMSRW

�����������0MXIVEG]�GSEGLMRK��
VIWIEVGL��ERH�WGLSSP�HEXE�VIZMI[W

������������+SEP�WIXXMRK�ERH�
VIEHMRKW

������������0YRGL�SR�SYV�S[R

�����������3ZIVGSQMRK�FEVVMIVW�ERH�
VSPI�TPE]MRK

����������4PERRMRK�)0%�FPSGO�[MXL�
PMXIVEG]�GSEGLMRK�MR�QMRH

����������6IJPIGXMSR�ERH�JSPPS[�YT

6QFC[ũU�
5EJGFWNG
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0QTOU

8LMW�MW�E�WEJI�WTEGI�XS�WLEVI��GSRJMHIRXMEPMX]�

%PP�ZMI[W�[MPP�FI�VIWTIGXIH�ERH�PMWXIRIH�XS�

;I�EVI�LIVI�XS�PIEVR�JVSQ�IEGL�SXLIV�

;I�EVI�EPP�TVSJIWWMSREPW��WXIT�SYX�MJ�]SY�RIIH�XS�

8LIVI�[MPP�FI�E�PSX�SJ�STTSVXYRMXMIW�JSV�HMWGYWWMSR��4PIEWI�EWO�UYIWXMSRW�ERH�
WLEVI�]SYV�XLSYKLXW��7SQIXMQIW�-�[MPP�EWO�XLEX�[I�WEZI�WSQIXLMRK�JSV�HMWGYWWMSR�
ŰGLIGO�MRű�XMQI�

+PVTQFWEVKQPU

)0%�8IEGLIV�0IEHIV

�XL�+VEHI�8IEGLIV

8LMW�MW�Q]��XL�]IEV�EX�;�%��1IXGEPJI�)PIQIRXEV]

&EGLIPSVW�MR�)PIQIRXEV]�)HYGEXMSR

1EWXIVW�MR�7TIGMEP�)HYGEXMSR�[MXL�E�JSGYW�SR�)QSXMSREP�ERH�&ILEZMSVEP�
(MWSVHIVW

(SGXSVEXI�MR�8IEGLIV�0IEHIVWLMT
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+PVTQFWEVKQPU�EQPũV

;LEX�MW�]SYV�REQI��TSWMXMSR��ERH�WGLSSP�WMXI#

;LEX�MW�XLI�QSWX�VI[EVHMRK�XLMRK�EFSYX�XIEGLMRK�VIEHMRK#

;LEX�MW�XLI�QSWX�GLEPPIRKMRK�XLMRK�EFSYX�XIEGLMRK�VIEHMRK#

-W�XLIVI�ER]XLMRK�IPWI�]SYŭH�PMOI�XS�WLEVI�EFSYX�]SYVWIPJ#

9J[�+�%JQUG�VJKU�6QRKE
-R�XLI�����������WGLSSP�]IEV�Q]�WGLSSP�[EW�ER�*��8LEX�QIERX�XLI�WXEXI�XIEQ�
GEQI�MR��-�LEH�E�WXEXI�VIEHMRK�GSEGL��E�WXEXI�[VMXMRK�GSEGL��E�WXEXI�QEXL�GSEGL��
ERH�E�HMWXVMGX�PMXIVEG]�GSEGL��-�GSYPHRŭX�WXERH�Q]�WXEXI�VIEHMRK�GSEGL��-�JMREPP]�
JMKYVIH�SYX�XLEX�MX�[EW�FIGEYWI�WLI�RIZIV�KEZI�QI�ER]�TSWMXMZI�JIIHFEGO��)ZIV��-�
[EW�[SVOMRK�WYTIV�LEVH�EX�1IXGEPJI�XIEGLMRK�E���GSQFS�GPEWW��1IIXMRKW�[MXL�
LIV�SJXIR�LETTIRIH�JVSQ�����������HYVMRK�Q]�TPERRMRK�TIVMSH��VMKLX�FIJSVI�
I\XIRHIH�LSYV��-X�[EW�RSX�E�KSSH�I\TIVMIRGI�

,S[IZIV��-�EPWS�PIEVRIH�QSVI�EFSYX�FIMRK�E�KSSH�VIEHMRK�XIEGLIV�JVSQ�LIV�XLER�-�
LEZI�JVSQ�ER]SRI�IPWI��)ZIV��

-�GSYPH�LEZI�IEWMP]�HMWQMWWIH�LIV�LIPT��-ŭQ�KPEH�-�HMHRŭX�
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,QV�6JQWIJV

*SV�X[S�QMRYXIW��[VMXI�
HS[R�EW�QER]�XLSYKLXW�EW�
]SY�GER�EFSYX�XLI�
UYIWXMSR��2S�XEPOMRK��3RI�
XLSYKLX�TIV�WXMGO]�RSXI�

;LIR�XLI�XMQIV�KSIW�SJJ��
]SY�[MPP�GEXIKSVM^I�XLI�
XLSYKLXW�[MXL�]SYV�XIEQ�

;LEX�GSRGIVRW�HS�]SY�
LEZI�EFSYX�VIEHMRK�
MRWXVYGXMSR�ERH�PMXIVEG]�
GSEGLMRK�EX�]SYV�WGLSSP�
WMXI#

.KPMKPI�NKVGTCE[�EQCEJKPI�VQ�[QWT�RTKPEKRCNũU�
VGCEJKPI�GXCNWCVKQP�

1EOMRK�YWI�SJ�E�PMXIVEG]�GSEGL�MW�HMVIGXP]�
VIPEXEFPI�XS����SYX�SJ����MRHMGEXSVW����	�MR�XLMW�

JVEQI[SVO�
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)QQING�%NCUUTQQO

3TIR�I\GPYWMZIP]�
XS�YW�JSV�
XLSYKLXW��

UYIWXMSRW��ERH�
GSPPEFSVEXMSR�

1EMRXEMRIH�F]�
QI�YRXMP�EX�PIEWX�
.YRI�SJ������

'PEWW�'SHI�

PWFSR�E

1]�7GLIQE�
;SVOWLIIX

$GPGHKVU�QH�.KVGTCE[�%QCEJKPI

0MXIVEG]�GSEGLMRK�LEW�SJXIR�HIQSRWXVEXIH�KVIEX�WYGGIWW��-X�GER�FI�LIPTJYP�XS�XIEGLIVW�EW�[IPP�EW�XLIMV�

WXYHIRXW��*IVKYWSR��������&PEGLS[MG^�IX�EP��������JSYRH�XLEX�XIEGLIVW�ZEPYIH�GSEGLMRK�I\TIVMIRGIW��

XLEX�XIEGLIVW�FIGEQI�QSVI�MRJSVQIH�EW�E�VIWYPX�SJ�XLI�I\TIVMIRGIW��ERH�XLEX�WXYHIRXW�I\TSWIH�XS�XLMW�

GSEGLMRK�QSHIP�QEHI�QIEWYVEFPI�KEMRW��

'SEGLMRK�XLEX�MRGPYHIW�QIXLSHW�WYGL�EW�YWMRK�XLI�KVEHYEP�VIPIEWI�SJ�VIWTSRWMFMPMX]��IRGSYVEKMRK�

GSEGLIW�XS�TYWL�MRXS�GPEWWVSSQW��ERH�IWXEFPMWLMRK�TSWMXMZI�VIPEXMSRWLMTW�[MXL�XIEGLIVW�LEW�FIIR�WLS[R�

XS�FI�IJJIGXMZI��&PEGLS[MG^�IX�EP���������'SPPEFSVEXMZI�PIEVRMRK��QSHIPMRK��ERH�JIIHFEGO�LEZI�EPWS�FIIR�

WLS[R�XS�FI�IJJIGXMZI��1EXWYQYVE�
�;ERK��������EW�LEW�GSRXIRX�JSGYWIH�GSEGLMRK��&MGOIP�IX�EP���������

0MXIVEG]�GSEGLMRK�MW�E�[MHIP]�MQTPIQIRXIH�WXVEXIK]�JSV�MQTVSZMRK�LS[�XIEGLIVW�XIEGL�VIEHMRK�

�1EXWYQYVE�
�;ERK�������
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$GPGHKVU�QH�.KVGTCE[�%QCEJKPI

+VSWW�������JSYRH�XLVSYKL�MRXIVZMI[MRK����WIGSRHEV]�XIEGLIVW�EFSYX�LMKL�WGLSSP�PMXIVEG]�GSEGLMRK��

XLEX�XLI�GSRWXERX�EGGIWW�XS�PMXIVEG]�GSEGLIW�HMH�TSWMXMZIP]�MQTEGX�XIEGLMRK�WXVEXIKMIW�

%HHMXMSREPP]��&PEGLS[MG^�IX�EP��������JSYRH�XLEX�TVMRGMTEPW�ERH�XIEGLIVW�EPMOI��EW�[IPP�EW�HMWXVMGX�

WXEOILSPHIVW��JSYRH�GSEGLMRK�XS�LEZI�E�TSWMXMZI�MQTEGX�SR�GLERKMRK�XLI�H]REQMG�SJ�E�WGLSSP�

4IXXM�������JSYRH�MR�LIV�PEF�WMXI�GSRWMWXMRK�SJ�LIVWIPJ��XLI�XIEGLIV��XLI�GSEGL�����OMRHIVKEVXIR�WXYHIRXW��

ERH�WM\�SFWIVZIVW�XLEX�[LEX�FIKER�EW�PMXIVEG]�GSEGLMRK�GSYPH�WTVIEH�XS�EHHMXMSREP�WGLSSP�WYFNIGXW��

(IER�IX�EP��������JSYRH�XLEX�XLI����TVMRGMTEPW�[LS�ERW[IVIH�0MOIVX�X]TI�UYIWXMSRW�MR�XLIMV�WXYH]�ZEPYIH�

XLI�PMXIVEG]�GSEGLIW�EX�XLIMV�WGLSSPW�

$GPGHKVU�QH�.KVGTCE[�%QCEJKPI

8LMVX]�RMRI�XIEGLIVW�[IVI�WIPIGXIH�JSV�MRXIVZMI[W�JVSQ�E�PEVKIV�WXYH]�SJ�������XIEGLIVW�[LS�LEH�VIGIMZIH�PMXIVEG]�

GSEGLMRK�MR�XLI�JSVQ�SJ�WXYH]�KVSYTW�ERH�MR�GPEWW�GSEGLMRK��:ERHIVFYVK�
�7XITLIRW��������%�QENSVMX]�SJ�XLIWI�XIEGLIVW�

JIPX�XLEX�XLI�JSPPS[MRK�GSQTSRIRXW�SJ�GSEGLMRK�[IVI�ZEPYEFPI�XS�XLIQ��GSPPEFSVEXMSR��WYTTSVX��ERH�HMWGYWWMSR�SJ�

VIWIEVGL�FEWIH�MRWXVYGXMSREP�TVEGXMGIW��'LERKIW�XIEGLIVW�QEHI�[IVI�ZIRXYVMRK�MRXS�RI[�XIEGLMRK�WXVEXIKMIW��MRGVIEWMRK�

XLIMV�YWI�SJ�EYXLIRXMG�EWWIWWQIRXW��MRGVIEWMRK�XLIMV�MRZIWXMKEXMSR�SJ�TVSJIWWMSREP�PMXIVEXYVI��ERH�WLMJXMRK�XLI�PSGYW�SJ�

GSRXVSP�XS�WXYHIRXW��:ERHIVFYVK�
�7XITLIRW�������

'EVPMWPI�ERH�&IVIFMXWO]�������JSYRH�XLEX�WXYHIRXW��IWTIGMEPP]�XLSWI�EX�VMWO�QEHI�QSVI�KEMRW�[LIR�XEYKLX�F]�XIEGLIVW�

[LS�VIGIMZIH�GSEGLMRK�F]�PMXIVEG]�GSEGLIW��7MQMPEVP]��:IVRSR�*IEKERW�IX�EP��������GSRGPYHIH�XLEX�[LIR�XIEGLIVW�[SVOIH�

[MXL�E�PMXIVEG]�GSEGL�ERH�[IVI�EFPI�XS�[SVO�SRI�SR�SRI�[MXL�WXYHIRXW��IZIR�XLIMV����GLEPPIRKIH�VIEHIVW�GSYPH�QEOI�KEMRW��

(I�2EIKLIP�ERH�:ER�/IIV�������JSYRH�MR�XLIMV�WXYH]�YWMRK�XIEGLIV�ERH�WXYHIRX�UYIWXMSRREMVIW��XLEX�[LIR�E�XIEGLIV�LEH�E�

PMXIVEG]�GSEGL��XLI�EYXSRSQSYW�VIEHMRK�QSXMZEXMSR�SJ�XLI�WXYHIRXW�MRGVIEWIH��
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9J[�;174�4QNG�KU�UQ�+ORQTVCPV
-J�XLI�TIVGITXMSRW�VIKEVHMRK�XLI�PMXIVEG]�GSEGLMRK�TVSGIWW�EVI�RIKEXMZI��XIEGLIVW�GER�FIGSQI�VIWMWXERX�

XS�PMXIVEG]�GSEGLMRK�XEGXMGW��8IEGLIV�VIWMWXERGI�XS�GSEGLMRK�GER�XEOI�QER]�JSVQW��MRGPYHMRK�FYX�RSX�

PMQMXIH�XS�GSQTPIXIP]�ŰVIJYWMRK�XS�TEVXMGMTEXIű��0]RGL�
�*IVKYWSR��������T�������SV�WIIQMRK�XS�EGGITX�

XLI�GSEGLMRK��FYX�RSX�XVYP]�MRXIVREPM^MRK�[LEX�LEW�FIIR�WLEVIH�[MXL�XLIQ�EFSYX�XIEGLMRK��0]RGL�ERH�

*IVKYWSR�������VITIEXIHP]�QIRXMSRIH�XLI�MQTSVXERGI�SJ�E�TSWMXMZI�VIPEXMSRWLMT�FIX[IIR�XLI�GSEGLIW�

ERH�XLI�XIEGLIVW��;SSHGSGO�ERH�,EOIIQ�������WXEXIH�XLEX�MX�MW�MQTSVXERX�JSV�XIEGLIVW�XS�FI�EFPI�XS�

VIWMWX��JSV�XLEX�EPPS[W�XLIQ�XS�JIIP�ZEPYIH��8LI�GVIEXMSR�SJ�E�QSVI�TSWMXMZI�ERH�XVYWXMRK�VIPEXMSRWLMT�MW�

QSVI�FIRIJMGMEP�XLER�FIMRK�JSVGIH�XS�GSQTP]��3RGI�EKEMR��PMXIVEG]�GSEGLMRK�LEW�STTSWMRK�

GLEVEGXIVMWXMGW��1G(S[IPP��������E�VIEHMRK�WTIGMEPMWX�ERH�PMXIVEG]�GSEGL��I\TVIWWIH�XLI�TSXIRXMEP�JSV�

GSEGLMRK�XS�KVS[�EX�E�[SVOWMXI�SZIV�XMQI��

%JGEMKPI�KP���
;LEX�[EW�RSXI[SVXL]#
;LEX�UYIWXMSRW�HS�]SY�LEZI#
;LEX�[EW�GSRWMWXIRX�ERH�MRGSRWMWXIRX�[MXL�
]SYV�GYVVIRX�WGLIQE#
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/[�4GUGCTEJ

1M\IH�1IXLSHW��UYERXMXEXMZI�ERH�

UYEPMXEXMZI�

4STYPEXMSR������IPIQIRXEV]�VIEHMRK�

XIEGLIVW�MR�%PEGLYE�'SYRX]�

7EQTPI��-�VIGIMZIH����ZEPMH�
VIWTSRWIW��[LMGL�[EW�[IPP�FIPS[�
XLI�VIGSQQIRHIH�WEQTPI�WM^I�SJ�
�����.SLRWSR�ERH�'LVMWXIRWIR��
������3J�XLSWI�����[EMZIH�
ERSR]QMX]�ERH�GSRWIRXIH�XS�ER�
MRXIVZMI[��-�[EW�EFPI�XS�MRXIVZMI[���
SJ�XLSWI�����

,�FROOHFWHG�TXDQWLWDWLYH�GDWD�LQ�2FWREHU�DQG�

1RYHPEHU�RI������

,�XVHG�D�PRGLILHG�YHUVLRQ�RI�WKH�:\RPLQJ�
,QVWUXFWLRQDO�)DFLOLWDWRU�(YDOXDWLRQ�VXUYH\�XVHG�E\�

5XVK�DQG�<RXQJ���������DQG�DGPLQLVWHUHG�LW�
WKURXJK�*RRJOH�)RUPV�
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%R�I\EQTPI�SJ�SRI�SJ�XLI�
XLVII�QSWX�MQTSVXERX�
UYIWXMSRW�SR�XLI�JSVQ�

8LI�JYPP�WYVZI]�MW�EZEMPEFPI�
MR�SYV�+SSKPI�'PEWWVSSQ��

8LIVI�[IVI�WIZIVEP�QSWX�IJJIGXMZI�EVIEW��EPP�SJ�
[LMGL�LEH�XLVII�QIHMER�WGSVIW�SJ�������ERH����
8LI]�[IVI��ŰTVSZMHI�WYTTSVX�MR�GLSSWMRK�
ETTVSTVMEXI�MRWXVYGXMSREP�WXVEXIKMIW�ű�ŰEWWMWX�MR�
QEMRXEMRMRK�E�WYTTSVXMZI�GPEWWVSSQ�
IRZMVSRQIRX�ű�ŰGSEGL�QI�MR�Q]�GPEWWVSSQ�ű�
ŰQSHIP�IJJIGXMZI�MRWXVYGXMSREP�WXVEXIKMIW�ű�
TEVXMGMTEXI�MR�GSPPEFSVEXMZI�QIIXMRKW�ű�ŰLIPT�
QI�XS�YWI�WXYHIRX�EGLMIZIQIRX�HEXE�ű�ERH�
ŰLIPT�QI�MHIRXMJ]�WXYHIRX�RIIHW�JSV�
MRWXVYGXMSREP�JSGYW�ű�

-�GEPGYPEXIH�QIHMER�WGSVIW��JSV�
IEGL�GSEGLMRK�EGXMZMX]��8IEGLIVW�

VEXIH�ŰTVSZMHI�WYTTSVX�MR�
HIZIPSTMRK�ERH�SV�YWMRK�
ETTVSTVMEXI�JSVQEXMZI�

EWWIWWQIRXW�ű�[MXL�XLI�PS[IWX�
WGSVIW��EW�XLI�XLVII�QIHMER�WGSVIW�
[IVI�������ERH����;LMPI�XLI�PS[IWX�
WGSVIW��XLI]�[IVI�WXMPP�RIYXVEP��
RIMXLIV�MRIJJIGXMZI�RSV�ZIV]�

MRIJJIGXMZI��
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4XHVWLRQV����� 4XHVWLRQV������ 4XHVWLRQV�
�����

3URYLGH�VXSSRUW�LQ�FKRRVLQJ�DSSURSULDWH�LQVWUXFWLRQDO�VWUDWHJLHV � � �

3URYLGH�VXSSRUW�LQ�GHYHORSLQJ�DQG�RU�XVLQJ�DSSURSULDWH�IRUPDWLYH�
DVVHVVPHQWV
$VVLVW�LQ�PDLQWDLQLQJ�D�VXSSRUWLYH�FODVVURRP�HQYLURQPHQW

�
�

�
�

�
�

&RDFK�PH�LQ�P\�FODVVURRP � � �

0RGHO�HIIHFWLYH�LQVWUXFWLRQDO�VWUDWHJLHV
3URYLGH�RUDO�RU�ZULWWHQ�IHHGEDFN
5HYLHZ�ZLWK�PH�WKH�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�RI�PRGHOLQJ�RU�FRDFKLQJ
3DUWLFLSDWH�LQ�FROODERUDWLYH�PHHWLQJV
+HOS�PH�WR�XVH�VWXGHQW�DFKLHYHPHQW�GDWD
+HOS�PH�LGHQWLI\�VWXGHQW�QHHGV�IRU�LQVWUXFWLRQDO�IRFXV
6XSSRUW�PH�LQ�HPEHGGLQJ�WHFKQRORJ\�LQ�LQVWUXFWLRQ
)DFLOLWDWH�D�FRKRUW�VWXG\�JURXS

�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�

�
�
�
�
�
�
�
���

�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�

�

/GFKCP�5EQTGU�HQT�'HHGEVKXGPGUU�QH�.KVGTCE[�%QCEJKPI�%QORQPGPVU

%JGEMKPI�KP���
;LEX�[EW�RSXI[SVXL]#
;LEX�UYIWXMSRW�HS�]SY�LEZI#
;LEX�[EW�GSRWMWXIRX�ERH�MRGSRWMWXIRX�[MXL�
]SYV�GYVVIRX�WGLIQE#
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-�GEPGYPEXIH�GIRXVEP�
XIRHIRG]��QIERW�JSV�XLI�
WYQQIH�WGSVIW�JSV�4EVX�---�
�5YIWXMSRW�������ERH���ERH�

4EVX�-:�XSKIXLIV��

3YX�SJ�XLI����TEVXMGMTERXW����JSYRH�
PMXIVEG]�GSEGLMRK�XS�FI�MRIJJIGXMZI�
�[MXL�WGSVIW�VERKMRK�JVSQ��������XS�
����������JSYRH�MX�XS�FI�RIYXVEP�
�[MXL�WGSVIW�VERKMRK�JVSQ��������XS�
����������JSYRH�MX�XS�FI�IJJIGXMZI�
�[MXL�WGSVIW�VERKMRK�JVSQ��������XS�
��������ERH���JSYRH�MX�XS�FI�ZIV]�
IJJIGXMZI��[MXL�WGSVIW�SJ��������ERH�
��������

1XPHULF�(IIHFWLYHQHVV�
5DWLQJ

9HUEDO�(IIHFWLYHQHVV�5DQJH 5RXQGHG�(IIHFWLYHQHVV�5DWLQJ

3DUWLFLSDQW�� ���� ,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�QHXWUDO ,QHIIHFWLYH

3DUWLFLSDQW�� ���� 1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH (IIHFWLYH

-HQQD � (IIHFWLYH (IIHFWLYH

3DUWLFLSDQW��
3DUWLFLSDQW��
/LO\
0DGHOHLQH
3DUWLFLSDQW��
0HJ
1DWDOLH
(OHDQRU
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���
0D\D
5DFKHO
3DUWLFLSDQW���
6\ELO
3DUWLFLSDQW���
3DUWLFLSDQW���

����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����
����

,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
9HU\�,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�,QHIIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
9HU\�,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�,QHIIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH�WR�1HXWUDO
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH�WR�9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO�WR�(IIHFWLYH

,QHIIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO
,QHIIHFWLYH
9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
,QHIIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
(IIHFWLYH
9HU\�(IIHFWLYH
1HXWUDO

�

.KVGTCE[�%QCEJKPI�'HHGEVKXGPGUU�4CVKPIU

$OO�QDPHV�DUH�SVHXGRQ\PV
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%JGEMKPI�KP���
;LEX�[EW�RSXI[SVXL]#
;LEX�UYIWXMSRW�HS�]SY�LEZI#
;LEX�[EW�GSRWMWXIRX�ERH�MRGSRWMWXIRX�[MXL�
]SYV�GYVVIRX�WGLIQE#

-�GSPPIGXIH�UYEPMXEXMZI�HEXE�
�MRXIVZMI[W�MR�2SZIQFIV�ERH�

(IGIQFIV�SJ�������)EGL�MRXIVZMI[�
PEWXIH�FIX[IIR���ERH����QMRYXIW��ERH�

GSRWMWXIH�SJ���UYIWXMSRW�

)EGL�MRXIVZMI[�[EW�XVERWGVMFIH�ERH�
GLIGOIH�JSV�EGGYVEG]�

-�YWIH�E�TVSGIWW�GEPPIH�*VEQI[SVO�
�.ERI�
�0M^�������XS�EREP]^I�XLI�
MRXIVZMI[�HEXE��*VEQI[SVO�MRGPYHIW�
ŰJEQMPMEVM^EXMSR��MHIRXMJ]MRK�E�
XLIQEXMG�JVEQI[SVO��MRHI\MRK��
GLEVXMRK��?ERHA�QETTMRK�ERH�
MRXIVTVIXEXMSRŷű��.ERI�
�0M^��������
T����

-�YXMPM^IH�QIQFIV�GLIGOMRK�XS�
IRWYVI�EGGYVEG]�
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7LPH�DQG�/RFDWLRQ
,QGLYLGXDO��IDFH�WR�IDFH��DXGLR�UHFRUGHG�LQWHUYLHZ��ODVWLQJ�DSSUR[LPDWHO\����PLQXWHV�DW�D�ORFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�SDUWLFLSDQW¶V�FKRRVLQJ�
,QWURGXFWLRQ
�������,�ZLOO�LQWURGXFH�P\VHOI�DQG�P\�WHDFKLQJ�EDFNJURXQG�
�������,�ZLOO�DVN�WKH�WHDFKHU�DERXW�KHU�KLV�WHDFKLQJ�EDFNJURXQG�
�������,�ZLOO�DVN�WKH�WHDFKHU�KRZ�KHU�KLV�WHDFKLQJ�GD\�ZHQW�WRGD\�
�������,�ZLOO�H[SUHVV�VRPHWKLQJ�DERXW�KRZ�P\�WHDFKLQJ�GD\�ZHQW�WRGD\�
2IILFLDO�,QWHUYLHZ
�������7HOO�PH�DERXW�\RXU�PRVW�VXFFHVVIXO�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�H[SHULHQFH�
�������:KDW�GR�\RX�WKLQN�FRQWULEXWHG�WR�WKLV"
�������7HOO�PH�DERXW�\RXU�OHDVW�VXFFHVVIXO�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�H[SHULHQFH�
�������:KDW�GR�\RX�WKLQN�FRQWULEXWHG�WR�WKLV"
�������+RZ�ZRXOG�\RX�JHQHUDOO\�GHVFULEH�\RXU�H[SHULHQFHV�ZLWK�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ"
�������,I�\RX�ZHUH�WR�VWUXFWXUH�OLWHUDF\�FRDFKLQJ�LQ�RXU�GLVWULFW��ZKDW�ZRXOG�EH�\RXU�LGHDO"
��������6KRZ�WKH�WHDFKHU�KHU�KLV�TXDQWLWDWLYH�VXUYH\��,�ZLOO�WKHQ�DVN�WKH�WHDFKHU�WR�FRPPHQW�RQ�WKH�VXUYH\�DQG�GLVFXVV�P\�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI
�������WKH�VXUYH\�UHVXOWV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�DFFXUDF\�
3RVW�,QWHUYLHZ
�������,�ZLOO�DVN�WKHP�DQ\�DGGLWLRQDO�TXHVWLRQV�,�IRUPXODWHG�DIWHU�GXULQJ�LQWHUYLHZLQJ�SUHYLRXV�SDUWLFLSDQWV��,�ZLOO�JR�EDFN�WR�DQ\�SUHYLRXV
�������SDUWLFLSDQWV�YLD�VKRUW���WR����PLQXWH�DXGLR�UHFRUGHG�SKRQH�LQWHUYLHZV�DQG�DVN�WKHVH�DGGLWLRQDO�TXHVWLRQV��
�������,�ZLOO�FRQWDFW�WKH�WHDFKHU�ZLWK�P\�DQDO\VLV�RI�WKHLU�LQWHUYLHZ�WR�FRQGXFW�PHPEHU�FKHFNLQJ�ZLWK�KHU�KLP�

+PVGTXKGY�2TQVQEQN

7KHPHV 6XEWKHPHV

���:KDW�7HDFKHUV�:DQW�IURP�&RDFKHV�DQG�&RDFKLQJ ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�WR�NQRZ�WKDW�WKH�FRDFKHV�DUH�ZRUNLQJ�KDUG�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�FOHDU�H[SODQDWLRQ�RI�WKH�FRDFKLQJ�MRE�GHVFULSWLRQ�DQG�IRU�FRDFKLQJ�WR
���������������PDNH�VHQVH�
ā��������������7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�FRDFKHV�WR�IRFXV�RQ�WKHLU�VSHFLILF�QHHGV�
ā���������������7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�FRDFKHV�WR�EH�LQ�FODVVURRPV�DQG�OHDYH�IHHGEDFN�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�WKHLU�FRDFKHV�WR�KDYH�D�SHUVRQDOLW\�ZKHUH�WKH�WHDFKHU�GRHVQ¶W�KDYH�WR����
����������������UHDFK�RXW�
ā��� 7KH�WHDFKHUV�DOVR�ZDQW�FRDFKHV�WR�ZRUN�GLUHFWO\�ZLWK�VWXGHQWV�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZDQW�WKHLU�SURIHVVLRQDO�WLPH�WR�EH�UHVSHFWHG�

���7HDFKHU�&RQFHUQV ā��� 7HDFKHUV�IHHO�WKH�FRDFKHV�DUH�OD]\�RU�GR�QRW�NQRZ�KRZ�WKH\�FDQ�EHVW�EH�XVHG�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�DUH�FRQFHUQHG�LI�WKH\�GR�QRW�NQRZ�KRZ�WKH�FRDFKHV�VSHQG�WKHLU�WLPH�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�IHHO�DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ�LV�WDNLQJ�XS�WRR�PXFK�RI�WKH�FRDFKHV¶�WLPH�RU�QRW�DOORFDWLQJ����
���������������WKHP�FRUUHFWO\�

���+RZ�7HDFKHUV�9LHZ�WKH�&RDFKHV ā��� 7HDFKHUV�OLNH�ZKHQ�WKH�FRDFKHV�KHOS�WKHP�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�WKLQN�WKH�FRDFKHV�DUH�QLFH�SHRSOH�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�JLYH�FRDFKHV�WKH�EHQHILW�RI�WKH�GRXEW�
ā��� 6RPH�WHDFKHUV�WKLQN�WKH�FRDFKHV�DUH�OD]\�

���&RDFKLQJ�LQ�3UDFWLFH ā��� &RDFKLQJ�H[SHULHQFHV�YDULHG�JUHDWO\�
ā��� &RDFKLQJ�ZDV�EHVW�ZKHQ�LW�ZDV�UHOHYDQW�WR�WKH�QHHGV�RI�WKH�WHDFKHU�
ā���������������&RDFKHV�ZHUH�SDUWLFXODUO\�KHOSIXO�ZLWK�ZRUN�VWDWLRQV�DQG�ZULWLQJ�
ā��� 7HDFKHUV�ZKR�DGYRFDWHG�IRU�WKHLU�FRDFKLQJ�QHHGV�VHHPHG�WR�KDYH�PRUH�SRVLWLYH��
���������������H[SHULHQFHV�

6JGOGU�CPF�5WDVJGOGU
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%JGEMKPI�KP���
;LEX�[EW�RSXI[SVXL]#
;LEX�UYIWXMSRW�HS�]SY�LEZI#
;LEX�[EW�GSRWMWXIRX�ERH�MRGSRWMWXIRX�[MXL�
]SYV�GYVVIRX�WGLIQE#

)6$�'DWD+PFKXKFWCN�
5EJQQN�&CVC
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.KVGTCE[�%QCEJKPI�,QD�&GUETKRVKQP

9RJSVXYREXIP]��XLIVI�MW�RS�NSF�HIWGVMTXMSR�WTIGMJMG�XS�PMXIVEG]�
GSEGLIW��8LI]�JEPP�YRHIV�8IEGLIV�7TIGMEPMWXW�

8LEX�HSGYQIRX�MW�EZEMPEFPI�MR�XLI�+SSKPI�'PEWWVSSQ�

)QCN�5GVVKPI

9JCV�FQ�[QW�YCPV�VQ�CEEQORNKUJ�VJKU�[GCT�KP�TGCFKPI�CV�[QWT�UEJQQN!

9JCV�FQ�[QW�YCPV�VQ�IGV�QWV�QH�VJKU�FC[�QH�RTQHGUUKQPCN�FGXGNQROGPV!
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%JGEMKPI�KP���
;LEX�[EW�RSXI[SVXL]#
;LEX�UYIWXMSRW�HS�]SY�LEZI#
;LEX�[EW�GSRWMWXIRX�ERH�MRGSRWMWXIRX�[MXL�
]SYV�GYVVIRX�WGLIQE#

4GCFKPIU
-R�XLI�+SSKPI�'PEWWVSSQ

8LIVI�EVI�X[S�XLEX�IZIV]SRI�[MPP�VIEH�

4PIEWI�GLSSWI�EX�PIEWX���EHHMXMSREP�SRIW�XS�

VIEH��1EOI�WYVI�XS�TMGO���XLEX�FIWX�EPMKR�[MXL�

]SYV�KSEPW�

,MKLPMKLX�TEVXW�XLEX�WTIEO�XS�]SY�

6IQIQFIV��XLMW�MW�WGLSPEVP]�VIEHMRK���HS�RSX�

JIIP�TVIWWYVIH�XS�VIEH�IZIV]�[SVH��7OMQ�XS�JMRH�

XLI�FIWX�TEVXW�JSV�]SY�

;I�[MPP�FI�LEZMRK�E�HMWGYWWMSR�VIKEVHMRK�XLI�
VIEHMRKW�
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&KUEWUUKQP�QH�4GCFKPIU

;LS�VIEH�[LMGL�
EVXMGPIW#

,S[�HS�XLI�VIEHMRKW�VIPEXI�XS�]SYV�

KSEPW#

;LEX�LEZI�]SY�PIEVRIH�XLEX�]SY�GER�

MQTPIQIRX#

;LEX�LEZI�]SY�PIEVRIH�XLEX�]SY�[MPP�
RSX�HS�ER]QSVI#

%QOOQP�$CTTKGTU
*QY�YKNN�[QW�RTGRCTG�VQ�QXGTEQOG�VJGO!

1YPXMTPI�VIWTSRWMFMPMXMIW

'SRJPMGXMRK�QIWWEKIW�JVSQ�HMJJIVIRX�TEVXMIW

7XYHIRX�RIIHW

6IWMWXERGI

8VYWX
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6JG�DCTTKGT�QH�OWNVKRNG�TGURQPUKDKNKVKGU�

;LEX�GSYPH�XLMW�PSSO�PMOI#

1XGTEQOKPI�$CTTKGTU�#UUQEKCVGF�YKVJ�
/WNVKRNG�4GURQPUKDKNKVKGU

+SSKPI�'PEWWVSSQ�6IWTSRWIW
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6JG�DCTTKGT�QH�EQPHNKEVKPI�OGUUCIGU�HTQO�
FKHHGTGPV�RCTVKGU�

;LEX�GSYPH�XLMW�PSSO�PMOI#

1XGTEQOKPI�$CTTKGTU�#UUQEKCVGF�YKVJ�
%QPHNKEVKPI�/GUUCIGU�HTQO�&KHHGTGPV�2CTVKGU

+SSKPI�'PEWWVSSQ�6IWTSRWIW
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6JG�DCTTKGT�QH�UVWFGPV�PGGFU�

;LEX�GSYPH�XLMW�PSSO�PMOI#

1XGTEQOKPI�$CTTKGTU�#UUQEKCVGF�YKVJ�
5VWFGPV�0GGFU

+SSKPI�'PEWWVSSQ�6IWTSRWIW
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6JG�DCTTKGT�QH�TGUKUVCPEG�

;LEX�GSYPH�XLMW�PSSO�PMOI#

1XGTEQOKPI�$CTTKGTU�#UUQEKCVGF�YKVJ�
4GUKUVCPEG

+SSKPI�'PEWWVSSQ�6IWTSRWIW
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6JG�DCTTKGT�QH�VTWUV�

;LEX�GSYPH�XLMW�PSSO�PMOI#

1XGTEQOKPI�$CTTKGTU�#UUQEKCVGF�YKVJ�6TWUV

+SSKPI�'PEWWVSSQ�6IWTSRWIW
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9JCV�CTG�UQOG�
QVJGT�RQVGPVKCN�

DCTTKGTU! ,S[�GER�[I�
SZIVGSQI�XLIQ#

+SSKPI�'PEWWVSSQ�
6IWTSRWIW

%JGEMKPI�KP���
;LEX�[EW�RSXI[SVXL]#
;LEX�UYIWXMSRW�HS�]SY�LEZI#
;LEX�[EW�GSRWMWXIRX�ERH�MRGSRWMWXIRX�[MXL�
]SYV�GYVVIRX�WGLIQE#
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4QNG�2NC[KPI

=SY�[MPP�WXEVX�F]�VSPI�
TPE]MRK�[MXL�E�TEVXRIV�JVSQ�
]SYV�WGLSSP�ERH�JPMT�JPST�
VSPIW�

8LIR�JSV�IEGL�WPMHI��]SY�
[MPP�JMRH�E�TEVXRIV�JVSQ�E�
HMJJIVIRX�WGLSSP�ERH�JPMT�
JPST�VSPIW�

4QNG����6GCEJGT
4QNG����%QCEJ

5EGPCTKQ��;QWT�EQCEJ�YCPVU�[QW�VQ�
KORNGOGPV�UQOGVJKPI�PGY�VJCV�[QW�FQ�

PQV�YCPV�VQ�FQ�
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4QNG����6GCEJGT
4QNG����%QCEJ

5EGPCTKQ��;QW�YCPV�VJG�EQCEJ�VQ�EQOG�
CPF�QDUGTXG�[QW��DWV�UJG�JCUPũV�[GV�

4QNG����6GCEJGT
4QNG����#FOKPKUVTCVQT

5EGPCTKQ��;QW�IQ�VQ�VCNM�VQ�[QWT�
CFOKPKUVTCVQT�CDQWV�[QWT�EQCEJ�

DGECWUG�UJG�KU�PQV�JGNRHWN�
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4QNG����6GCEJGT
4QNG����6GCEJGT

5EGPCTKQ��#PQVJGT�VGCEJGT�EQWNF�
DGPGHKV�HTQO�EQCEJKPI�DWV�KU�DGKPI�

TGUKUVCPV��

4QNG����6GCEJGT
4QNG����%QCEJ

5EGPCTKQ��;QW�CTG�JCXKPI�C�XGT[�VQWIJ�VKOG�YKVJ�
[QWT�ENCUU�VJKU�[GCT�CPF�YCPV�VQ�EQPHKFG�KP�[QWT�

EQCEJ��DWV�PGGF�VQ�OCMG�UWTG�[QWT�EQCEJ�YQPũV�TWP�
DCEM�CPF�VGNN�[QWT�CFOKPKUVTCVQT�
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%JGEMKPI�KP���
;LEX�[EW�RSXI[SVXL]#
;LEX�UYIWXMSRW�HS�]SY�LEZI#
;LEX�[EW�GSRWMWXIRX�ERH�MRGSRWMWXIRX�[MXL�
]SYV�GYVVIRX�WGLIQE#

2NCPPKPI�HQT�VJKU�
EQOKPI�[GCT���

*QY�FQ�[QW�UGG�[QWT�TGCFKPI�CPF�YTKVKPI�DNQEM�DGKPI�
UVTWEVWTGF!
*QY�YQWNF�[QW�NKMG�[QWT�EQCEJ�VQ�UWRRQTV�[QW!
9JCV�CTG�VJG�DKIIGUV�CTGCU�[QW�YQWNF�NKMG�VQ�ITQY�KP!
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4GHNGEVKQP�CPF�%NQUKPI

:KDW�GLG�\RX�OHDUQ"
+RZ�FDQ�,�VXSSRUW�\RX"
:KDW�GR�\RX�ZDQW�DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ�DQG�FRDFKHV�WR�NQRZ�DERXW�
\RXU�SHUVSHFWLYH"

(QNNQY�WR

����7YVZI]�XSHE]��TPYW�%'--7�WYVZI]

����7YFQMX�IZMHIRGI�SJ�E�QIERMRKJYP�MRXIVEGXMSR�[MXL�E�
PMXIVEG]�GSEGL�JVSQ�XLMW�]IEV��IMXLIV�TVMZEXIP]�XLVSYKL�IQEMP�SV�

MR�XLI�+SSKPI�'PEWWVSSQ�WS�SXLIVW�QE]�FIRIJMX�
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Appendix B: District Literacy Coach Evaluation

 

District Literacy Coach Evaluation
* Required

SURVEY CONSENT FORM

SURVEY CONSENT FORM

You are invited to take part in a research study of teacher experiences with county literacy 
coaches. The researcher is inviting kindergarten through fifth grade general education 
homeroom teachers of reading to be in the study. This form is part of a process called 
“informed consent” to allow you to understand this study before deciding whether to take part.

This study is being conducted by a researcher named Crystal Tessmann, who is a doctoral 
student at Walden University. You may already know the researcher as a teacher leader and 
union representative in this county, but this study is separate from those roles.

Background Information:
The purpose of this study is to investigate how teachers are experiencing literacy coaching in 
this county and there are two phases to the study. 

Procedures:
If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to: 
• Answer an online survey (10-20 minutes) in Phase 1 of the study.
• Provide your first and last name if you would like to be considered for a face-to-face 
interview in Phase 2 of the study. If you do not provide your name your responses will be 
anonymous. If you do, they will still be confidential.

Here are some sample questions:
• How effective have the following activities been in changing your practice? Please 
choose “Does not apply” for those activities you have not worked on with a district and/or 
literacy coach?
• Please assess the value of the time you have spent working on the following activities. 
Choose “Does not apply” for those activities you have not worked on with a district literacy 
coach in this County during the 2014-2015 school year.

Voluntary Nature of the Study:
This study is voluntary. Everyone will respect your decision of whether or not you choose to 
be in the study. No one will treat you differently if you decide not to be in the study. If you 
decide to join the study now, you can still change your mind later. You may stop at any time. 

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study:
Being in this type of study involves some risk of the minor discomforts that can be 
encountered in daily life, such as slight stress from answering questions. Being in this study 
would not pose risk to your safety or wellbeing 

Participating in this study can benefit you by allowing you to reflect on your professional 

District Literacy Coach Evaluation https://docs.google.com/a/waldenu.edu/forms/d/1IgeFNVgrxC...
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experiences with literacy coaches.

Payment:
There is no payment for participation in the survey. However, if you later consent to 
participating in the face-to-face interview (Phase 2) you will receive a $10 gift card to the 
establishment of your choosing after completing the final phone call.

Privacy:
Any information you provide will be kept anonymous unless you provide your name so that 
you may be selected for an interview. In this case your information will be kept confidential. 
The researcher will not use your personal information for any purposes outside of this 
research project. Also, the researcher will not include your name or anything else that could 
identify you in the study reports. Data will be kept secure by being locked in a privately owed 
filing cabinet and/or stored on a password protected private Google Drive. Data will be kept 
for a period of at least 5 years, as required by the university.

Contacts and Questions:
You may ask any questions you have now. Or if you have questions later, you may contact 
the researcher via (352)870-7471 crystal.tessmann@waldenu.edu. If you want to talk 
privately about your rights as a participant, you can call Dr. Leilani Endicott. She is the 
Walden University representative who can discuss this with you. Her phone number is 
612-312-1210  Walden University’s approval number for this study is IRB will enter approval 
number here and it expires on IRB will enter expiration date.

Please print or save this consent form for your records.

Statement of Consent:

I have read the above information and I feel I understand the study well enough to make a 
decision about my involvement. By returning a completed survey, I understand that I am 
agreeing to the terms described above regarding participation in the survey part of the study 
(Phase 1). I understand that there is a separate consent form for the interview part of the 
study (Phase 2), if I agree to participate. 

In the following survey, “district literacy coach” will refer
to a coach employed in this county whose primary
concern is the subject of reading. It is also in reference to
a coach who dealt with you directly at your work site in a
manner more personal than a general workshop.

Part I

District Literacy Coach Evaluation https://docs.google.com/a/waldenu.edu/forms/d/1IgeFNVgrxC...

2 of 11 8/15/15, 9:30 AM



373 
 

 

 

 
 
 

Please respond to the following three questions.

During the 2014-2015 school year, were you an elementary general education,
classroom teacher of reading? Here I am referring to the 90-minute state reading
block, and while I am including inclusion classrooms, I am not including ESE
pullout.
Mark only one oval.

Yes

No Stop filling out this form.

1. 

Were you offered the opportunity to work with a district literacy coach in this
County during the 2014-2015 school year? *
Mark only one oval.

Yes

No

2. 

Have you worked with a district literacy coach in this County during the 2014-2015
school year? *
Mark only one oval.

Yes Skip to question 4.

No Stop filling out this form.

3. 

Part II

Please answer the following two questions that ask how often you have worked with a district 
literacy coach in this County during the 2014-2015 school year? 

In a typical week, approximately (to the
nearest half hour) how much time have
you spent working one-on-one with a
district literacy coach? *

4. 

In a typical week, approximately (to the
nearest half hour) how much time have
you spent working in a group setting with
a district literacy coach? *

5. 

Part III

District Literacy Coach Evaluation https://docs.google.com/a/waldenu.edu/forms/d/1IgeFNVgrxC...
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Please respond to the questions below listing activities you might have worked on with a 
district literacy coach in this County during the 2014-2015 school year. 

Please check all activities you have worked on with a district literacy coach. Check
all that apply. *
Check all that apply.

Provide support in choosing appropriate instructional strategies

Provide support in developing and/or using appropriate formative assessments

Assist in maintaining a supportive classroom environment

Coach me in my classroom

Model effective instructional strategies

Provide oral or written feedback

Review with me the effectiveness of modeling or coaching

Participate in collaborative meetings

Help me to use student achievement data

Help me identify student needs for instructional focus

Support me in embedding technology in instruction

Facilitate a cohort study group

Other:

6. 

District Literacy Coach Evaluation https://docs.google.com/a/waldenu.edu/forms/d/1IgeFNVgrxC...
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How effective have the following activities been in changing your practice? Please
choose “Does not apply” for those activities you have not worked on with a district
literacy coach in this County during the 2014-2015 school year. *
Mark only one oval per row.

Very
Effective Effective Neutral Ineffective Very

Ineffective

Does
not

apply

Provide support in
choosing
appropriate
instructional
strategies
Provide support in
developing and/or
using appropriate
formative
assessments
Assist in
maintaining a
supportive
classroom
environment
Coach me in my
classroom
Model effective
instructional
strategies
Provide oral or
written feedback
Review with me the
effectiveness of
modeling or
coaching
Participate in
collaborative
meetings
Help me to use
student
achievement data
Help me identify
student needs for
instructional focus
Support me in
embedding
technology in
instruction
Facilitate a cohort
study group

7. 

District Literacy Coach Evaluation https://docs.google.com/a/waldenu.edu/forms/d/1IgeFNVgrxC...
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Please assess the value of the time you have spent working on the following
activities. Choose “Does not apply” for those activities you have not worked on
with a district literacy coach in this County during the 2014-2015 school year. *
Mark only one oval per row.

Excellent
use of time

Good
use of
time

Neutral
Poor

use of
time

Complete
waste of

time

Does
not

apply

Provide support in
choosing
appropriate
instructional
strategies
Provide support in
developing and/or
using appropriate
formative
assessments
Assist in
maintaining a
supportive
classroom
environment
Coach me in my
classroom
Model effective
instructional
strategies
Provide oral or
written feedback
Review with me the
effectiveness of
modeling or
coaching
Participate in
collaborative
meetings
Help me to use
student
achievement data
Help me identify
student needs for
instructional focus
Support me in
embedding
technology in
instruction
Facilitate a cohort
study group

8. 

District Literacy Coach Evaluation https://docs.google.com/a/waldenu.edu/forms/d/1IgeFNVgrxC...
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Please evaluate the impact of each activity on student learning in your classes.
Please choose “Does not apply” for those activities you have not worked on with a
district literacy coach in this County during the 2014-2015 school year. *
Mark only one oval per row.

Very
positive Positive Neutral Negative Very

negative

Does
not

apply

Provide support in
choosing appropriate
instructional
strategies
Provide support in
developing and/or
using appropriate
formative
assessments
Assist in maintaining
a supportive
classroom
environment
Coach me in my
classroom
Model effective
instructional
strategies
Provide oral or written
feedback
Review with me the
effectiveness of
modeling or coaching
Participate in
collaborative
meetings
Help me to use
student achievement
data
Help me identify
student needs for
instructional focus
Support me in
embedding
technology in
instruction
Facilitate a cohort
study group

9. 

District Literacy Coach Evaluation https://docs.google.com/a/waldenu.edu/forms/d/1IgeFNVgrxC...
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Please check all activities you would like to work on with a district literacy coach in
the future. Check all that apply. *
Check all that apply.

Provide support in choosing appropriate instructional strategies

Provide support in developing and/or using appropriate formative assessments

Assist in maintaining a supportive classroom environment

Coach me in my classroom

Model effective instructional strategies

Provide oral or written feedback

Review with me the effectiveness of modeling or coaching

Participate in collaborative meetings

Help me to use student achievement data

Help me identify student needs for instructional focus

Support me in embedding technology in instruction

Facilitate a cohort study group

Other:

10. 

Part IV

Please choose your level of agreement with each of the following statements. 

My teaching practice has improved because of my work with a district literacy
coach in this County during the 2014-2015 school year. *
Mark only one oval.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

11. 
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My work with a district literacy coach in this County during the 2014-2015 school
year has helped me reflect on my teaching. *
Mark only one oval.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

12. 

My students’ performance has improved because of my work with a district literacy
coach in this County during the 2014-2015 school year. *
Mark only one oval.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

13. 

District literacy coaches in my building were easily available to me during the
2014-2015 school year. *
Mark only one oval.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

14. 

Working with a district literacy coach in this County during the 2014-2015 school
year has helped me to develop a better relationship with my colleagues. *
Mark only one oval.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

15. 

District Literacy Coach Evaluation https://docs.google.com/a/waldenu.edu/forms/d/1IgeFNVgrxC...
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I want to continue working with a district literacy coach.
Mark only one oval.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

16. 

District literacy coaches are an excellent use of this County’s money. *
Mark only one oval.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

17. 

District literacy coaches with whom I worked during the 2014-2015 school year
have the knowledge they need to do their jobs effectively. *
Mark only one oval.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

18. 

Background Information

Please tell me a little about you.

What grade did you teach during the
2014-2015 school year? *

19. 

What is your gender?20. 

District Literacy Coach Evaluation https://docs.google.com/a/waldenu.edu/forms/d/1IgeFNVgrxC...
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Powered by

How many years of teaching experience
do you have?

21. 

How many years have you been teaching
in this district?

22. 

How many years have you been teaching
in your current school?

23. 

Please identify your school for the
2014-2015 school year.

24. 

What other comments would you like to make about the work of district literacy
coaches in your school? *

25. 

I would like to participate in a confidential interview with the researcher (Crystal
Tessmann) concerning my survey responses and additional related questions.
Mark only one oval.

Yes. Please provide your first and last name on the next page. The researcher will
contact you at a later date regarding your participation.

No. Your responses will remain anonymous. Stop filling out this form.

26. 

Please provide your first and last name
below.

27. 

District Literacy Coach Evaluation https://docs.google.com/a/waldenu.edu/forms/d/1IgeFNVgrxC...

11 of 11 8/15/15, 9:30 AM
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Appendix C: Communication With Rush & Young and Permission to Use Their Survey 
 

Request for Assistance--Survey on the Work of Instructional Facilitators  

Crystal Tessmann <crystal.tessmann@waldenu.edu> Thu, Nov 28, 2013 at 10:04 AM 
To: lrush@uwyo.edu, syoung@uwyo.edu  

Dear Dr. Rush and Dr. Young,  

I am a doctoral student with Walden University, and a fourth grade teacher in Florida. I 
am studying the process of teacher coaching and in what areas it can be made more 
effective, as my doctoral project. I am reading your article entitled, Wyoming's 
Instructional Facilitator Program: Teachers' Beliefs about the Impact of Coaching on 
Practice, and am extremely interested in using your survey, whether in online or paper 
format. Is this something you would be willing to grant me permission to do?  

Thank you so much, and Happy Thanksgiving, Crystal Tessmann  

Masters in Special Education, with a Concentration in Emotional and Behavioral 
Disorders (University of Florida) 
Bachelors in Elementary Education, with a Minor in Environmental Science (University 
of Florida)  

Contact Information:  

(352)870-7471 crystal.tessmann@waldenu.edu  

Suzanne Young <SYoung@uwyo.edu> Sat, Nov 30, 2013 at 11:44 AM Reply-To: 
Suzanne Young <SYoung@uwyo.edu> 
To: Crystal Tessmann <crystal.tessmann@waldenu.edu>, Leslie Susan Rush 
<LRush@uwyo.edu>  

Hi Crystal,  

Our survey is attached for you. You can certainly use it and adapt as needed. We ask only 
that you cite us in your paper.  

Suzie Young Leslie Rush  

Walden University Mail - Request for Assistance--Survey on t... 
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2/?ui=2&ik=1a87b0eb3c&view...  
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IF_survey_for_Rural_Ed.pdf  

879K  

Crystal Tessmann <crystal.tessmann@waldenu.edu> Sun, Jul 13, 2014 at 5:52 PM To: 
Suzanne Young <SYoung@uwyo.edu>  

Dear Dr. Rush and Dr. Young,  

As I searched my email to write this letter, I truly cannot believe I did not thank you 
before now. I am so sorry about that. Thank you so much for allowing me to use your 
survey, and I will of course cite you both. Is it possible for me to access the reliability and 
validity statistics for your original survey from pilot testing and such?  

I hope you are both enjoying your summer, and thank you again.  

Crystal Tessmann [Quoted text hidden]  

Suzanne Young <SYoung@uwyo.edu> 
To: Crystal Tessmann <crystal.tessmann@waldenu.edu>  

Hi Crystal, 
I'm so sorry but we don't have that information for you. Suzie Young  

Fri, Jul 25, 2014 at 8:46 AM  

  



384 
 

 

Crystal Tessmann <crystal.tessmann@waldenu.edu>  
 

Jun 5 (9 days ago) 
 

  
   

to Suzanne  
 

 

Dear Dr. Young, 
  I am sorry to bother you again, and still appreciate you very much! My committee chair 
etc. are concerned now (after the IRB and URR already approved my research AND I 
completed the research and analysis) about validity of the instrument I used. Can you 
confirm that reliability and validity were checked in some manner, even if you do not 
have the specifics? This may be helpful if I can cite that.  

Thank you so much! 
 
 
 
 
 

Suzanne Young via uwy.onmicrosoft.com  
 

Jun 5 (9 days ago) 
 

  
   
to me  
 

 

 

Hi Crystal – absolutely. We established content validity by aligning it with the literature 
and seeking expert opinions. We also based it on an earlier version (see our article too) 
and piloted it to identify any problems with the itesm. And we checked the internal 
consistency of the scale items by using Cronbach’s alpha. It was at least .80 but probably 
greater. You can cite the personal communication with me if that’s helpful. 

  

Suzie 
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Appendix D: Interview Protocol 

Time and Location 
Individual, face-to-face, audio recorded interview, lasting approximately 45 minutes at a 
location of the participant’s choosing. 
 
Introduction 
1. I will introduce myself and my teaching background. 
2. I will ask the teacher about her/his teaching background. 
3. I will ask the teacher how her/his teaching day went today. 
4. I will express something about how my teaching day went today. 
 
Official Interview 
1. Tell me about your most successful literacy coaching experience.  
2. What do you think contributed to this?  
3. Tell me about your least successful literacy coaching experience.  
4. What do you think contributed to this?  
5. How would you generally describe your experiences with literacy coaching? 
6. If you were to structure literacy coaching in our district, what would be your ideal?  
7. (Show the teacher her/his quantitative survey) I will then ask the teacher to comment 

on the survey and discuss my interpretation of the survey results to determine 
accuracy. 

 
Post Interview 
1. I will ask them any additional questions I formulated after/during interviewing 

previous participants (I will go back to any previous participants via short 5 to 10-
minute audio-recorded phone interviews and ask these additional questions). 

2. I will contact the teacher with my analysis of their interview to conduct member 
checking with her/him.  

  



386 
 

 

Appendix E: Member Checking Document 

Below are the preliminary conclusions I shared with my participants during member 

checking. Results of member checking are in parentheses. 

 

When I interpreted the data, I came to the following conclusions.  

1. The teachers gave coaches the benefit of the doubt if they were not performing 

at the level they thought the coaches should. (All nine teachers I member checked with 

affirmed this, Jenna and Natalie stated that it was “pretty accurate”). 

2. The teachers felt that the coaches are nice people. (All nine teachers I member 

checked with affirmed this, Jenna and Natalie stated that it was “pretty accurate”). 

3. The teachers felt that personality was very important in coaching. (All nine 

teachers I member checked with affirmed this, Jenna and Natalie stated that it was “pretty 

accurate”, and Meg made a point to mention that she agrees specifically with this 

statement).  

4. The teachers don’t have enough resources to meet expectations, want help, and 

believe all teachers can improve. If they didn’t express a need for help, they felt they got 

so much from the coach or coaches already that they were functioning fine without help. 

(All nine teachers I member checked with affirmed this, Jenna and Natalie stated that it 

was “pretty accurate”. At first Rachel disagreed with the statement, so I let her comment 

on it, then I reread it and emphasized the part about “If they didn’t express a need for 

help,” and then she agreed with the statement).  
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5. The teachers felt administration is taking up the coaches’ time and/or is not 

allocating them correctly. (Seven teachers I member checked with affirmed this. Meg 

mentioned that as a coach this year she thinks this statement is very true. Jenna stated that 

this was not happening at her school, but maybe it is happening at other schools. 

Madeleine doesn’t know if she sees mandating to coaches because when she has asked an 

administrator where the coach’s office was the administrator didn’t know. She stated 

administration doesn’t seem to know what’s going on with literacy coaches).  

6. The teachers who advocated for their coaching needs seemed to have more 

positive experiences. (Eight teachers I member checked with affirmed this. Eleanor said 

“definitely” for this one. Rachel disagreed, stating that her team did advocate for their 

needs and still did not have a positive coaching experience. She went on to express a lot 

of frustration with a situation with writing groups from this school year. She was 

unhappy with the lack of flexibility the coaches had in conforming to what the teachers 

wanted, and how one coach seemed to be uninformed about the plans. Though important 

to note, it is also important to note that in her interview she mentioned a case of 

advocating for herself twice, the second ending with better results).  

7. The teachers liked when coaches work directly with students and want to see 

student improvement. (Eight teachers I member checked with affirmed this. Meg noted 

that technically working with students is not part of their job description, but it happens, 

and that a lot of teachers don’t really know what the job of coaches is. She noted that she 

doesn’t know how it was decided how or who people work with when she was in the 
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classroom, but that it would be helpful if that was clearly communicated with teachers at 

the beginning of the year).  

8. The teachers liked when coaches help them. (All nine teachers I member 

checked with affirmed this). 

9. It was very important to the teachers that the coaches work hard, and of great 

concern if they could not figure out what they were doing with their time. (All nine 

teachers I member checked with affirmed this).  

10. Time came up a lot, either there wasn’t enough time, or it took too long to get 

things back from coaches. The teachers wanted timely responses from coaches. The 

teachers recognized that coaches have time and flexibility that teachers don’t…and 

teachers expected them to use it wisely. However, they also understood that coaches are 

probably being pulled in a lot of directions. (All nine teachers I member checked with 

affirmed this. Meg said this was very true. Jenna stated, “Oh I’m sure they are.”). 

11. Most of the time if there was a problem with coaching it was an absence of 

help or not enough help…not too much help. (All eight teachers I member checked with 

affirmed this. Meg was happy to hear this. Natalie stated, “Absolutely.”). 

 

It also became clear through analysis that if teachers are to be coached, they 

prefer certain things. Teachers feel they themselves work hard, and they want coaches to 

work hard as well. They want a clear explanation of the coaching job description and for 

coaching to make sense. Work stations and writing in particular came up as areas coaches 

were helpful with. (Jenna stated that all the coaches were great at coming in to help with 
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areas kids aren’t getting, making mini lessons or centers, and that it was good to have 

different perspectives. Natalie stated that she did not feel that her coach helped her with 

work stations or writing samples, that she held the minimum number of meetings, they 

went well past the contractual time, and that they weren’t engaging meetings, but more of 

a lecture. She stated that the coach told them what they could do, but didn’t make 

anything for them. She went on to express that she and her team would have rather been 

in their rooms to meet and plan, and that administration made it clear they wanted to see 

student book studies, but the coach didn’t offer any suggestions for that. She felt that 

what was suggested but the coach could have been found by the teachers with a little 

research, and that her team was doing that. She noted that as she has left the county and is 

in a new school, she now feels she is being coached. This looks like administration 

supporting teachers going in to observe others, the curriculum resource teacher modeling 

and providing resources so they don’t have to make anything, and that it feels like a 

breath of fresh air. She clarified that it could have just been her school, as there was very 

low morale and teachers were not supported in a plethora of ways.)  

Teachers want coaches to focus on their specific needs. They don’t just want 

coaches to pop their heads in for a minute, they want to feel a genuine offer of help. They 

want their coaches to have a personality where the teacher doesn’t have to reach out. 

They want them to have a welcoming and helpful personality, as well as enthusiasm for 

what they are doing. They want them to be in touch, realistic in their expectations, 

understanding, and knowledgeable. They want the coaches to build relationships with 

students and teachers. (Jenna: Pretty good.) 
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They want for them to provide useful resources, especially immediately useful 

and/or tangible resources (and for them to teach teachers how to use them). Many 

teachers did not value general ideas or suggestions. They want specific planning or 

training to be done or resources to be provided. They want coaches to be in classrooms 

and leave feedback; for coaches to work with kids in small groups, and for them to follow 

through with anything they have committed to. (Natalie noted that in the previous year 

the coach came into rooms every now and then but never left anything they could 

improve on, only stated positive things. This caused a problem when a teacher who 

received effective reading observations was let go, as it shocked the faculty. She stated it 

made them feel as if they were walking on eggshells because they didn’t know what 

might cause them to be let go if someone who was doing what he was supposed to be 

doing was let go. Eleanor: I love all of that).  

They want their professional time to be respected. They do not want their time to 

be wasted or for things to be done at the last minute, they want timeliness of responses, 

coaches coming when they say they will, and providing resources at the most logical 

time. They think it is ideal for them to not be shared between schools. (Natalie was 

initially confused by this statement, but once I reread and clarified the paragraph she 

agreed. Jenna said it was definitely ideal. Eleanor: Yes, definitely. Meg said this was 

interesting).  

Most felt there are improvements that can be made to make coaching more 

effective. Lastly, it didn’t seem like there was a big difference for teachers between being 
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coached one on one versus in a group…what seemed to matter most was that the 

coaching was relevant to their needs. (Eleanor: Definitely yes). 
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