THE LITERACY INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER: PERCEPTIONS OFHE
IMPORTANCE OF AREAS, RESPONSIBILITY, AND USE OF
LITERACY KNOWLEDGE ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS NEED
TO LEAD AN EFFECTIVE LITERACY PROGRAM

A DISSERTATION
SUBMITTED TO THE GRADUATE SCHOOL
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE DEGREE
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION

BY

BARBARA MARIE THOMAS

DISSERTATION ADVISOR: DR. WILLIAM SHARP

BALL STATE UNIVERSITY

MUNCIE, INDIANA

AUGUST 2010



APPROVAL PAGE

THE LITERACY INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER: PERCEPTIONS OFHE IMPORTANCE OF AREAS,
RESPONSIBILITY, AND USE OF LITERACY KNOWLEDGE ELEMETARY PRINCIPALS NEED
TO LEAD AN EFFECTIVE LITERACY PROGRAM

A DISSERTATION
SUBMITTED TO THE GRADUATE SCHOOL
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE DEGREE
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION
BY
BARBARA MARIE THOMAS

APPROVED BY:

Committee Chairperson Date
Committee Member Date
Committee Member Date
Committee Member Date
Dean of Graduate School Date

Ball State University
Muncie, Indiana
August 2010



DEDICATION

| dedicate this work, which really has been a drdiaally fulfilled, to my family,
especially my husband, Bill. When | made the deniso work toward the goal of
obtaining a doctorate in education, after a fewdatarts along the way, you never
guestioned my decision and became my biggest dsskt and supporter. Without you
by my side | would never have completed this joyraed | will be forever grateful.
When you completed your doctorate, you said, “Teigree is as much yours as mine.”
Now | know what you meant and | feel the same waw.nl also want to dedicate this to
my daughter, Gini, and son, Bill, and their spouSe®t and Sarah. Watching all of you
pursue your dreams in spite of many obstacles ivas gnet the courage to pursue mine.
Over the seven years | worked on this degree Ingsiother, father, and mother-in-law
and gained six grandchildren. | want to dedichte work to all of them along with my
father-in-law, Bob Thomas. The memories of my ptg@nd in laws and their support
are with me at all times. My grandchildren, SiBophia, Robin, Lily, Corin, and, the
newest arrivals, twins, Henry and Evie, just maleesmile and want to be the best | can
be. In the future | hope you all see me as a go@anple of someone who followed her
dream and made it come true. They say it takeage to raise a child. | know it takes

a strong family and a loving, supportive husbandamplete a doctorate.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to acknowledge and thank my dissstacommittee, Dr. William
Sharp, Dr. Joseph McKinney, Dr. Delbert Jarman, Bndlennifer Bott. Your time,
effort, and support have helped my dream of conmget doctorate and becoming a
scholar and teacher of teachers a reality.

Special consideration goes to my committee clairSharp, for the positive
attitude and assistance you gave me throughouptbiess. You made what seemed to
be impossible possible.

| would also like to acknowledge Dr. Randall DayiBr. James Jones, and Dr.
Kianre Eouanzoui, for their help with developing ttesearch survey designed
specifically for this study along with suggestihg tresearch methodology used to
analyze the results. Special thanks go to Dr. EFanita who played such an important
role in assisting me with analyzing the data caéldd¢hrough the survey and leading me
to “write the story” told by the data.

Thank you to my IUSB friends and colleagues, us& Cress, Dr. Dan Holms,
Dr. Gwynn Mettetal, Dr. Sara Sage. Diane Youngsd, &ydney Bontrager who have
been my cheerleaders, expert readers, and counsletoughout this process. Your
constant reinforcement and advice have truly mhwechallenge into an opportunity for
growth.

There are many friends who | must also thankHeirtsupport and guidance
through this process. This includes my friends estibrt members Pam Cozort and Dr.
Janice Malchow. Thank you, Pam, for our bi-weduthyches where we discussed,

laughed, and cried over our trials and tribulatioosnected with the research we have



been involved in. Thank you, Janice, for your mamails that pushed me to the finish
line.

So many of my principal friends have also beenethe give advice, expertise,
and counsel and | thank them for this. Some ahtparticipated in the pilot of my
survey and gave their expertise to the developmithie survey. Mary Jo Costello was
my greatest supporter among this group. | appretiee help with reading and editing
you provided along with your friendship and encgeraent.

| want to acknowledge my daughter, Virginia Shgpfer her assistance with
editing and patrticipating in the pilot study. Ybave always made me proud and through
this work | hope you will be proud of me.

Finally, I must acknowledge my greatest suppdtesughout all of this research
process, my husband, Dr. William Thomas. He haslesearch assistant, editor, and
counselor through the entire process. He worketetisly helping me collect the names
and email addresses of over 4000 possible panitsg#eachers, literacy curriculum
specialists, and principals in all Indiana publieneentary schools) for this research
study. He also helped with sending out remindadsiaputting data from the returned
USPS surveys. When | wrote, Bill read, and whsaid, “I can’t!” he said, “You can!” |
would never have been able to complete this stuthowt your assistance and
persistence in keeping me focused on the end resblnk you for this and so much

more.



TABLE OF CONTENTS
APPROVAL PAGE

........................................................................................................ 2
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ... ..t 4
TABLE OF CONTENTS ... e 6
CHAPTER L oot e e e e e e e e e e e e e s aees 10

INTRODUGCTION ...ttt ettt ettt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e eneeeeeaeeeeeeeees 10
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY ...iiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e enneanann s 18
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY ....coiiiiiiiiiiiiire s 18
RESEARCH QUESTIONS ... 19
DELIMITATIONS ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 19
DEFINITIONS ..ottt s s e 20
SUMMARY L.ttt rrrrr e e et 22
CHAPTER 2 .. mmn e 24
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ... 24
INTRODUCTION ...ttt e e 24
ASPIRING PRINCIPALS AND INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP........ccccccveeiiiins 25
THE PRINCIPAL AS INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER .......cccoiiiiiiieeiiiiiiiieeee e 27
THE PRINCIPAL AS LITERACY INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER.........ccooiiiiieiiieeien 33
THE LITERACY INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER’S KNOWLEDGE BASE................... 38
LEADERSHIP PRACTICES AND PRINCIPAL’S LITERACY KNOWEDGE............ 42
SUMMARY L.ttt a e e 48
CHAPTER 3 oottt e e e e e e e e e e e e s aaees 50

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY



INTRODUCTION ...ttt 50

RESEARCH QUESTIONS ...t 51
DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE ... .ot eemne e 57
THE INSTRUMENT ...ttt ettt ettt nn e e e e eeeeeees 59
DATA COLLECTION ..ottt mmm ettt e s mnne e 62
DATA ANALYSIS ... 64
LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY ..o e 67
CHAPTER 4 oottt e e e e e e e e s e aees 70
RESULTS OF THE STUDY ...oiiiiiiiiiiiie i 70
INTRODUGCTION ... ettt ettt et e e e e e see e e e nreeeeaaeeeeeeeees 70
PARTICIPANT POOL ...ttt rnene e e e e e e e e 73

RESEARCH QUESTION #1: LITERACY KNOWLEDGE BASE DATANALYSIS . 77

RESEARCH QUESTION #2: RESPONSIBILITY FOR AND USE QHERACY

KNOWLEDGE BASE DATA ANALYSIS ..o 18

RESEARCH QUESTION#3: COMPARISON BETWEEN PARTICIPANGROUPS

PERCEPTIONS DATA ANALYSIS ...ooiiiiiiii e 89
LITERACY CURRICULUM SPECIALIST ITEM ANALYSIS....co i 93
OPEN-ENDED RESPONSE ANALYSIS ... ..o a5
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS ...t 89
DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY OF FINDINGS........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 100
CHAPTER S oottt e e e e e 104

FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDAODNS ................ 104



SUMMARY OF STUDY ...ttt 104

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND FINDINGS ... 106
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS ......ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiimeeeneeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesneenneesnnennnnnnneneeeeeees 111
CONCLUSIONS ... e e eree e s 115
REFERENCES ... .o 123
APPENDICES ...ttt e e e et e et e ettt et ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e eeaeeeaaeeaaaeaaaeaaees 129
APPENDIX A: ISLLC 2008 STANDARDS. .......ooiiiee e 129
APPENDIX B: ELCC STANDARDS .......cooittt e 130
APPENDIX C: IRB COMPLETION CERTIFICATE ..o 131
APPENDIX D: BALL STATE IRB APPROVAL LETTER ..o 132
APPENDIX E: LETTER TO EDUCATORS .......oiiiiiimmmm e 313
APPENDIX F: THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT (USPS).....ciiiiieiiiiiiiieiiieeee 135

APPENDIX G: CORRESPONDENCE OF SURVEY ITEMS WITH [@EERTATION

QUESTIONS .. et r e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaeeeeees 147
APPENDIX H: INTERNET SURVEY ...t 148
APPENDIX I: SUMMARY OF DATA FROM ALL RESPONSES...........cccccvvvineen. 171



LIST OF FIGURES AND TABLES
Table 1: Survey DistribDUiON. ...t e,
Table 2: Participants’ School DemographiCs.............coviiiiiiiein s

Table 3: Distribution of Participants Years of Ryggional

Education EXPeriENCe......c.u i e e e e e e

Table 4:Frequency Distribution of Responses for Importasice
Literacy Knowledge Areas..........ovvtcaeviiiiie e e

Table 5: Overall Participant Mean Distribution atdracy

Knowledge Base ArCasS.......c.covieireie e i ee e e e

Table 6: Means of Items Concerning Responsibility . covvovveeiieeiann ...

Table 7: Frequency Distribution of Responses fqudntance of
Use of Literacy Area Knowledge.........ccooviiiiiiiiii i,

Table 8: Mean Distribution of Importance of UseLdéracy
Area KNOWIEAQE. .. ....ovvieie e e e e e e e e e e

Figure 1: Importance by Content and Constituentgso..........c..ccceveeennen.
Figure 2: Responsibility of Identified Literacy A®.............coovvvvineenennnn.
Figure 3: Importance by Content, Audience, and Begent.........................
Table 9: Mean and Frequencies of LCS tems..........cccovvviiiceecveniennns

Table 10: Significant Research Results............ccccoiii i,

1

80

81

84

86

87

90

92

94

99



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Today in the United States literacy is seemach of a right as free speech.
Michael Fullan (2007) claims literacy to be theyke every student’s future.” Current
educational mandates for our K-12 public schoad&@lemphasis on students’ rights and
promote student achievement. As the No Child Betiind Act (NCLB) awaits
progression through the reauthorization procedsteés continue about which academic
standard, individual, state, or national, shouldri@ndated (Carnevale, 2007), how best
to measure student progress, what consequencdsl $feoassigned to schools and
educators based on high or low levels of studemieaement, and how to meet time
expectations for students to reach proficiencyeading and mathematics (R. Allington,
L., 2006; Hoff, 2007). However, there appearsdmb argument about every child’s
right to learn, or that institutions of learningdaeducators at all levels of schooling be
held accountable in some way for the curriculaiasttuction that must take place in
order to uphold a child’s right to learn.

Every state, in compliance with NCLB guidelinesyeleped standards for skill
acquisition articulated for grades kindergartetgh twelve in all major content areas
including English/ Language Arts (for purposesho$ tstudy Language Arts is also
referred to as Literacy). High stakes tests irhesdate gage student success in acquiring

literacy, math science and social studies skilts lemowledge. In order for students to
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pass the state test they must be able to read, tmialyze, and write (Volk, 2008), which
points to the critical nature of the literacy skitelated to all content areas. These high
stake test scores are reported to the public al,letate, and national levels pointing to
the success or failure of schools in preparingesttslfor the future. Most educators
believe that accountability for student achieventsa to school improvement is here to
stay.

With the urgency placed on improving student ackmeent in literacy and math,
the most recent (2007) results of National AssesswieEducational Progress (NAEP)
have shown significant improvement in the area athmbut only marginal improvement
in reading (Cavanagh, 2007b; Dillon, 2007; Top@0Q2. In addition, there has only
been a slight narrowing of the achievement gap éetvwminority and majority students
(R. Allington, L., 2006; Dillon, 2007). Allingtof2006) states, “The gap between White
and minority students and the gap between mordemsdadvantaged students have not
narrowed in the past decade.” In the popular peesarticle by S. Dillon in thBlew York
Times(September 26, 2007) reports sobering resultspiiesll the attention and focus,
reading scores for fourth graders have only in@éasodestly since NCLB took effect.
In addition, Dillon states, “in a dozen statespleecentage of students who read at the
proficiency level has stayed the same or falle@pt8mber 26, 2007).

Since 1990, there has been increased emphasi®@tyi curricula and research-
based instructional practices. Yet, as reported@bthe improvement in student
achievement as demonstrated by the NAEP has beginaleat best in grades 4,8, and
12 (R. Allington, L., 2006). Experts and researshi{®ooth, 2007; Fullan, 2007; W. A.

Henk, Moore, Jesse C. Marinak, Barbara A. & Tontgdgarry W., 2000; Marzano,
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2005; J. Murphy, 2004) have also placed heavy esiplua the critical role principals
play in facilitating change leading to school impement and increased student
achievement.

Never has the pressure been so great on educafous together the necessary
programmatic and instructional components needsdpport students’ acquisition of
literacy skills. It is critical for educators, bophincipals and teachers, to share a common
vision of what comprises effective literacy instion. Booth and Roswell state, “The
more evidence there is of teamwork in a schoolnbee significant the change in
literacy standards” (2007 p.15). Other authorsieal to the critical role principals play
in developing a culture and community for learnamgong staff (Boyer, 1983). The
Children’s Literacy Initiative (CLI) believes “Gogatincipals know how to work
together with teachers to develop a sense of simamgabse and recognize the potential of
each student” (2001, p.1). Principals need todmemitted and enthusiastic in their
support of literacy initiatives, as well as contrto build their knowledge and experience
base in order to successfully support building-wieferm (Biancarosa and Snow, 2005
p.21).

A “Literacy Principal” supports student achievem#mbugh leadership skills,
coordinated curriculum, and teachers’ best insibael practices (Booth and Roswell,
2007). Participants in a CLI initiative “determehaine critical categories of content
knowledge that would be essential to principalsgi@mviding successful literacy
instructional leadership” (Initiative, 2000). Tleesategories include: School Culture,

Craft Leaders, Children’s Literature, InstructioMddels, Curricula, Options for
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organizing time and space, Assessment/Content &tasdSpecial Interventions,
Knowledge, and Research (Initiative, 2000)).

Booth & Roswell (2007) found shared leadershipnipartant for building
capacity and climate for “teacher ‘buy in’ and coitment to a literacy project or
initiative.” Knowledgeable educators working cbitaatively in the area of literacy
improve student skills and performance. Similaicpptions on the part of both
principals and teachers about the knowledge basgedeto support literacy instruction
and the use of that knowledge base would appepfuh@h implementing improvement
initiatives and staff development. What is notcles how the principal’s lack of literacy
knowledge and expertise may affect the supportgamthnce teachers need to share
leadership and effectively improve pedagogical ficas.

Several studies (Kolarich, 1991; Mitchell, 2004 Maurphy, S., 2004; Szabocisk,
2008; Volk, 2008) have reported on principals’ pg@toons and attitudes regarding their
role in reading instruction. Other studies (P.lidger, Bickman, L., & Davis, K., 1996;
Szabocisk, 2008) have uncovered teacher perceptgasding how a strong
instructional leader may promote increased studelnievement through their influence
on the school-wide learning climate. Murphy (2082jommended further study on how
teachers view the principal’s role of instructiotedder in relation to literacy. Such
information would be useful in forming and suppagtiiteracy teams and other collegial
leadership associations, as well as partnershighsparents within school communities to
advance literacy skills for students. The curstatly proposes an investigation
comparing the perceptions of two distinct teachieugs, non-permanent teachers and

reading curriculum specialists, with the percepiohelementary principals concerning
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the leadership role and knowledge base needegpmsian effective literacy
instructional program within an elementary school.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

As instructional leaders, elementary principaly mat have the knowledge of
curriculum and instructional practices relatediterdcy, needed to effectively facilitate
change within an elementary school leading to impdostudent achievement. In
addition to this, there may be differences betwieachers’ and principals’ perceptions of
what the principal’s literacy knowledge base shdagdand how it should be used within
the school setting. These differing perceptiony tead to problems in principals and
teachers working together on school improvemenisgtieected towards improving
literacy instruction and student achievement.
Principal as Literacy Instructional Leader

As indicated earlier, literacy is seen as thetkestudent success in all areas. In
addition, perceptions of principals may not matelcpptions of teachers with regards to
what a principal’s literacy knowledge base andafgtat knowledge should be to
adequately support effective literacy curriculuna amstruction within a school
community. Teachers and principals should presemtited front in building the
understanding of and use of the school’s overatia@uum. Differences between
teachers’ and principals’ common beliefs or underdings may affect the working
relationship between the two groups. This woulttbr the principal’s ability to support
and perform his/her responsibilities as instrualdeader working to improve literacy

curriculum and instruction within the school leaglio increased student achievement.
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The U.S. Senate Committee on Equal Educational @ypity (1970) identifies
the principal as the single most influential persoa school. Other researchers,
including Brookover and Lezotte (1979), and Marz&@03) point to the leadership of
the building principal as a critical component ofedfective school. While many
leadership experts and researchers agree withotireection between leadership and
effective schools, studies showing a direct refegiop between leadership and student
achievement are not evident (Marzano, 2005). Mara al (2005), through their meta-
analysis of leadership factors, however, did findag to translate traits of effective
leadership into a plan for current and novice adstriators to raise students’
achievement.

The Literacy Knowledge Base is Expanding

During the past twenty years, much has been wrétel researched in the area of
best practices for literacy instruction. Reggie ®wan (1996) outlined the reading wars
taking place over the emphasis of specific skillgnuction versus the whole language
approach, a more broad based literacy approachasigning the teaching of skills within
the context of “real” literature. The National Rleay Panel Report (2000), through its
research, determined that the following componenist be a part of early literacy
instruction: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluemogabulary development, and
comprehension. Reutzel and Cooter (2004) suppettiridings of the NRP report and
state that in order to become a master teacheaoimg you must know and be able to do
the following:

1. Understand the role of language as a critiaal @f children’s reading

development
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2. Assess learner needs to plan appropriate ctiiru

3. Construct well-organized and print-rich leaghenvironments

4. Use research-based instruction

5. Explicitly teach and model how to apply liteyaskills and strategies in

every area of study
6. Adapt instruction for learners with special dee
7. Involve the school, family, and community
(Panel, 2000)

Other literacy authors and researchers (R. Altingt.., 2006; Fountas, 1996;
Keene, 2007) suggest that there is no one readogggm that can meet the needs of all
learners. Fountas and Pinnell (1996) stress therntapce of using a balanced approach
to reading instruction using authentic childrentsrhture to teach literacy skills. In this
balanced approach teachers scaffold learning thraugelease of Responsibility
Teaching Model, which incorporates both large andlsgroup instruction through
direct teaching, shared learning, guided, and iaddpnt practice. Allington (2006)
points to the consideration of the diversity amboth teachers and students in schools
today necessitates diverse reading curriculum astructional practices in order to meet
students academic needs.

Since the year 2000, beginning with the Report ftbenNational Reading Panel
and the onset of NCLB, there has been an evenggreiphasis placed on research-
based best practice for literacy instruction incgdh (R. Allington, L., 2006). Yet,
relatively little research has been done on theceé#lementary principals’ instructional

leadership and literacy knowledge base have onoéghastructional program or student
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achievement. Studies comparing perceptions atjpals and teachers concerning the
literacy knowledge base and use of that knowledgipport effective instruction were
not found by the researcher.

NCLB and Accountability Factors

Under NCLB, effective literacy instruction is codsred critical to a school’s
success in making Adequately Yearly Progress (AYPhis piece of legislation
recognizes the significant role principals playresdructional leaders. Literacy
instruction is under the direct supervision of tldding principal. Staff development,
an important part of NCLB and Indiana’s Public L2241 (P.L.221), is often left to the
principal to plan and/or provide, with input anddance from central office curriculum
specialists and/or school staff. The principaiptigh participation in instructional
leadership activities such as observing classr@aohing and learning, evaluating
teachers, analyzing assessment data, and faaijtathool improvement committees, is
also involved in assessing the staff developmeatis®f teachers in all areas including
literacy.

The principal’s global view of the school and visior the future facilitates the
systemic change needed for school improvements {lbbal view includes using
student data, from both formal and informal assesss) to inform instructional practice
and diagnose student needs in all areas, most tanlyrin the area of literacy.
Principals must apply their knowledge base in otdevork with their staff on collecting,
managing, and interpreting this data.

The principal’s literacy knowledge base is crubetause it forms the basis of

support for literacy instruction within the scho®lany school stakeholders including
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teachers have perceptions of the principal as struictional leader, as well as the

knowledge base elementary principals should hawedar to effectively support literacy
instruction. Matching perceptions between teaxhed principals regarding the literacy
knowledge base and use of that knowledge by prateivould seemingly strengthen the
bond of these educators in working toward effectivgiculum and instruction leading to

improvements in student achievement and success.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was to discover and coenperceptions of three
different groups of elementary educators concertiiegmportance of the principal’s
literacy knowledge base, as well as responsitfitityand use of this knowledge by
principals to adequately support effective resedwased literacy instruction. The
educators identified to participate in the studstuded Indiana elementary principals,

non-permanent teachers, and literacy curriculunciapsts.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

This study was significant because it investigdted the actual literacy
knowledge base principals have is related to hay grerform their instructional
leadership role and meet staff expectations. Busviesearch by Marzano, Waters, and
McNulty (2005) linked the area of instructional deaship of the building principal to
improving student performance. However, they ditineestigate specifically the
principals’ instructional leadership, knowledgedaupport in the area of literacy. By
focusing on the principals’ literacy knowledgemay be possible to link their ability to

perform the leadership role in supporting besthaarpractices. The link between
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research-based literacy knowledge and a principedidership in support of literacy
instruction may indeed relate closely to studemtgpmance in this important curricular

area.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The research questions addressed in the studyasdodlows:

1. What perceptions do non-permanent teachersgdijecurriculum specialists,
and principals have concerning the importance easof literacy knowledge
elementary principals’ need to support effectiteréicy instruction?

2. What perceptions do non-permanent teachegsadiy curriculum specialists,
and principals have concerning the elementary als responsibility for and
importance of their use of areas of their literknpwledge to support curriculum
and instruction within the school?

3. What similarities and differences exist betwaen-permanent teachers,
literacy curriculum specialists, and principalstgaptions of the importance of
areas of the elementary principal’s literacy knalgle base, as well as
responsibility for, and use of literacy knowledyyeas to support effective

curriculum and instruction?

DELIMITATIONS

The delimitations of the study include:
1. Non-permanent teachers in either their firsserond year of teaching in a
school district were invited to participate in gi@vey and held positions in

schools that included grades kindergarten throogrtli grade.
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2. Literacy curriculum specialists participatimgthe study had more than two
years of classroom teaching experience prior tm¢pdn their specialist
responsibilities and held positions in schools theluded grades kindergarten
through fourth grade.

3. Elementary principals participating in thedstineld positions in schools
that included grades kindergarten through fourddgr

4. No requirement for years of experience as llimgi administrator were
required for principals participating in the study.

5. Participating subject non-permanent teachigesaty curriculum specialist,
and principals were selected from Indiana publkrentary schools which
included traditional, academy, and charter schtt@thad grade configurations

that included kindergarten through fourth grade.

DEFINITIONS

For the purposes of this study:

AYP -acronym for Adequate Yearly Progress, which undemMo Child Left
Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), is the measure by whuelblic schools are judged
as making progress toward reaching the goals seteblegislation (NCLB, 2001)
CLI — Children’s Literacy Initiative — a non-profit organization founded in
1988 dedicated to helping lower-income childregibechool ready to learn and
continue in school successfully learning to re@tis organization provides

teacher training on effective literacy instructigtudy on effective principles of
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literacy leadership, and development of litera@temals for teachers and
administrators (Initiative, 2001b).

Literacy is defined as “an individual’s ability to read,itef and speak in English,
compute, and solve problems at levels of proficyemecessary to function on the
job, in the family of the individual, and in sogi&Literacy, 2009).

Literacy curriculum specialist (LCS), is a comprehensive term used within this
studyto define a teacher who has had special trainirigararea of literacy
through either university/college courses or diststaff development,. In
addition to this, the LCS is a teacher who wasgaesl either fulltime or halftime
responsibilities acting as a literacy resourcedachers and/or may also provide
special tutoring for students struggling in thesaoé literacy. An LCS may have
other titles including, reading specialist, curhicu facilitator, literacy coach,
reading recovery teacher, and curriculum leademr@®&rman, 2009)

NCLB — The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and implemeahtiuring the
2002-2003 school year, is the most recent reawhiion of the federal schools to
have 100 percent proficiency among students in pnagtding and language arts
by 2014. Schools must also meet graduation anddsttee standards within the
guidelines of the act. “This legislation might besbviewed as an intensification
of federal education policy, particularly policyciesed on instruction in high-
poverty schools (R. Allington, L., 2006).” Currgntthere is a movement by the
Obama administration to reauthorize this legistaaod bring it back under the
title of ESEA with revised guidelines for schookfpemance and accreditation

(NCLB, 2001).
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Non-permanent teacheris the designation given in the state of Indiayraaf
teacher who is in their first or second year oth#ag in a school district.
Teachers in this classification are formally obserfour to six times and
evaluated two times during the school year by thling administrator/
principal. These evaluations determine whetherodthe teacher will retain their
position in the school district ("Non-permanent Glear,").

P.L.221 — Public Law 221 ighe Indiana school improvement legislation, which

mirrors and supports the federal NCLB requireméassembly, 1999).

SUMMARY

The principal as a literacy instructional leadesvithe focus of this study. The
research questions addressed the perceived litkrexvyledge base and use of that
knowledge by elementary principals to adequateppstt effective research-based
literacy instruction in the elementary school. d@gtions of two distinct teachers groups,
non-permanent and curriculum specialists, as vgefllamentary principals were
surveyed, not only to see what each groups’ peiaepon the topic were, but to study
what similarities and differences might exist begwé¢he groups.

While many educators would argue that emphasigeyacy instruction has
always been a part of schooling, the onset of $§Rate221) and federal (NCLB)
accountability legislation in the past ten years fuegused in on student achievement in
this area unlike any other time in the historydi@ols. A plethora of books, articles,
workshops, and presentations on research-baseatijtpractices have been developed to

meet what was considered to be an urgent need.et#owmost of this information is
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focused on teachers’ skills and knowledge. Regditdracy experts (Booth, 2007;
McEwan, 1998; Robb, 2007; Tooms, 2007) have tuthenl attention to administrators

in the form of books, articles, and workshops asisirey different areas of the literacy
knowledge base and expertise principals need tpatithe transformational change to
improve literacy instruction in elementary schod®hile it is helpful to have these
resources available, there must be a perceivedfoedus information and training to
motivate principals to take advantage of themolthlteachers and principals perceive a
need for the principal to have a defined literangwledge base in order to become an
effective literacy instructional leader, motivatifor principals to acquire this knowledge
and skill may be even stronger. An articulategréity knowledge base may be an
unexpected outcome of this study. This could beatfe for many principals who have
either limited background in elementary educatitardcy instruction, or have been away
from direct instruction in the elementary schoalssroom for an extended period of time.
Elementary principals are busy with many other oespbilities leaving little time to
concentrate on any one area for a long perioched.tiHaving an idea of focused,
articulated, and research-based literacy knowlesigegifically designed for principals to
concentrate on in their professional developmemoorse work, may make the best use

of time in supporting their role as a literacy mstional leader.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

INTRODUCTION

Since 1990, there has been increased emphasi®i@atyi curricula and research-
based instructional practices. Literacy is pivodahcquiring the type of education that is
the path to economic and political power (SchmoRé66). In addition to this, the
development of reading skills is seen as the nfajandation for all school-based
learning. “Beginning at the end of third gradeideints must be prepared to read, think
analyze, and write in order to successfully passsthte accountability tests” (Volk,
2008). Without the ability to read, opportunities academic and occupational success
are limited (Lyon, 2003). Yet the improvement indent achievement in the area of
language arts/literacy as demonstrated by the Naltibssessment for Educational
Progress (NAEP) has been marginal at best (R.dttm, L., 2006; Cavanagh, 2007a).
Some literacy experts (Gaffney, 2005) suggest,emrihphasis on high stakes tests has
certainly placed more emphasis on instructionabaontability, “Over focusing on the
bottom line — that is the number on a scale — nistyatt responsible leaders from
attending to the processes that facilitate or faterwith academic achievement”
(Gaffney, 2005). Researchers and theorists (B@@h7; R. DuFour, and Timothy

Berkey, 1995; Lezotte, 1991; Marzano, 2005) haeeqid heavy emphasis on the
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important role of the principal in facilitating ahnge leading to school improvement and
increased student achievement. The authors didbk, School Leadership that Works
(Marzano, 2005) state, “...our meta-analysis inds#tat principals can have a profound

effect on the achievement of students in their stsh(p 25). _Never has the pressure

been so great on educators to put together thessaseprogrammatic and instructional

components needed to facilitate and support stetdaoquisition of literacy skills. It is

critical for educators, both principals and teash&r share a common vision of what
comprises effective literacy instruction. The pipal as instructional leader plays a
significant role in this effort. Where teacherslaheir administrator collaborate and
share common understandings about literacy for gtedents, positive change happens.
Booth and Roswell state, “The more evidence treod teamwork in a school, the more

significant the change in literacy standards” (2pQ15).

ASPIRING PRINCIPALS AND INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP

Instructional leadership for aspiring principalsngedded within the Interstate
School Leader Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) (Appendl) and Educational Leadership
Constituent Council (ELCC) (Appendix B) standard$iese standards are used as a
basis for accrediting principal preparation progsan5SLC/ELCC Standards one
through four are often the basis upon which cuhaicufor education leadership courses
on teaching and learning are focused and informdtiand in this literature review relate
back to these four standards. Each of theseatdsdhclude the following focus: 1)
promoting a vision of learning, 2) promoting a pies school culture, providing an

effective instructional program, applying best picecto student learning, and designing
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comprehensive professional growth plans for s&ffnanaging the organization,
operations, and resources in a way that promosesea efficient, and effective learning
environment, and 4) collaborating with families artder community members,
responding to diverse community interests and nesdbmobilizing community
resources.

Schmoker (2006) reports that studies indicate whiday principal preparation
programs discuss the topic of instructional leddersa great deal is merely talk and not
focused as to what exactly the principal needshtmnkor do in order to be an effective
instructional leader. Failing to learn what nettake place in this role of instructional
leader, many new administrators simply go out aathtain the status quo without
having what it takes to make meaningful changencirals who may have no
background in literacy curriculum and instructioayractually stand in the way of school
improvement efforts caused by the lack of knowleage understanding when it comes
to the leadership role principals should play éngga vision and promoting change in a
school where literacy is a critical issue in cortiggcin to increasing student achievement
and success (Reeves, 2008).

Aspiring principals must be ready to tackle thesrol 2" century school leaders,
“assuming the responsibility of lead learner, thayst be knowledgeable about current
curriculum, instruction, and assessment practaed, when necessary, be willing to
actively challenge the status quo” (Green, 2008 Vision of the principal as learning
leader, focusing on what is learned more than wai@ught, is supported by other
leadership experts especially in connection withing/ing how teachers are supervised

and evaluated (R. a. R. M. Dufour, 2009). Aspinmgcipals need to make a paradigm
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shift to take on the responsibilities of the leagiieader in order to work with teams of
teachers to improve their instructional practic&kis shift may be difficult for some
aspiring principals since it may be very differéoim what they experienced as teachers.
Schmoker (2006) states that “Administrator prepangprograms are in a uniquely
powerful position to radically alter current praets and expectations, to positively and
powerfully affect how leaders lead and teachershiéaevery state or province, district,
and school (p.162)” Schmoker(2006) also advodatesiore focus in administrator
preparation programs with attention to the “powlecaherent curriculum,” "focused
teamwork,” “sharing cases of successful schools! ‘&aturing teachers” and practicing
administrators telling their stories related tosthefforts (p.161).

9. Many resources may be needed to prepare paisdigr the difficult role they

will face as the instructional leader in their scho

THE PRINCIPAL AS INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER

Both busines$Collins, 2001) and education researchers (Fulla@y 1P.
Hallinger, Bickman, L., & Davis, K., 1996; Marzar2)05) share the assertion “Having a
first-rate school without first-rate leadershiprgossible” (NAESP, 2001). The U.S.
Senate Committee on Equal Educational Opportut®y Q) identifies the principal as
the single most influential person in a schoolhétresearchers, Brookover and Lezotte
(1973), and Marzano (2003), point to the leadershifme building principal as a critical
component of an effective school. In additiontis tother experts in the field of
education point to the critical role a principahys in developing a school culture and

professional learning community among staff.
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DuFour and Berkey (1995) view the principal as hgvithe fundamental role to
help create conditions which enable a staff to bigweo the school can achieve its goals
more effectively” (1995 p. 14)DuFour (2002) later also pointed out the importasice
the principal’s role as lead learner in developangrofessional learning community
within the school. Irthe Carnegie Report on High School Education B¢y283) wrote,
" in schools where achievement was high and wheeeetwas a clear sense of
community, we found, invariably, that the principahde the difference.” Lambert
(2003) sees the principal as holding a “speciaitjpms when it comes to building
leadership capacity in schools because of therigpeelationship to teachers within the
building in focusing on student learning.

Expectations for principals as instructional lead®ave shifted over time taking
precedence over the managerial expectations gfdeion. The principal as
instructional leader is expected to work collabiwedy with teachers and be the lead
learner and authority. Also the instructional kelai$ looked upon as a facilitator or
initiator helping to build leadership capacity witlother educators, teachers and
specialists, within the school in order to sustaganingful change within the school
(Lambert, 2003). Hallinger (2003) provides the trfosquently used conceptualization
of how the principal influences school instructiboalture through the Instructional
Management Framework (Fig. 1). This framework ps®s three dimensions of the
instructional leadership construct including, defgithe school’s mission, managing the
instructional program, and promoting a positiveasitHearning climate (P. Hallinger,
2003). Within each of the educational leadersbipstructs functions of each are

delineated within each of the dimensions. Whikeghincipal may have some direct

28



effect on students’ learning it appears most diteme is an indirect effect through the
principal’s interaction with those who come in direontact with students in the
instructional setting, “our own belief is that tiekages between principal leadership and
students are inextricably tied to the actions aeas” (P. Hallinger, Bickman, L., &

Davis, K., 1996). For this reason it would appede valuable for both principals and
teachers to have similar vision, knowledge, angpse when it comes to student

learning.
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Defining the Principal’'s Leadership Qualities
In defining instructional leadership the Nationasaciation for Elementary
School Principals (NAESP) has outlined six stansléod “What Principals Should Know
and Be Able To Do” (NAESP, 2001). These include:
Standard One: Lead schools in a way that places student and kduhing at
the center.
Standard Two: Set high expectations and standards for the adaderd social
development of all students and the performancelofts.
Standard Three: Demand content and instruction that ensure studen
achievement of agreed-upon academic standards.
Standard Four: Create a culture of continuous learning for axitiétd to student
learning and other school goals.
Standard Five: Use multiple sources of data as diagnostic ttmo&ssess,
identify and apply instructional improvement/
Standard Six: Actively engage the community to create sharegdaossibility for
student and school success (pp.14 & 15).
Relating to the ISLLC/ELCC standards, providing tiplé examples and resources
connecting to standards like the ones suggest®iNBSP, may provide a better
foundation in instructional leadership for aspirprgncipals.
Black (2003) reported strong instructional leaders:
1. Are well-informed about curriculum and instractj and especially
knowledgeable about teaching methods that emphhaizag

students solve problems and construct knowledge.
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2. Know cognitive learning theories that helpsalldents, especially low
achievers, become competent learners.
3. Are adept at evaluating instruction, includgiging teachers useful
feedback so they can teach better and studente@anmore.
4. Are able to set and maintain learning standandtuding describing
good teaching and good student work.
These abilities of a strong instructional leadanpto aspiring principals needing a
comprehensive background in the area of curricidachinstruction leading to a problem
for current graduate educational leadership prografrich may have only one or at best
two courses that touch upon the area of teachiddesining or instructional leadership
capacity. However, the college preparation aadhimg experiences of the aspiring
administrator may also play a pivotal role in hoelivthey are prepared to take on the
role of a becoming a strong instructional leader
Cotton (2003), after a review of the research, regploon ways effective instructional
leaders may operate. These include:
Continually pursuing high levels of student leagiin
Establishing a norm of continuous improvement
Facilitating discussion of instructional issues
Observing classrooms frequently and providing fee#to teachers
Respecting teacher autonomy
Protecting instructional time
Supporting teachers’ risk-taking

Providing staff development opportunities and atiés
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Monitoring student progress and reporting findings

Using student achievement data to improve programs

Recognizing student and teacher achievement

Role modeling

Commonalities exist in the lists of what is exgelcdf an instructional leader.
High expectations for both students and teachergey. Other commonalities included:
all types of assessments of both teacher and dtleening to determine progress,
giving feedback to teachers and students, providintypes of supports and resources
including time, staff development, and materialentance teacher performance, and, in
general, treating teachers as the professionakgohscthat they are, or should be within
the school. Researchers also indicate thereasimection between student achievement
and the principals involvement in these common bens, and a general knowledge of
curriculum and instruction (Cotton, 2003; Heck, 329 The experts and researchers
agree on the importance of the principal as instvoal leader. In addition to this,
Cotton (2003) reports, “Scores of studies showshalent achievement is strongly
affected by the leadership of school principalsSo it is discouraging to find, as the
researchers have, that principals who do functomstructional leaders are relatively
rare (p..” As alluded to in the beginning of thisapter, knowledge of curriculum and
instruction is critical for the principal as insttional leader and should be a part of
graduate educational leadership programs. Evee oracial is building understanding
of how to use this knowledge when working with tears, students, parents, and the
community to support the mission of the school encke change leading to school

improvement. New principals must learn how to bedéathe management issues each
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day presents with the instructional leadership tpres related to school improvement
(Alvy, 2005).

This study narrowed in on the literacy instructbleader due to the urgency
related to this skill area for students. The stakeshigh with regards to literacy because
it touches upon and affects all other areas oferdrgtudy and is key to student success
(R. Allington, L., 2006; R. Allington, L., and Patra M. Cunningham, 1996; Lyon,
2003; Volk, 2008). This study’s intent was to shigtt on the importance of the literacy
knowledge base of the instructional leader. Timigsrmation is important when
considering how we educate and encourage principddscome effective literacy
instructional leaders. Examining perceptions atters and principals regarding the
principal as a literacy instructional leader hédlpslefine the expectations of the position.
The question comes back to how important are varavaas of literacy knowledge and
actions using that knowledge expected of a “litgqagncipal’, as perceived by

educators, both principals and teachers.

THE PRINCIPAL AS LITERACY INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER

In the last eight years student achievement iratka of literacy has garnered
increased attention. The National Reading PaepbR (2000) and NCLB legislation
are primarily responsible for making literacy adbpoint of student learning. Literacy is
linked closely to student success in school. @lR007; Reutzel, 2004) “ Of all
subject areas, literacy stands as one of the nffestige vehicles for school change, that
success in literacy ensures success in other aumicareas” (Booth, 2007). There is a

growing body of literature which suggests thatpghacipal’s knowledge and
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instructional leadership in the area of literackey to providing “high-quality literacy
programs” (Reeves, 2008). The Children’s Literhuirative (CLI) believes “Good
principals know how to work together with teachterslevelop a sense of shared purpose
and recognize the potential of each student” (32@3 One researcher (Lofton, 2009)
reported “The higher the principals’ level of maaagent support for scheduling,
financing, and evaluating of literacy initiativése greater the impact on students who
scored below basic, proficient levels...” (p. 80YinBipals need to be committed and
enthusiastic in their support of literacy initiags; as well as continue to build their own
knowledge and experience base in order to sucdbssfypport building-wide reform
(Biancarosa, 2004; Jacobson, 1992).

Reeves (2008) states that even with all of thenitte given to literacy
instruction in schools there are still problemgiaviding programs that meet students
needs. The following statement provides the Hasithis researcher’s study of
principals’ literacy leadership; “Part of the prebi is that in many schools,
administrators and teachers have not developed conumderstandings of the essential
elements of effective literacy instruction,...If schéeaders really believe that literacy is
a priority, then they have a personal responsjtititunderstand literacy instruction,
define it for their colleagues, and observe ityaiReeves, 2008). Problems arise in
defining what the essential elements of literasgrinction are. Authors and researchers
have attempted to define this important leader&gior. However, part of the problem
still remains in getting different groups to agveeat knowledge and support is needed
by the principal in order for them to effectivelyfill their role as literacy instructional

leader.
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Sanacore (1996) discusses principals’ languageeadership as having a major
impact on children’s literacy learning. He ackneddes that principals must approach
instructional leadership in different ways depegdam the staff, the students, and overall
culture of the school, as well as the principalis@ersonality, strengths, and
experiences. The uniqueness of the school enveotiolimate must be taken into
account along with the resources available. Jusha reading program or instructional
method will not meet all learners’ needs, theneasone way of changing or improving
literacy curriculum and instruction in every scho8&anacore (1996) points to the
following guidelines for principals for successfahding leadership:

Keep up-to-date concerning language arts and cefegiels

Work cooperatively with the staff

Support different learning styles and assessmeategies

Promote lifetime literacy through reading immersion

Involve parents in their children’s literacy leargi
The guidelines presented here are broad enougkhyatmay be applied to different
school situations in a variety of ways. While Sama’s guidelines do not point to a
specific knowledge base a principal needs to sumffactive literacy curriculum and
instruction within the school, there is a defirgtanection here to the principal as lead
learner, which is alluded to in much of the litewatand research concerning the
principal as instructional leader.

McKewan (1998), reinforcing the view of the pringi@s a lead learner,
suggested the following ways for principals to efifeely support literacy instruction

within a school.
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Think for yourself — work with the staff to detemeiwhat is best for your school

Read books and articles about reading to becomiidamith best practices

Do site-based research — data analysis of curteritalum and reading programs

Be visionary — become the change agent for thea¢take control of your

school’s destiny”

Focus on what can be changed with the school

0 Scheduling

0 Resources

o Effectiveness of teachers
o Staff Development

Be the instructional leader (McEwan, 1998)

These suggestions are mirrored and expanded upotheyexperts and initiatives. As
reported in detail here being a literacy instruzdideader requires a deeper literacy
knowledge and understanding which goes beyondofiet instructional leader as
previously described in the earlier part of thisréature review.

Booth and Roswell (2007) suggest that a “Literaggdipal” supports student
achievement through leadership skills, coordinatediculum, and teachers’ best
instructional practices. The guiding principleggested to form a framework for
literacy-based school change include:

Create a shared literacy vision in your school thatear and shaped by the

particularities of your school community.
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Understand the textual worlds of your studentstaedoractices that accompany
these texts; this entails showing your studentsytha understand and appreciate
their communities.

Work as a school literacy team, with everyone hgamole in determining the

vision and the implementation plan, each membeging specific expertise to

building the culture of literacy in the school.

Build in time and opportunities for professionaldmpment for the stake holders

who are developing the program.

Mediate the world outside of your school within yaghool; be aware of literacy

in the community, global literacy initiatives, néweracies, and the place of

district implementation plans.

While similar points are made to McEwan’s (1998)cerning vision, staff
development, and collaboration with staff, Bootlkl &oswell (2007) made more of a
connection to the contextual factors of the schommmunity, and the world when
considering the principal’s role as a literacy finstional leader. They also recognize the
importance of using the expertise of teachers withe building to help with staff
development. Going even further, shared leadersiich begins with commitment
from every member of the staff that learning istthe priority within the school, is what
will lead to significant change in instruction acwgrriculum and improvements in student

performance (Cobb, 2005a).
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THE LITERACY INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER’'S KNOWLEDGE BASE

Participants in a CLlI initiative (2001) “determinathe important categories of
content knowledge that would be essential to ppaisi for providing successful literacy
instructional leadership” (Initiative, 2001a). Heecategories include:

1. School Culture — Principals need to understhadignificance of entrenched

philosophical and instructional habits that consgtita culture in a school—and is

or her power to change that culture.

2. Craft Leaders — Principals need to know thekifyis and practitioners in the

field of literacy instruction who provide fresh meand useful models.

3. Children’s Literature — In order to create anoaunity of readers, principals

must actively read not only professional literatumet also quality children’s

literature.

4. Instructional Models — As the primary filter foew programs, principals must

be familiar with a wide range of current instruci models.

5. Curricula — The challenge for the principaldaknow his or her district’s

mandated curriculum and make sure teachers aréabtdiver it.

6. Options for organizing time and space — Askieedecision-maker for the use

of time and space, principals must be aware of thmawuse of time and space

affects instruction.

7. Assessment/Content Standards — Principals todatbw how best to use

assessment data based on relevant content standdrdsachers, school

communities, and parents.
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8. Special Interventions — Principals need to t@akéose look at how support is

delivered to struggling students and how this supgmrganized.

9. Knowledge, and Research — Principals need davkmhere to find models,

data, and organizations that do useful researchhatatan serve as allies to

answer questions of what works and why. (Initiati2001a).

The numbers do not indicate the level of imporgaoicthe identified area as
represented in the publication of these findingss assumed that one area of literacy
knowledge was considered to be as important ahanotThese nine areas have been
referenced in other recent books and researchest@ooth, 2007; E. Murphy, S., 2004)
and are considered to be a comprehensive knowlsaiggefor a principal in order to
effectively support literacy change and instructrathin the school.

How children learn to read and overcome readiffgcdities, as well as the
effectiveness of some reading approaches oversoth@art of what principals need to
know about reading according to Lyon (2003). LYy®003 p. 18) also believes that
“having this knowledge and using it to help studesituggling with learning how to read
will decrease the number of special education raifer

In an earlier study of the perceptions of princgpadncerning the knowledge base
principals need to support reading instructionpbaon et al (1992) reported four
unresolved reading issues among principals: ttfierdnces between whole language
versus basal approach, assessment of studentgiggadgress, the use of trade books
vs. basal, and ability grouping for reading instimit. Some of these issues, trade books
vs. basal, whole language vs. basal approach méwiagnore balanced approach to

literacy instruction have changed with more redearc best literacy instructional
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practice being done over the last sixteen yeddswever there is still a great deal of
discussion about what are the best ways to astelng's progress, (especially in light
of the importance placed on standardized testieg ts determine adequate yearly
progress (AYP) under the NCLB guidelines) how tougr students for reading
instruction, and how skills, mainly phonics instiiaa should be taught in early literacy
programs.

In relation to accessing literacy resources anokmétion a survey of principal
perceptions (Jacobson, 1992), found the most frefuesed resources cited were:
professional education magazines, personal contatttspecialists and colleagues, and
newspapers. Limited time was sited as a factorcypals’ use of other resources such as
books, journals, etc. One can only wonder whatéisponse of principals surveyed in
this studied would have been if the principals syed in 1992 would have had the
Internet accessibility available today. More racgndies on principal access to literacy
resources and information were not found.

In relation to the evolution of how principals itgccess literacy resources and
information, Booth and Roswell (2007) suggest tiausion of information on “New
Literacies” in the principal’s literacy knowledgade. These authors define new
literacies as “an approach to literacy teachinglaaching that acknowledges how we all
come at literacy from different perspectives ana/ has literacy leaders and educators,
we need to find ways of mediating the differentengnces and identities of our
students” (Booth, 2007). New literacies are oftennected to the “digital practices” we
have all become familiar with, which has had ameasing effect on our daily lives and

has moved us away from what might be consideredesdional literacy (Booth, 2007).
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Included in the discussion of new literacy aredheas of critical (viewing text from
different perspectives, levels, and interpretafiposltural (connecting culture with text),
and multi/digital (the design and technology reviolo/evolution of text) literacy.

There are conflicting realities present for priradgp(Tooms, 2007). The first
reality is, stakeholders’ beliefs of principalsigeiomniscient (knowing all things that are
going on within their school) and the second catifig reality is there is not enough
time for principals to know everything that is ggion in the school. While the latter
belief appears to be the reality all principals tdesal with, there are still expectations
and beliefs of experts and researchers of whamhaipal should know and do as a
literacy instructional leader. Tooms (2007) sugggéehat the principal’s instructional
leadership within a school is critical to the sigscef both teachers and students
especially in the ability to answer the followingestions:

How do you determine your own values about literaicgt empower others to do

the same?

How do you assess the literacy values in your déhoo

What happens when groups have different valuestdibenacy?

How do you build a culture of literacy in your scii®

How do you lead literacy instruction?

Why is a literacy committee Important, and who dtdae on it? (Tooms, 2007)
While approaching the knowledge base for effediteeacy instructional leadership from
a different angle, this approach brings in theitgaf the school situation and addresses
the fact that everyone within a school may not caimevith the same answers to the

guestions. Negotiation and consensus building @vbalimportant skills for a literacy
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instructional leader to be able to work out thefferdnces for progress and

improvement to be made.

LEADERSHIP PRACTICES AND PRINCIPAL'S LITERACY KNOWEDGE

Having a literacy knowledge base, while seemimgigortant, is only helpful if it
can be used to support effective literacy instarctvithin the school. “Avoid jacking up
your literacy jargon if you cannot clearly explahat you believe about literacy
instruction (Tooms, 2007).” As a literacy instiocial leader, a strong connection is
made based on the principal’s presence in classoda stated before a principal
cannot be omniscient of all that takes place withsthool (Cobb, 2005b; Tooms, 2007).
However, through regular classroom visitationstieesve teachers teaching and students
learning, the principal as a literacy instructioleder will be better informed to answer
or comment on questions concerning literacy insibnal practices posed by different
stakeholders including teachers, students, parentsthe community (Cobb, 2005b;
Tooms, 2007).

While assessment tools are available which enabkiteanentary principal to
observe and assess classroom literacy instructpyaatices, it appears that a literacy
knowledge base is helpful in understanding exaeltigt is being assessed. Several
experts (Gaffney, 2005; W. A. Henk, Moore, Jessbi@rinak, Barbara A. & Mallette,
Marla H., 2003; W. A. Henk, Moore, Jesse C. MarirBérbara A. & Tomasetti, Barry
W., 2000; Levesque, 2005) recognizing the needdopuntability prompted by national

and state legislative mandates have provided fraresafor principals, teachers, and
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literacy specialists to use to evaluate currerdszi@om instructional practices in regards
to literacy instruction.

Levesque and Carnahan (Levesque, 2005) providetservation guide for
principals and reading coachers to use when oilogeiv a teachers’ classroom in order
to give focused feedback on what is taking plaaendwclassroom literacy instruction.
Another form is provided for teachers to complatelte impact of the principals’
supervisory visits on literacy instruction (Levesq@005)

The Reading Lesson Observation Framework (RLOF)AVWHenk, Moore, Jesse
C. Marinak, Barbara A. & Tomasetti, Barry W., 20@®)d the Writing Observation
Framework (WOF) (W. A. Henk, Moore, Jesse C. Md(jrizarbara A. & Mallette,

Marla H., 2003) are both grounded in the practafdsest literacy instruction and are
closely related to CLI initiative nine categoridsitjative, 2001a) reported on earlier in
this chapter. The purpose of the RLOF and WOF ésamks is to provide shared
language that may improve communication betweegadus within the school to begin
discussions of what is taking place and what cheunggy need to be made in the future
(W. A. Henk, Moore, Jesse C. Marinak, Barbara AViéllette, Marla H., 2003; W. A.
Henk, Moore, Jesse C. Marinak, Barbara A. & Tontgdgarry W., 2000).

It is obvious when looking at these instruments usv complex and involved
the teaching of reading and writing is. Whiletariacy knowledge base would certainly
increase the principal’s ability to use these assest instruments effectively, the
frameworks themselves may actually increase thecipal’s literacy knowledge base.
Use of tools such as the ROLF and WOF help thecyjmah frame what effective literacy

instruction and classroom practices should loo& tikhelp guide teachers in their own
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self-assessment towards improving instructionatfires and classroom environments
supportive of increased student achievement iratba of literacy (Reeves, 2008). This
self-assessment supports increased leadershipitgapiémving teachers not only to use
these tools to evaluate their own instruction,dlsb to help in coaching peers. lItis
imperative for principals to build the leadershgpacity of individuals, teams, and the
organization as a whole and can be consideredvasaaure of their own success (Killion,
2009). “When the principal elicits high levelsadfmmitment and professionalism from
teachers and works interactively with teachersshared instructional leadership
capacity, schools have the benefit of integratadéeship; they are organizations that
learn and perform at high levels”(P. Hallinger, 3P0

Several research studies (Jacobson, 1992; Koldaréd1,; E. Murphy, S., 2004)
pointed to the principal’s perceptions of the knedge base needed to adequately
support effective literacy/reading instruction. ek same studies (Jacobson, 1992;
Lofton, 2009; E. Murphy, S., 2004) also suggestrtéed for principal’s being current as
far as their knowledge of best literacy instrucéibpractice to be essential for promoting
of staff development.

Quality of staff development pertaining to literaoay be attributed to the
principal’s knowledge base of literacy instructemreported by Murphy (2004). One
finding in this study (E. Murphy, S., 2004) was thgher principals rated their
knowledge of reading, the more likely they wer@lit@ctly assist teachers providing
guidance in reading instruction and staff developtmérincipals who rated their
knowledge medium to low were far less likely toisisieachers directly with instruction

or discuss reading achievement in faculty meetorggade-level meetings. While this
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was the result discovered in one study, it wouldditécal to look into this further since it
points directly to the interaction between printspand teachers based on the perceived
level of knowledge in the area of literacy. Itr#tical that professional development be
on-going and permeate daily school life and ndirbged to once a month, twice a year,
building-wide events (Lofton, 2009). Using thewrunderstanding of literacy,
principals need to be able to recognize who tleedity “experts” are within the building,
and honor their expertise through encouragemeptaMiding professional development
for other teachers. “Teachers learn best fromrdtechers, in a context of shared
leadership” (Gaffney, 2005). Carbo (2005) stalbes tAlthough most principals don’t
teach reading, it is critical that they know howdg should be taught, especially in the
primary grades. (p. 46)”

Booth & Roswell (2007) found shared leadershipnpdrtant for building
capacity and climate for “teacher ‘buy in’ and coitment to a literacy project or
initiative.” Knowledgeable educators working cbitaatively in the area of literacy
improve student skills and performance. Similacpptions on the part of both
principals and teachers about the knowledge basgedeto support literacy instruction
would appear helpful in implementing improvemeritiatives and staff development.
What is not clear is how the principal’s lack aéfiacy knowledge and expertise may
affect the support and guidance teachers needate $adership and effectively improve
pedagogical practices.

Several studies (Kolarich, 1991; Mitchell, 2004 Maurphy, S., 2004) have
reported on principals’ perceptions and attitueggarding their role in reading

instruction. Lofton (Lofton, 2009) studied the pgptions of Literacy Coaches regarding
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principals’ literacy leadership. While the resdancfound experts and researchers who
had developed theories about what principals shikndav about literacy, some through
studies involving the perceptions of teachersiditg coaches, or principals, reports
comparing the perceptions of the two groups imglsistudy were not evident. Murphy
(2004) and Lofton (Lofton, 2009) both recommendadfer study on how teachers view
the principal’s role of instructional leader inatbn to literacy. Such information would
seemingly be useful in forming and supporting &étyrteams and other collegial
leadership associations within school communitiezdvance literacy skills for students.
The current study proposes an investigation opereeptions of two distinct groups of
elementary teachers, non permanent teachers aratltcurriculum specialists, as well
as elementary principals, concerning the importariceeas of principal’s literacy
knowledge and responsibility and use of this knolgkein their leadership role within
the school to support of an effective literacynastional program.

Many elementary principals may not have adequateviedge of research based
literacy practices. In addition, the perceptioritad principal with respect to a literacy
knowledge base they may need to adequately suefiective literacy instruction may
not match the perceptions of teachers. Any migpiens of common beliefs or
understandings teachers possess may have ana@ifédat principal’s ability to support
and perform the instructional leadership role wogkwith teachers to improve student
achievement in the area of literacy.

1. Understand the role of language as a critiaal @f children’s reading

development

2. Assess learner needs to plan appropriate insnuc
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3. Construct well-organized and print-rich learneryironments

4. Use research-based instruction

5. Explicitly teach and model how to apply literaslyills and strategies in every

area of study

6. Adapt instruction for learners with special dee

7. Involve the school, family, and community (Par2€l00).

Other authors and researchers (R. Allington, LO&@. Allington, L., and
Patricia M. Cunningham, 1996; Fountas, 1996; Ke28687; Reutzel, 2004; Routman,
1996) suggest that there is no one reading proginatrcan meet the needs of all learners.
Fountas and Pinnell (1996)) stress the importafcsiag a balanced approach to
reading instruction which incorporates the useuthantic literature to teach skills
through a Release of Responsibility Teaching Mokt incorporates both large and
small group instruction through direct teachingarsla learning, guided, and independent
practice.

Routman (Routman, 1996) encourages us to go beyenolsic skills in literacy
and to include creative and critical thinking withaur literacy instruction. She states,
“Without such a “literacy of thoughtfulness,” baskills have no meaning. Unless our
students can read and write for their own purpesesmake sense of their world, to
understand and critique the media and all they, teacteate beauty — we will have what
many have asked for: a “basics” society, dull antinaginative. That's not good enough
for any of us” (Routman, 1996). As instructionsddler, principals need to be concerned
with a broad spectrum of literacy knowledge andpsupteachers and students need, if

we are to become a truly literate society.
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SUMMARY

Since the year 2000, beginning with the Report ftbenNational Reading Panel
and the onset of No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)ete has been an even greater
emphasis placed on research-based best practitgefacy instruction in schools. Yet,
relatively little research has been done on thece#lementary principals’ instructional
leadership and literacy knowledge base have onad€hastructional program or student
achievement.

Under NCLB, effective literacy instruction is codsred critical to a school’s
success in making Adequately Yearly Progress (AYPhis piece of legislation
recognizes the critical role principals play adrmstional leaders. Literacy instruction is
under the direct supervision of the building prpati  Staff development, an essential
part of NCLB and Indiana’s P.L. 221, is often l&ftthe principal to plan and/or provide,
with input and guidance from central office curtion specialists and/or school staff.
The principal may also be involved in assessingsth# development needs of teachers
in all areas including literacy.

The principal’s global view of the school and visior the future facilitates the
systemic change needed for school improvements Jlbbal view includes using
student data, from both formal and informal assesgs) to inform instructional practice
and diagnose student needs in all areas, most iamlyrin the area of literacy.
Principals must apply their knowledge base in otdevork with their staff on collecting,
managing, and interpreting this data.

The principal’s knowledge base is also importamaose it forms the basis of

support for literacy instruction within the schotf.school leaders really believe that
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literacy is a priority, then they have a persorabonsibility to understand literacy
instruction, define it for their colleagues, andetve it daily (Reeves, 2008).” Many
school stakeholders including teachers have thveir gerceptions of the literacy
knowledge base and actions principals should uséeatively support instruction and
the day-to-day operations of their elementary sti@omparing teacher and principal
perceptions through this study may help define idhassential for principals to know
when working with teachers on literacy instructaord curriculum. First, this is critical

in creating a school culture where teachers antjpals work together creating a
learning community leading to increased studenteaelment. Also, if a knowledge base
and principal actions related to literacy instranal leadership are better defined, efforts
may be taken within university graduate programsafpiring principals to review and
possibly include areas relating to the literacywlsalge base needed not only to become
an effective instructional leader, but an effectiteracy instructional leader. This
information may also be useful to school distransl professional organizations such as
the National Association for Elementary School Eipals and the Indiana Association
for School Principals when offering professionalelepment workshops, publications,

and conference presentations.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to discover and @efhe perceptions of
three different groups of elementary educators eonog the importance of principal’s
literacy knowledge base, as well the use of anpomesibility for this knowledge in a
school to support effective literacy instructiofhe three groups identified to participate
in the study included Indiana elementary principats-permanent teachers, and literacy
curriculum specialists.

Elementary principals, as the school instructideatler, influence and support
not only what is taught in school, but also hovg itaught. Along with strong staff
collaboration, the principal must lead the waydbaol improvement. Without a sound
literacy knowledge base and understanding of whaeeded to support an effective
school literacy program the elementary principdl nave a difficult time leading and
sustaining transformational change leading to imgdostudent achievement, especially
if the principal’s perceptions of what a literacgiructional leader needs to know and do
differ from those of teachers. The researcherdoexperts who theorized and
researchers who conducted studies with teachgrsrmipals on their perceptions about
what literacy knowledge may be important for pnpads to have and be able to use.

Comparisons of the perceptions of these differdatator groups regarding the
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principals’ literacy knowledge base and responigybibr or use of that knowledge in
supporting an effective school-based literacy progwere not a part of the studies

found, but were indicated as a possibility for fetstudy (Murphy, 2004).

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The research questions addressed in the studyasdodlows:

1. What perceptions do non-permanent teachergdijecurriculum specialists,
and principals have concerning the importance ehsof literacy knowledge
elementary principals’ need to support effectivarinction?

2. What perceptions do non-permanent teachegsadiy curriculum specialists,
and principals have concerning an elementary graia responsibility for or
importance of their use of areas of their literknpwledge base to support
curriculum and instruction within the school?

3. What similarities and differences exist whemparing perceptions of non-
permanent teachers, literacy curriculum specialestd principals regarding the
importance of areas of the elementary principéésdcy knowledge base, as well
as responsibility for, and use of those literacgwledge areas to support

effective curriculum and instruction?

RESEARCH DESIGN

The researcher used quantitative methods for tltysDeVellis (2003) states,
“most of the variables of interest to social antdwaoral scientists are not directly

observable; beliefs, motivational states, expeatsnaeeds, emotions, and social role
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perceptions are but a few examples.” Social sigEndften employ scales to measure
phenomena like those described above. Other wsearthe topic of principals
understanding of literacy instruction has been thasemarily on surveys of either
teachers or principals of their perceptions regaydirincipals’ reading leadership
capabilities (Jacobson, 1992). The survey itemeldeed for the purposes of this study
used a Likert five-point scale to measure the p®rons of principals, non-permanent
teachers, and literacy curriculum specialists. ¥chemetric scale is “used when we
want to measure phenomena that we believe to leacstuse of our theoretical
understanding of the world, but that we cannotssdeectly,” (DeVellis, 2003). Since
it is the measurement of the theoretical variabdéested to the perceptions of both
principals and teachers concerning the princidaésacy knowledge base, a
psychometric scale was deemed to be the best miihtte purposes of this study.
When we want to assess perceptions, which do hobrneactions indicating what is
taking place, theorists believe it is useful toeassthe construct of those perceptions by
means of a carefully constructed, reliable, andiaééd scale (DeVellis, 2003; Dillman,
2007).

A survey questionnaire was developed to gatherrmadsing to the three research
guestions identified for the purposes of the studyere were four sections in the
survey. The first section of the survey askedigpants to rate their perceptions of
principals’ literacy knowledge base and its use wedresponsibility for the defined
literacy areas. Two scales consisting of spedifims were derived from the construct of
each of the first two research questions (See Aqligel). To address the third research

guestion the results for each scale of the paditig groups of the study were compared.
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From these comparisons, similarities and differsrafa@espondents’ perceptions between
groups were revealed. At the end of the survakss $ection respondents were provided
with a prompt for an open-ended response to wmitgther related factors or information
deemed important in their consideration of the gtitbcal topic.

The last three sections of the survey gave paaiitgthe option to provide
limited demographic information. Section Il askedschool demographic data. Section
Il asked for limited educational background inf@timon of the participants in the study.
Section IV requested information about the paréiois’ school reading program. This
additional information was requested to give advaihderstanding of the background of
participants and their schools, as well as to clieitlere was representation from a broad

spectrum of educators, programs, and schools thoudhe state.

The researcher designed survey items relatingriteobthought to be most
critical for a principal’s knowledge base as ligranstructional leader. These items also
addressed the scales related to the study’s résgasestions to assess the perceptions of
the participants of first, what literacy knowledggse should principals have and second,
the principals’ use and responsibility relatedrattliiteracy knowledge base. DeVellis,
(2003) recommends, and the researcher utilizedptloaving steps to develop and
implement the scaled survey for the purposes sfstudy:

1. Determine clearly what it is that this studgnted to measure.

2. Generate an item pool.

3. Determine the format for measuring.

4. Have the initial item pool received by experts
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5. Consider inclusion of validation items.

6. Administer items to a developmental samplerafetermining an
appropriately-sized sample (this was completedutdfinahe pilot test-retest
described on pages 63 and 64 of this chapter).

7. Evaluate the survey items.

8. Optimize survey length.

9. Finalize survey for dissemination to identifigopulations

(DeVellis, 2003)

In addition to the steps recommended by DeVelepsthe researcher included were:
10. Disseminate the survey to the populationgihytthrough internet where
email addresses were available and USPS mail whemail address was not
available
11. Additional reminders and surveys were semto-respondents through
both internet and USPS mail
11. Collect and record results of survey usingy&Monkey.com
The researcher compiled a mailing list (with bathaol and email addresses),

using Indiana Department of Education (IDOE), distand school websites, of all

subject groups from Indiana public elementary stdhoontaining any grade organization
including kindergarten through fourth grade. Whavailable, mailing lists and email
addresses of non-permanent teachers and literaggutum specialists were also
obtained from the websites mentioned above. Whsa very time consuming process

and in the end netted a list of 1149 principal®328on-permanent teachers, and 1273

Literacy Curriculum Specialists to include in thédogect pool. In addition, a visit was
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made to one school district, at their requestptaio the mailing information concerning
the latter two groups. The decision was madend $ige survey out to all participants
identified in each category understanding that witarnet surveys since response rate
tends to be low (Dillman, 2007). It was expedfeat by sending the survey out to all
elementary principals, non-permanent teachersL@lin Indiana public elementary
schools containing grades k — 4 a large enough Isgingomn each group would respond to
the survey for results to be meaningful.

All participants were given a random number acceste either through
SurveyMonkey or (URL), for the purpose of maintaghenonymity of the participants
and schools involved in the study. Through thenmfation obtained from the IDOE and
school websites it was possible to determine whmaptincipal, non-permanent
teachers, and LCS teachers were in all elementdigots that included Kindergarten
through fourth grade in their grade configuration.

Information concerning the Internet and U.S. US&Sey was disseminated
through an information letter to principals andresgentatives from two separate teacher
groups, non-permanent teachers and literacy cluncgpecialists (Appendix D). The
purpose of the study and survey was included withenletter. Participants were assured
that their names and schools would be kept anongrand the data collected would be
made available to them upon request through trearekers’ website at the completion
of the study. An effort was made within the letterequest participants to focus on
their perceptions of the literacy knowledge baseafbelementary principalsot
judgments of the current principal’s knowledge basé actions. The Ball State IRB

granted an exempt status for the study based orotiitions presented (Appendix G).
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For participants the researcher was able to oletaiail addresses for,
SurveyMonkey.com was used as the vehicle to senthformational letter, as well as
administer the survey. The email with the infonmtetter requesting participation of
the subject included a hyperlink to the researchaurvey. If the recipient did not wish
to participate in the survey there was an “opt duK that they could click on at either
the beginning or end or the informational lettBrarticipants were informed that
participation in the survey was strictly voluntary.

For participants that the researcher was unaldbtn email addresses for, a
USPS informational letter and survey were sentotite school address of that person.
The information letter sent through the post corgdithe same information as the email
letter and participants were informed that theitipgoation in the survey was strictly
voluntary. Also included in the letter was a stachgnvelope with the researchers
address on it for the subject to send their suresgonse sheet back. The subject was
given a random access code number, which was wottetheir survey form and the
return envelope to assure the anonymity of theesibj

A second reminder and information letter with shievey were sent out to non-
respondents to increase the rate of responsed@uitvey. This e-mail and the paper
USPS mailing included an information letter andgyagurvey and access codes.
Response rates for email surveys may be smallarfangpaper (Dillman, 2007) which
led to the researcher’s decision to use both ntedracrease participation in the survey,
and to obtain, if possible, a statistically sigraint level of response for analysis.

The results of the survey were tabulated and redorResults and analysis of the

results were sent to all participants who requetterh.
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DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE

The principal group included Indiana elementaipgpals of public school
buildings, including academies and charter schaats, grade configurations, which
included kindergarten through fourth grades. Emgth of service and training of the
principals, while noted in the demographic sectbthe survey, were not used to select
or reject any principal from participation in thergey.

The non-permanent teacher group included teach#éndess than two full years
of teaching experience in their present schootidtsts identified by either the
information on the IDOE website or the participprihcipals. Emails and letters were
sent directly to the teacher. By identifying mtran one non-permanent teacher in a
given school was thought to increase the possilnheber of respondents to the survey.
Non-permanent teachers were chosen for severangas-irst, many in this group of
teachers are in the beginning stages of teachidgrery have recently completed their
college program where, in most cases, researcldbidéesecy instruction has been a
focus in teaching methods classes. The secondrrems-permanent teachers were
chosen for this study is due to the fact thatpotidna, the principal evaluates non-
permanent teachers twice during the first two yeéatsaching. These teachers look to
the principal for assistance in improving instraatin all areas including literacy, as well
as introducing them to the curricular and instrudil expectations of not only the school,
but the district. Finally, the non-permanent teaahay expect the principal to be
knowledgeable about instruction and curriculumnaeo to be able to give support and

suggestions for professional improvement.
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The second group of teachers included in this saudyLiteracy Curriculum
Specialists, teachers with more than two yearsadhing experience and have had
specialized training in the area of literacy. Adad in the definitions section of the first
chapter the term Literacy Curriculum Specialist §)@s used and may include teachers
with other titles such as Reading Teacher, Rea@ewpvery Teacher, Literacy
Curriculum Leader, Reading Specialist, or Liter&yriculum Facilitator. These
teachers may either be assigned to work with stinggeaders from many different
classrooms within the school, serve as a resourlii@cy expert for classroom
teachers, or a combination of both of these respiitiss. The LCS also serves as a
resource for principals. Working together printégpand literacy curriculum specialist
may help build a collaborative culture indicatiieaqorofessional learning community
(Booth, 2007). As in the case with the non-permateachers emails and letters were
sent directly to the LCS. In situations where nibig@n one LCS were employed in a
school both received the information letter and/isuito increase the response rate from
this group. Literacy curriculum specialists weh®sen because in most cases these
teachers are considered master teachers with $geara of teaching experience and
have had special training in their focus area atireg. According to research the LCS
must have a close working partnership with buildanigacipals in order to coordinate
working with students and staff to improve and aumseffective literacy instruction in the
building. Booth and Roswell state, “The stronger ithlationship between the roles of
principal and literacy leader, the more impactm ©iave on the success of the literacy

program, (Booth, 2002, 2007)".
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THE INSTRUMENT

Review of survey instrument to determine validity
After developing the initial survey, copies weissgminated to the following
experts for their consideration and input on vaidif individual items on the survey.
Dr. Susan CressAssistant Professor and Department Head of Eleamgn
Education, School of Education, IUSB (Dr. Cress dasckground and expertise
in literacy and early childhood education)
Dr. Dan Holmes Assistant Professor, Elementary Education, Scabol
Education, IUSB (Dr. Holmes has expertise in tteaaf literacy and elementary
education)
Dr. Marcia Sheridan, Professor Emeritus, Secondary Education, School o
Education, IUSB (Dr. Sheridan has expertise imditg and secondary education)
Dr. Randall Davies Assistant Professor, School Psychology, School of
Education, Brigham Young University (Dr. Davies lexpertise in research
design)
Dr. William Sharp, Professor, Educational Leadership, Teachers @allBall
State University (Dr. Sharp has expertise in edanat leadership and is the
director of doctoral studies and chair of this gtadesearch committee)
Diane Youngs Lecturer, Elementary Education, School of EdwratlUSB
(Mrs. Young has expertise in literacy, special edion, and elementary

education)
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Chris Isaacson Curriculum Consultant, Department of Educationcivgan

(Mrs. Isaacson has expertise in school leaderstdpaaas an elementary principal

for 19 years)

Mary Jo Costello, Retired Principal, South Bend Community Schoolgooation

(Mrs. Costello has been an elementary principalfoyears and has expertise in

the area of literacy instruction)

Pam Cozort Human Resources Director, Elkhart Community Sth{idrs.

Cozort was a building level administrator at bdté €lementary and middle

school level for 15 years and has expertise iratka of educational leadership)

Dr. Janice Malchow, Executive Director of the Thornton Fractional are

Educational Cooperative, located in South HolldHhicpis. Previously Janice

was the Principal at Bibich Elementary School, & &entral School Corporation.

(Dr. Malchow has expertise in the areas of edanatileadership and literacy.)

Dr. James JonesAssistant Professor, Assistant Director ReseBreesign and

Analysis, University Computing ServigeBall State University

These experts provided excellent suggestionsrpraving survey items, as well
as helped to determine which items should be addedyrded, or eliminated in order to
relate to the stated purposes and research questidhe study. The survey was changed
based on the suggestions of the group of expedisesmubmitted to them for
reexamination. The revised generation of the sureens was met with a response of
approval and considered by these experts as vadidedevant for this study. The sets of
survey items along with the introductory lettergevihen submitted to the Ball State

Institutional Review Board (IRB) panel for approtaimove forward with the study.

60



Notification of IRB approval and determination ofdinpt Status was given September
30, 2009 (See Appendix D).
Pilot test — retest of survey instrument with sang@pulation to determine reliability

To check reliability a test — retest pilot of theey was completed using, three
groups of educators mirroring the study samplee fbcus groups included ten
principals, nine non-permanent teachers, and elitezacy curriculum specialists from
the surrounding area. Each member of these grmupgpleted the online computer
survey twice, once in each of two separate sessaamsinistered through
SurveyMonkey.com. Pilot participants completeddberey online once and then after a
period of two weeks, a second administration ofsilvvey with the same participants
was completed. The purpose of administering tineegutwice to the same group of
participants was to observe if each administragiceited similar responses. The results
of the pilot group administrations were analyzethwine assistance of Dr. Kianre
Eouanzoui from Ball State University using Cronbadkipha to determine internal
consistency of items in a scale and an Intraclasse@ation Coefficient (ICC), a
statistical test-retest method to measure relighaind consistency between
administrations (average measure reliability) wamgleted. Cronbach’s alpha was used
to measure the extent to which all items of Palftthe survey, items 2A thru 13D, were
internally consistent to form a scale. The Cromtsalpha for the Ladministration was
.965, and .968 for the second administrations fteported that the social science cut-off
is that alpha should be >.70 for a set of itemiset@onsidered a scale. The researcher
looked for variation between two categorical vaesabwhich in this case were the

responses of the three pilot groups in the firstiadtration of the survey items with the

61



responses of the same groups on the same survey atiter a period of two weeks. The
average measure reliability for ICC for the tesétest pilot was .968, which was an
indication of a high level of test —retest (or mé&ministration) consistency of the
average of all ratings. Through this analysissineey items were considered to be
reliable and consistent for administration to &t population of participants involved
with the study.
Conclusions concerning survey instrument

Using the responses of experts in the field caadub check validity and the
results compiled from the test-retest analysidefgilot using focus groups made up of
representatives of similar populations identifiedthe study it was determined that the
survey designed was both valid and reliable forpimgoses of the study. Following this
determination the informational letter with theitation to participate in the study and
the survey were disseminated to all members ofjitbeps identified within the state of

Indiana.

DATA COLLECTION

Data from the survey responses were collectedyusimveyMonkey.com: An
Internet-based survey development, support andattetiysis entity.
SurveyMonkey.com was used for creating the sureeyhis study, distribution, and
retrieval of survey response data collection. rimgeletters of introduction with a link to
the survey in SurveyMonkey.com were sent to theileaddresses of 2395 non-
permanent teachers, 1273 Literacy Curriculum SpstggLCS), and 1149 elementary

principals of all public schools in Indiana withagie configurations including
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kindergarten through fourth grade. USPS mail,udirlg the introductory letter and the
survey, was sent to 50 LCS and 75 non-permanechéemthat the researcher was not
able to find email addresses for. The introductetter sent via email and USPS in both
the first and second mailings, stated the purpbseeosurvey, promise of anonymity of
participants and their school, as well as, infororatvhere results could be accessed at
the completion of the study. This letter was apptblay the Ball State IRB committee
(see Appendix G). Participants were asked to medpo the survey within one week of
receiving it. All participants sent the informatitetter and survey through were
automatically assigned a random number accessicadder to check overall response
rate as well as potential use for comparison ofigso Once the subject responded and
their responses were recorded their email addisappkared and only the random
access code remained assuring anonymity of themegmt. The researcher was able to
resend the information letter and survey link tigtosurveyMonkey.com through
available settings to those participants who didreaspond to the first email request
without personally identifying who those individaatere. This allowed the non-
respondents to remain anonymous to the researcher.

Participants who were sent the introduction ledteat survey through USPS mail
were each assigned a random access code numbiereddtarough GraphPad Software
(graphpad.com). The mailed responses were chaxfkég an assistant to the
researcher. Only surveys with the participantslecoumber were given to the researcher
to protect the anonymity of the respondent. Tlsgséant was also responsible for
sending out the second letter and survey to thage&pants who did not respond to the

first administration of the survey after a two weiod.
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After the second mailing, all email and USPS asislee were eliminated from the
database with only the codes remaining to keepyanity of which participants
responded or did not respond.

All surveys and data from the surveys were accalfdr when received as
respondent survey data was entered, tabulatedjaiigbd through SurveyMonkey.com,
school addresses and other personal informationexded with respondents were
eliminated from the recorded database. The sabaireng identification of individual
data groups then became their numerical identiffgrthis point the links between
school addresses and educator survey data wemvdidsthe effect being that survey
data and personal data could not be coordinatadymmanner with individually related
school and /or responding educators. This proeedilowed the Researcher to make
conclusions and decisions about results blindgmbtential personal and/or professional
relationships of respondents.

Information in the form of completed surveys waseived primarily through
electronic transmittance, and by standard USPS nfaitvey respondent data received
through electronic transmittance was entered dyréactthe SurveyMonkey.com website.
Completed survey respondent data received by UShISvas re-entered and verified
directly through the SurveyMonkey.com website byaasistant to the researcher through

electronic transmittance.

DATA ANALYSIS

The researcher worked with research consultanErBmk Fujita, of Indiana

University South Bend, to analyze the data genérnat¢his study. When the surveys
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were returned, at the end of a period of sixty deys the first mailing, all responses
were tabulated and results analyzed. Because ldl ot be assumed that missing data
was missing at random, a listwise deletion strategy used. If a respondent failed to
answer any of the questions in Part 1 (for the &sven identified literacy areas) of the
survey, they were completely removed from the datahat was then analyzed. While
the survey netted results from a total of 502 raedpats, analysis included only data
collected from the 279 respondents, 89 principi)spon-permanent, and 150 LCS
teachers, who completed every question of Parttheo$urvey.

When comparing group means, the Central Limit Téeoallows us to use
statistical tests on groups of as small as 30 with@rrying about violating normality
assumptions. The smallest participant group (remmapnent teachers) of 40 allows us to
use the common statistical tests with confiderigg limiting my analyses to those who
provided complete data, all conclusions will begyatized equally. To analyze the
larger dataset requires an additional assumptiaintiie missing data is missing at
random. This assumption is clearly violated beedhs most common source of missing
data comes from when participants stop complehegstirvey before they have
completed it.

The source of data for this research project wa3 igem survey, plus
demographic response information, designed andatail for use by the researcher of
this study (See Research Design for survey devedopmformation). Chronbach’s
alpha was used to measure the extent to whicleailsi of Section | of the survey, items

2 - 74 were internally consistent to form a scalée Cronbach’s alpha was 0.991 for the
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whole sample, and 0.990 for the principals, 0.996GHe non-permanent teachers, and
0.989 for the LCS.

was organized into two parts (See Appendix Gliredao the first two of three
research questions of the study. The first parisisting of thirteen separate items,
relates to the importance of the areas of litekamywledge principals should have as a
literacy instructional leader. These items weredu® answer research question one.

The second part, consisting of fifty-four itemslated to the importance of the
principal’s use of the literacy knowledge areas tiiedbalance of responsibility between
principals and teachers for implementing an efiecliteracy curriculum program. These
items were used to answer research question twth fBarts of the survey were used to
answer research question three.

The third part of Section | of the survey coreispf items, which were
dependent on the existence of an LCS in the schoése items were analyzed
separately from the rest of Section I, since netrgyarticipant had an LCS in the school
and, for that reason, did not answer these suteaysi

The general data analytic strategy was to begin aviGeneral Linear Model
version of a repeated-measures MANOVA, using tleipational category of the
participants as a between-groups independent Vanath three levels; principal, non-
permanent teacher, and literacy curriculum spestiall he list of questions, which
changed with the different analyses, was the repeaeasures independent variable.

When a between-participants effect was found, y8kdSD procedure was used
to determine which differences there were amongdhteee occupational categories.

When repeated-measures effects were found, itemesseeted according
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to observed mean and compared with their nearggtin@s. In addition, a set of items
was repeated with a focus on the principal shanittly different audience groups. For
that analysis there was a second repeated measdependent variable with three
levels; faculty, parents, and children.

Given the exploratory nature of this researchguijinteraction effects are
presented. However, because the pattern of theagtiens was not particularly
meaningful, follow up tests were not performed. ajsart of research question three, a
between-participants ANOVA was required for soneens for which it would not make
sense to compare to each other. For those 12,ismparate ANOVAs were performed

with a Tukey HSD follow-up test when indicated.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

The limitations of this study included level ofrpaipation percentage rates of
principals, non-permanent teachers, and literacgatlum specialists responding to the
survey. As Dillman (2007) reports length of syreéten decreases response rate. The
survey included 54 items (with some split into hparts) in Section 1, with an optional
14 items divided into Sections 2 - school, 3 Hipgant, and 4 - literacy program
information. The length of the survey may have &igntributed to a lower response
rate.

The level of participation may also have beenciéfe for a number of other
reasons including participants’

1. reluctance to participate in the survey due t& lafcime or interest in the

topic of the survey,
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2. inability to receive the information letter and wey due to school district

blocks on emails sent from outside,

3. incorrect email or USPS addresses being posted, or

4. having left the district or corporation.

Regarding the acquisition of correct email addrssslimitation of the study was
the changing data-bases used to identify all ctmen-permanent teacher and literacy
curriculum specialist/s at each elementary scholadditional limitation was at least
one Superintendent’s choosing not to allow hisf steparticipate in the study.

Another limitation was the low number of non-peneat teachers participating in
the survey. A cause of this low response ratéhfisrgroup may have been when the
survey was sent out. Surveys were sent out dtiiegnonths of March and April.

During the spring of 2010 many cuts were being madehool districts across the state
of Indiana due to cutbacks in state funding. Quésle to personnel often-effected
teachers with the least seniority in most distri€tss included many non-permanent
teachers. Not having a job would certainly weighadeacher’'s mind more than
participation in a research survey.

A limitation concerning data analyses was all oesfents did not complete the
survey in total, leaving from 1 to 55 questionsnsweered. For statistical analysis it was
suggested by Dr. Frank Fujita that it would be bestse data collected from participants
who had completed part 1 in total. One reasompéoticipants not completing the survey
may have been the length of the survey, but o#esans may have been participants did

not feel they had the expertise, interest, or canfce in answering the questions.

68



The informational letter shared with the particifsawas intended to alleviate any
bias or personal misperception by respondentseo$tinvey questions. It was also
intended to impress the voluntary nature of pgéton in the study. The intention and
direction for this study was for the respondentexpress their perceptions concerning
the general (global) case of principals’ literacypwledge base; not a specific principal’s
knowledge base.

SUMMARY

The purpose of this chapter has been to descubstigative research methods
used to collect and analyze results of the studese results consider the perceptions
elementary principals and two different groupseafchers hold concerning the literacy
knowledge base, as well as use of and respongifalithat knowledge base principals
need to adequately support effective literacy uttton within the school. Descriptions
of the quantitative research methods used, devedapof the survey, dissemination of
the survey and response collection, and the paatnts in the study are given. All
methods reported support the identified purposeraselarch questions that this study is
based upon. Chapter IV reports the results oattaysis of the data collected using the

survey designed to answer the researchers quesgtiopssed for this study.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to ascertain andoaoenperceptions of elementary
educators concerning the importance of the pritsiiteracy knowledge base, as well
as responsibility for and use of this knowledgadequately support effective research-
based literacy instruction. The participants fos study included elementary principals,
non-permanent teachers, and literacy curriculunciafpsts in elementary schools
containing grades K - 4 throughout the state ofdnd. A survey was specifically
designed for this study relating to the stated psepand research questions guiding the
study. The survey incorporated a Likert Scale, Whsécconsidered by social scientists to
be an appropriate tool to assess perceptions tiahot be observed directly (DeVellis,
2003), to measure participants’ perceptions. @hdt directly connected to the purpose
and research questions for purpose of analysisuhey also included questions to
gather participant and school demographic datatgteticipants to ascertain the
representation of various educator groups and s$shlm@ughout the state of Indiana.
This additional demographic information was notcsfieally related to analyses of the
data relevant to perceptions shared by participaritse study. Nor was this
demographic data used in analyzing the comparisetvgeen participant group
perceptions of the levels of importance of the suadditeracy knowledge, responsibility

for or use in support of effective literacy instiioa.
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The survey was sent through both Internet and US&86to 2395 non-permanent
teachers, 1273 Literacy Curriculum Specialists, B9 principals in Indiana
elementary schools including grades K — 4. On$ylts compiled in
SurveyMonkey.com from completed surveys were arayand reported on in this
section using tabulations and statistical softwaye the Statistical Package for the
Social Science (SPSS). The specific statisticatguures used will be defined and
discussed, as needed, throughout this research stud

For the purpose of clarity the researcher hasyaadland reported only on the
data from surveys of participants who completedtaths. A summary of the results that
includes patrticipants who provided partial datarissented in Appendix I. It should be
noted that the two datasets seem to provide resuatitar to each other. It is Important
to state that the analyses in this chapter aréecelanly to perceptions of the participants
who returned complete data and the results logicalhnot be generalized to any larger
population.

Chapter four is organized in the following mann&n begin a description will be
given of the pool of participants, using the denapdic data collected through Parts 2
(School Demographics), 3 (Principals/NP Teachet,laDS Background), and 4 (School
Reading Program Information) of the survey instrotneéNext, the data analyses of
responses for the first research question regattimgnportance of areas of the
principal’s literacy knowledge base are report@tird, the data analyses of the
responses for the second research question regdahdimesponsibility for areas of the
literacy knowledge base and importance of the grals use of areas of the literacy

knowledge base are reported. Fourth, the datgysesbf the third and final research
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guestion are included on comparisons of subjeaigresponses on each of the areas
reported for the first two research questions. fiée section of the chapter includes an
analysis of the responses on the final area dfitstesection of the survey, regarding the
role of the LCS in the school. Analysis of all gporesponses is given for each of the
guestions in this area and then a comparison batgeeips is presented in this section.
A description of the open-ended responses of thag&ipants who chose to complete
this part of the survey is given in the sixth sectof the chapter. Finally, a summary of
all research findings relevant to the three reseguestions of the study is presented.
The research questions that guided this study:were
1. What perceptions do non-permanent teachersdjecurriculum specialists,
and principals have concerning the importance @swof literacy knowledge
elementary principals’ need to support effectiteréicy instruction?
2. What perceptions do non-permanent teachegsadiy curriculum specialists,
and principals have concerning the elementary fat's responsibility for and
importance of their use of areas of their literkngpwledge to support curriculum
and instruction within the school?
3. What similarities and differences exist between-permanent teachers,
literacy curriculum specialists, and principalstgeptions of the importance of
areas of the elementary principal’s literacy knalgie base, as well as
responsibility for, and use of literacy knowledyyeas to support effective

curriculum and instruction?
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PARTICIPANT POOL

There were 4817 survey participation requestsildiged to participants of the
study through Internet (4692) and USPS (125) maible 1 shows the distribution and
number/percentage response of the survey. Fautlveys distributed through email,
initial non-respondents received a second particpaequest one week following the
initial request. USPS mail non-respondents receaveecond request two weeks
following the initial request.

Table 1

Survey Distribution

Subjects Sent Total PercentagesComplete Percentage
Response Response Section 1 Complete
P P Survey b
Principals 1149 Internet 151 13% 89 8%
Non-permanent 2395 Internet
teachers 85 3% 40 2%
75 USPS
LCS 1149 Internet
266 22% 150 13%
50 USPS
Total of 4692 Internet** 481 10% 279 * 6%
All Groups 125 USPS 21 17%

*Note: This number represents surveys which weeal digr analyses and results reported on in Chdpter
** Note: Of the 4692 Internet letters sent 634 wieoeinced or blocked and 95 opt outs resultingtiotal

of 3963 surveys that possibly reached identifidgjetts. This would make the return percentage 12%
instead of 10%.

Of the total of survey participation requests smritthrough email 634 were
bounced or blocked, and 95 of the participants eho®pt out resulting in a total of 3963

sent to potential respondents. Of this numberst8it via email were returned, which
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was a 12% total return rate. Of the total numbieuoveys sent out through USPS mail,
21 were returned which was a 17% return rate.h®602 surveys returned only those
surveys with complete data, 279, were used fopthipose of analyses related to the
research questions of this study. Of the 279@pants who completed all items on the
survey, 89 were elementary principals, 40 were p@mranent teachers, and 150 were
Literacy Curriculum specialists. When speakinghaf results for the remainder of this
chapter, the researcher has referred to the pevospif these 279 participants. When
comparing group means, the Central Limit Theordowal us to use statistical tests on
groups of as small as 30 without worrying aboutatiog normality assumptions. Our
smallest group of 40 allows us to use the commatmstital tests with confidence. By
limiting our analyses to those who provided congl#dta, all conclusions will be
equally generalizable. To analyze the larger @atajuires an additional assumption
that the missing data is missing at random. Pless#asons for the low response rate
may be found in the limitations section of Chaf@er

Table 2 shows the school demographic informatiomfsection two of the
survey. The majority of participants, 62%, werepéoyied at schools having 400 or more
students. Grade organization of schools of paditis ranged from PK — 4 through K —
8 with the largest number of participants, 36.7%pkyed at schools with a K — 5 grade
organization. One of the delimitations of the gtugs that participants must come from
a school that included grades K — 4. The largestgntage of participants, 92%, came

from traditional public schools as opposed to acads, charter, or other designations.
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Table 2

Particpants’ School Demographics

School size Frequency Valid Percent

1-200 1 17 6.25
201-400 2 88 32.35
401-600 3 127 46.69
600+ 4 40 14.71
Total 272 100.00

School grade configuration Frequency Valid Percent
PK-4 1 17 6.37
K-4 2 44 16.48
PK-5 3 41 15.36
K-5 4 98 36.70
PK-6 5 12 4.49
K-6 6 46 17.23
K-8 7 9 3.37
Total 267 100.00
School Designation Frequency Valid Percent

Traditional 1 250 91.91
Academy 2 4 1.47
Charter 3 4 1.47
Other 4 14 5.15
Total 272 100.00

School Location (population) Frequency Valid Patce
Rural (< 3Kk) 1 58 21.25
Town or Suburb (< 20k) 2 77 28.21
Small City (<50k) 3 55 20.15
Urban (> 50k) 4 83 30.40
Total 273 100

Free and reduced lunch percentage Frequency Watickent

X < 25% 1 44 16.36
25% < X < 50% 2 59 21.93
50% < X < 75% 3 84 31.23
X > 75% 4 82 30.48
Total 269 100

Does your school receive Title | funds? Frequency Valid Percent
Yes 1 215 79.04
No 2 57 20.96
Total 272 100
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The location of participants’ schools were veryrdyalistributed with 21.2% from rural
(pop.= <3000), 28.2% from town or suburb (pop. 3080, < 20,000), 20.1% from small
city (pop.,= >20,000,<50,000), and 30.4% from urbiy (pop. = > 50,000). Through
responses on item five concerning the free andcestilunch percentages at their school,
it was apparent that participants represented $sli@on various socio economic levels.
Percentages ranged from 16.4% with less that twiargypercent, 21.9% with between
twenty-five and fifty percent, 31.2% with betweéftyfand seventy-five, and 30.5% with
over seventy-five percent free and reduced lunglagtcipants’ schools. A majority of
participants, 77.1%, reported that their schootnesd Title 1 funds.

Using the participant demographic information freettion three of the survey, it
was possible to gather some information about #énegpants themselves. Of educators
participating in the study 81.6% were women, anth®%ere Caucasian. Table 3 shows
the years of professional experience our parti¢ggphave. It is surprising to find the
large number of literacy curriculum specialists Wiaal five or less years of teaching
experience although the majority of participantghiis position had six or more years of

experience as expected.

Table 3
Distribution of Participants Years of Professioiaducation Experience
Principal Non-Perm LCS Total
Total Years Count % Count % Count %

0-5 6 6.7% 29 76.3% 27 18.4% 62
6-10 6 6.7% 4 10.5% 19 12.9% 29
11-20 28 31.5% 3 7.9% 49 33.3% 80
20-30 21 23.6% 2 5.3% 27 18.4% 50
30+ 28 31.5% 0 0% 25 17% 53
Total 89 100% 38 100% 147 100% 274

Note. Five of the 279 participants included in @malyses of surveys opted not to include their
demographic information
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RESEARCH QUESTION #1: LITERACY KNOWLEDGE BASE DATANALYSIS

The first research question referenced the impoeaf the areas of literacy
knowledge elementary principals need in order fapsut effective literacy instruction
within the school. Participants have rated by ingoace their perceptions of the thirteen
separate areas of literacy knowledge listed belData tables and statistical procedures
are provided as documentation of data and desmniptf indicators of conclusive
results. All literacy areas identified through gwevey are discussed within this section
with the exception of those survey items which weenected to the principal’s
knowledge of the role of the LCS.

The areas of literacy knowledge identified andreyresponses analyzed in this
section of the chapter are: °

2 A. Current thinking and research in literacgtinction

2 B. Current researchers, theorists, and thinkeiteracy curriculum and

instruction

3 A. Ways to facilitate change in literacy cuatiom and instruction

4 A. Components of literacy instructional models

5 A. School district’s language arts/literacyrazulum

6 A. Language Arts State Standards and Assessmsetl to determine

student mastery

7 A. School-based assessments used to detertnolens mastery of

language arts standards

8 A. Collecting and analyzing student literacgessment data

9 A. Characteristics of a positive classroom emunent supportive of
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effective literacy instruction

9 B. School and classroom schedules supportiefettive literacy

instruction

10 A. Resources, both in and out of the schoadlisirict, supportive of

effective literacy instruction

11 A. Quality children’s literature

12 A. Strategies and resources used to suppagging readers

Using a five point likert scale participants gdkeir perceptions of the areas that
were Absolutely Essential (1), Very Important (@)portant (3), Somewhat Important
(4), or Not Important (5) for elementary princip&shave in their literacy knowledge
base as instructional leaders.

Table 4 confirms responses concerning the impoetah the principals’
knowledge of these areas of literacy as being olvelmwingly Absolutely Essential or
Very Important. This table is arranged accordm¢he numerical order of the items
described in the preceding list within the surviegwing the distribution of all

participants’ responses.
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Table 4
Frequency Distribution of Responses for Importaoicd.iteracy Knowledge Areas

Absolutely Very Somewhat Not
Question Essential Important Important Important Important
2A 183 89 7
2B 80 133 49 16 1
3A 192 80 7
4A 152 107 20
S5A 206 65 8
6A 136 115 23 4 1
TA 144 108 22 5
8A 151 106 21 1
9A 176 92 10 1
9B 188 82 8 1
10A 124 127 26 2
11A 38 132 86 22 1
12A 141 106 26 6

In Table 5 which organizes survey items regarairegs of literacy knowledge
according to importance, some areas were rateddpondents as having a higher level
of importance than other areas (F(12,3312) = 5941,05). These areas include: 5A -
School district’s language arts/literacy curriculudA - ways to facilitate change in
literacy curriculum and instruction, 9B - schoobtariassroom schedules supportive of
effective literacy instruction, 2A - current thimgj and research in literacy instruction,
and 9B - characteristics of a positive literacysstaom environment. Two areas, 2B -
knowledge of current researchers, theorists, ain#tehs in literacy curriculum and 11A -
instruction and knowledge of quality children’sliature, were rated as having less

important
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Table 5

Overall Participant Mean Distribution of Literacyribwledge Base Areas

ltem Literacy Knowledge Area Mean t-value

5 A. School district’s language arts/literacy eutum 1.29 55.54,
3 A. Ways to facilitate change in literacy curtiom and instruction 1.34 53.01,

9 B. School and classroom schedules supportiedfective

literacy instruction 1.36 49.07,
2 A. Current thinking and research in literacytinstion 1.37 51.11,
9 A. Characteristics of a positive classroom emwinent supportive

of effective literacy instruction 1.41 45.71,
4 A. Components of literacy instructional models .53l 39.20,
8 A. Collecting and analyzing student literacyesssnent data 1.5437.52,
7 A. School-based assessments used to determuhenstmastery

of language arts standards 1.60 32.86,
12 A. Strategies, and resources used to suppaggling readers 1.63 30.83,
6 A. Language Arts State Standards and Assessmgadsto

determine student mastery 1.63 31.40,
10 A. Resources, both in and out of the schooigiridt, supportive

of effective literacy instruction 1.66 33.13,
2 B. Current researchers, theorists, and thinkelteracy

curriculum and instruction 2.01 19.32,
11 A. Quality children’s literature 234 1337

Notes.ltems separated by lines are significantly diffierieom those items either above or below. Thsre i
no significant difference between items listed lew lines, All t-values have 278 df, means are being
compared to 3.0 p <.05.

Very few participants (less than one percent) gged any literacy knowledge
base area as either Somewhat Important or Not lrapor Two of those areas, 2 B.
knowledge of current researchers, theorists, an#ters in literacy curriculum and

instruction and 11 A. quality children’s literatusgere the same literacy areas noted as
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having a lower number of responses in the AbsoltEskential and Very Important on
the Likert scale in Table 3. These results contdlia the conclusion that all areas of
literacy knowledge identified in the study wereqesved by participating principals,
non-permanent teachers, and literacy curriculunciapsts to be Important and, in most

cases, Absolutely Essential or Very Important.

RESEARCH QUESTION #2: RESPONSIBILITY FOR AND USE QHERACY

KNOWLEDGE BASE DATA ANALYSIS

The second research question of the study foomiséke principal’s
responsibility for, and use of their literacy knewfie base within the school to support
effective instruction.

Responsibility for literacy areas within the classm and school

While it was critical to identify the importancé areas of literacy knowledge
principals need as instructional leaders withindbleool, it was also critical to evaluate
perceptions of who was most responsible for implaatéon of those areas within the
school. The five point Likert scale went from Akacher (1), Most Teacher, Some
Principal (2), Both Teacher and Principal (3), MBsihcipal, Some Teacher (4), and All
Principal (5) being most responsible for the areliteracy described. The items of the
survey that addressed responsibility follow.

Who is most responsible for:
3 D. leading literacy change
4 D. providing information about literacy instrigtal programs

5 D. assuring implementation of district languages/ literacy curriculum
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6 D. assuring language arts state standards @epiorated into classroom
instruction to prepare students for state assagsme

7 D. assuring LA school-based assessments ardasetdermine student
progress

8 E. collecting and analyzing data from literasgessments to determine
future needs and goals of instructional program

8 F. collecting and analyzing data from literasgessments to determine student
progress

9 E. setting up classroom environment

9 F. responsibility for setting up daily schedule

10 E. finding resources/consultants to improwerdity instruction

11 D. identifying quality children’s literaturerfase in school

12 D. finding resources and strategies to supgiarggling readers

Using the mean of total distribution of responsiesas possible to order the

perceptions of respondents of responsibility foplementation of literacy knowledge

areas. Table 6 shows the mean distribution ofg)aaints’ perceptions using a Likert 5

point scale indicating that the literacy area & tdsponsibility of: 1 - All Teacher, 2 -

Most Teacher, Some Principal, 3- Both Teacher amtial equally, 4 - Most Principal,

Some Teacher, or 5 - All Principal.

Through the analysis of mean distribution as showhable 5 participant

responses concerning responsibility for areag@fdcy knowledge were perceived as

mainly the responsibility dBoth Teacher and Principalto Most Teacher, Some

Principal. Also shown in Table 4 groups of some areas efdity were shown to be
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somewhat different from other groups as far whesponsibility is focused through
perceptions of participants.
Table 6

Means of Items Concerning Responsibility

Item Literacy Area Mean t-value*
9E.  setting up classroom environment 1.91 -28.99
11D. identifying quality children’s literature 2.24 -17,69
8F. collect/analyze data for student progress 2.30 -16.18
oF. setting up daily classroom schedule 2.42 -1029
6D implementing language arts state standards 2.53 -11/Q7
12D. finding resources/consultants to supportrgtr. 2.60 -9.48
8E. collect/analyze data to determine future nigedds 2.76 -5.98
7D.  assuring LA school-based assessments used 2.78 -4.61
5D implementation of District LA Standards 2.88 -2.38
4D providing info about lit. instructional program 3.04 087
3D leading literacy change 3.20 4,38
10E. find resources/consultants to improve lgtinction 3.41 9.17

Notes, All t-values have 278 df, means are being comptrél0 p < .05. Items separated by lines are
significantly different from each other.

Use of literacy knowledge base with teachers taavg instruction
As reported through this study, participants balgkit was essential for
elementary principals to have an extensive litekawywledge base. Results of the study

indicated participants perceived it was also @ltfor principals to be able to share and
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use this knowledge in various ways in support &éative literacy instruction within the
school. Survey items were used to measure thiiparits’ perceptions of the
importance of principals either sharing or usingiithiteracy knowledge base for
different purposes such as giving feedback afteentations or to improve student
achievement. These items indicated the importahpencipals being able to:

3 B. Facilitate change in literacy curriculum ansftruction

4 B. Share knowledge of literacy instructionaldals when giving

observation feedback to teachers

5 B. Share knowledge of district language atéséicy curriculum when

planning and working with teachers

6 B. Use Language Arts (LA) state standards asdssments in determining

student mastery for school-wide improvetme

7 B. To use school-based assessments in detegrehudent mastery

language arts standards

8 B. To collect and use literacy assessmenttdadatermine instructional

program future needs and goals

8 C. To collect and use literacy assessmenttdatatermine student progress

9 C. Share knowledge of characteristics of eiffediteracy environments

and schedules when planning and working with teesch

10 B. Use knowledge of literacy resources whentifigng and planning

professional development
10 C. Use knowledge of literacy resources whemgiteachers observation

feedback to improve instruction
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11 B. Use knowledge of quality children’s litaret when working with teachers

12 B. Share strategies and resources for stngygiiaders with teachers

Since the items above varied in their descriptibthe ways and purposes for

sharing or using the literacy knowledge, it was pmtsible to do an overall comparison

between items. However, it was possible to gageérticipants’ perceptions of the

importance of each item through the tallying ofo@sses given the five point Likert

scale used to measure the degree of importandae Bajives the frequency distribution

of responses from all participants.

Table 7 reveals that a majority of participantasidered all described uses of

literacy knowledge areas by the principal to beezitAbsolutely Essential or Very

Important with exception of 11B - The principallsilty to use knowledge of quality

children’s literature when working with teachers.

Table 7

Frequency Distribution of Responses for Importaoicese of Literacy Area

Knowledge
Absolutely Very Somewhat Not
Question Essential Important Important Important Important
3B 203 70 6
4B 174 92 3
5B 192 77 9 1
6B 154 101 23 1
7B 106 119 41 12 1
8B 167 88 22 1 1
8C 132 94 46 5 2
9C 130 120 24 5
10B 144 119 15 1
10C 130 120 24 5
11B 47 121 84 25 2
12B 135 108 32 4
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Table 8 presents the mean distribution of impaeanf use for each literacy area.
The highest ranked literacy area was 3B - The jpal's ability to facilitate change in
literacy curriculum and instruction. The literaanea use of least importance appeared to
be 11B - Ability to use knowledge of quality chialr's literature when working with

teachers. These results mirror the result fronfiteeresearch question.

Table 8

Mean Distribution of Importance of Use of Literassea Knowledge

ltem Area of literacy Mean

3B Ability to facilitate change in literacy curriltum and instruction 1.29

4B  Share knowledge of literacy instructional modefen giving observation 1.42
feedback to teachers

5B Share knowledge of district language arts lggreurriculum when 1.35
planning and working with teachers

6B Use language arts state standards and assessmdatermining student 1.54
mastery for school-wide improvement

7B Ability to use school-based assessments in méterg student mastery of 1.86
language arts standards

8B Ability to collect and use literacy assessmatado determine 1.50
instructional program future needs and goals

8C Ability to collect and use literacy assessmetado determine student  1.75
progress

9C Share knowledge of characteristics of effediteeacy environments and 1.35
schedules when planning and working with teachers

10B Use knowledge of literacy resources when idj@nt and planning 1.54
professional development

10C Use knowledge of literacy resources when git@aghers observation 1.66
feedback to improve instruction

11B Ability to use knowledge of quality childredigerature when working 2.33
with teachers

12B Ability to share strategies and resources timggling readers with 1.66
teachers
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Use of literacy knowledge base with teachers, pareand children

In addition to assessing perceptions regardingaspgonsibility for and
importance of how principals may use areas of titenracy knowledge base, it was also
critical to know the importance of which principalse and share their literacy
knowledge with. Items in the survey addressedetsoilool constituent groups principals
interact with on a daily basis: faculty, parents] &hildren. Participants gave their
perceptions of how important it was for the priratifp share or use each area of their
knowledge with each of these constituent grougse Jurvey items used for this purpose
for each group were How important is it for thengrpal to:

3 C. Share ways to facilitate change in literaasriculum and instruction with

this group

4 C. Share knowledge of literacy instructionalgreons with this group

5 C. Share knowledge of district language arésAity curriculum with this

group

6 C. Share knowledge of LA state standards/assegsmwith this group

7 C. Share knowledge of school-based LA assessmgéttt this group

8 D. Ability to share results of literacy data bs#s with this group

9 D. Share knowledge of characteristics of classrenvironment and

schedule supportive of effective literastruction with this group

10 D. Share knowledge of literacy resources taaw instruction and

increase student achievement with this group

11 C. Share knowledge of quality children’s litera with this group
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12 C. Share programs, strategies, and resourcefiggling readers with t

his group

Figure 1 shows participants’ perceptions conceyiie importance of use of
literacy knowledge areas with the different constitt groups of the school. Survey
items in Figure 1 are ordered according to the @Veanking of importance. None of the
means of any of the literacy area items were altlone (largest M = 2.87) indicating
that the participants perceive that it is betwessdatial to Important for the principal to
be able to share the identified areas of theirdig knowledge with all three constituent
groups. Across all literacy areas, sharing wittufty is believed to be more important
than sharing with parents which is believed to lmeenimportant than sharing with
children (Wilk's Lambda=0.40, F(2,275)=207.82, ®5 comparing faculty to parents,
F(1,276)=274.99, p < .05; comparing parent to childF(1,276) = 330.21, p < .05).
Sharing literacy area knowledge with faculty wabdved to be Absolutely Essential
rather than Very Important for nine of ten of thaseas, (smallest t-value - 10.19, p <
.05). Sharing the content area of quality chiltditerature with faculty (M=2.26), while
still perceived as Very Important (t=13.45, p <),08as not seen as critical as any of the
other content areas.

Figure 1 shows participants’ perceptions as hasiotpar delineation between
school constituent groups as far importance ofgiaimd sharing knowledge of different
literacy areas. ltis clear the principal mustebée to use and share areas of literacy
knowledge with faculty. It was also more impottéor the principal to share their
literacy knowledge with parents than children, $tilt very important to share with

children.

88



Figure 1

Importance by Content and Constituent Groups
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RESEARCH QUESTION#3: COMPARISON BETWEEN PARTICIPANGROUPS

PERCEPTIONS DATA ANALYSIS

The third research question of the study focusedomparing group perceptions
to find existing similarities and differences o tirst two research questions regarding
the principals’ literacy knowledge base, as wellresr responsibility for and use of that
knowledge within the school.

Comparison of subject groups’ perceptions of ligr&nowledge base

Principals’, non-permanent teachers', and litecacsiculum specialists’

perceptions of the importance of the knowledge lagsee with each other

(F(2,276)=2.53, p > .05). However, there wereipaldr items in the knowledge base
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where the groups perceptions of importance diff¢Fgd4,3312)=2.135, p <.05). In
particular, principals perceived 2A, current thimikiand research in literacy instruction,
to be more important (M=1.24) than non-permaneathers did (M=1.50;
F(2,277)=4.62, p < .05); both principals (M=1.28yditeracy curriculum specialists
(M=1.30) perceived 3A, ways to facilitate changdtgracy curriculum and instruction,
to be more important than non-permanent teachdrvi¥1.60; F(2,276)=6.14, p < .05);
principals (M=1.35) perceived 8A, collecting andiyzing student literacy assessment
data, to be more important than literacy curricugpecialists (M=1.61) and non-
permanent teachers did (M=1.70; F(2,276)=6.25,@b6% and principals (M=1.46)
perceived 12A, strategies and resources used psLgiruggling readers, to be more
important than non-permanent teachers did (M=1F8§D,276)= 3.89, p <.05). Only
differences that survived Tukey's HSD proceduregperted. It is essential to note that
the differences described are small, and noneeointiportance ratings for any participant
group was larger than 2.0 (i.e. none less impottaart "Very Important”).
Comparison of group perceptions of responsibiliyliteracy areas

The comparison of group responses concerning nsfmbty for different
literacy areas yielded more similarities than défeces. Overall means of responses of
each group ranged fairly close, within one poioteéch other in all areas. Figure 2
shows perceptions regarding responsibility fordéity areas by participant groups. Most
participant group responses indicated that respomgifor all literacy areas was the
responsibility of both teachers and principals.e Phincipals saw themselves as more
responsible for the areas surveyed than the namgent teachers and the literacy

curriculum specialists did, who did not differ fraach other (F(2,276)=18.62, p < .05;
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Tukey HSD used to compare groups). Setting ugldmsroom environments was the
area all three groups perceived the teacher aaddve most responsibility, while
finding resources and consultants to improve ladgiastruction was perceived by all
groups as Most Principal, Some Teacher resportgibili

Figure 2

Comparison of group perceptions of principal’'s w$diteracy knowledge areas

Of twelve items used to measure perceptions ointipertance of the principals’
use of literacy knowledge areas, only two showé@mdinces among the participant
groups. Item 8B, ability to collect and use litgrassessment data to determine

instructional program future needs and goals, veasgived to be more Important by
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principals (M=1.33) than by non-permanent teaclidrsl.63, F(2,276)=4.31, p < .05).
Item 8C, ability to collect and use literacy asgsemst data to determine student progress
was perceived to be more Important by principals{M6) than by literacy curriculum
specialists (M=1.91, F(2,276)=8.47, p < .05) Bdifferences were confirmed using

Tukey's HSD procedure. The other ten items diddiftér in their perceived importance

among the three groups of participants

Comparison of group perceptions regarding usetefdicy knowledge base with
teachers, parents, and children

The between groups ANOVA did find a difference2{76)= 2.57, p < .05)
among the principals, non-permanent teachers,imddy curriculum specialists
concerning the importance of the principals usareés of literacy knowledge with
different constituent groups, but the follow up &kHSD did not find any two groups to
be different from each other. The two two-way rattions with participant group were
not significant (Item by Participant Group Wilk'sunbda = 0.94, F(18,538)=0.96, p >
.05; Audience by Participant Group Wilk's Lambd@.87, F(4,552)=2.00, p > .05).
While there is a significant three-way interactaonong content, audience, and
respondent groups (Wilk's Lambda = 0.81, F(36,518%, p < .05), because there were
no specific hypotheses concerning this interactiloa humber of possible interaction
comparisons is very large, and no simple pattererged, the results are not presented
here.

Figure 3 indicates there are differences in paigep among participant groups

concerning the importance of using and sharingsanééteracy knowledge with specific
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constituent groups within the school. Overallthtee participant groups rated sharing
areas of literacy knowledge with teachers as beinoge important than with parents, and
parents more important than children with the ekoepof sharing quality children’s
literature. Principals rated importance of using aharing areas of literacy knowledge
with children slightly higher than non-permaneratdigers or LCS. A visual inspection of

Figure 3 provides confirmation that there is aeinattion, but that the pattern of results is

not easily identifiable.

Figure 3
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LITERACY CURRICULUM SPECIALIST ITEM ANALYSIS

One section of part | of the survey concernecdetementary principals’

knowledge and support of the role the Literacy €utum Specialist (LCS). Only those
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respondents who indicated they had an LCS in Hufiool were asked to respond to
these survey items. There were four items whichliared the items for the other literacy
areas. Of the 279 respondents whose completeystesponses were used for this
study’s survey data analysis, 230 indicated thas*yhey had an LCS in their school, 49
participants indicated “no”. The items includedttaddressed the LCS were importance
for the elementary principal:

13 A. To have the knowledge of the job descriptiod role of the school’s

LCS

13 B. To have the ability to share knowledgehaf job description and role

of the LCS with teachers

13 C. To have the ability to support the worklef tCS with teachers,

parents, and children
The last item (13 D) dealt with the responsibibfyadvocating for the role of the LCS as
by a rating scale of All LCS(1), Most LCS, Somereipal (2), Both LCS and Principal
(3), Most Principal, Some LCS (4), and All Prindi® being most responsible.

Table 9 indicates, similar to the results conaggrihe importance of the other
identified literacy knowledge base areas, over @@%ach participant group responded it
was either Absolutely Essential or Very Importamtthe principal to have knowledge of
the job description and role of the school’s LCH tmbe able to share this knowledge in
support of the work of the LCS within the scho®he pattern for sharing this knowledge
with different constituent groups, faculty, pareraisd children, within the school was
essentially the same as with the other literacgsigentified within the survey. All three

groups indicated it was Absolutely Essential toyienportant for the principal to be
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able to support the work of the LCS with facultyery Important to Important with
parents and just a slightly lesser degree withdeid. Advocating for the role of the LCS
within the school was perceived as ranging fromhBdZS and Principal to Most

Principal, Some LCS by a majority of participants.

Table 9
Mean and Frequencies of LCS Items
1 2 3 4 5
Question Apsolutely Very Important Somewhat Not Mean
Essential Important Important  Important
13A 162 61 4 1.30
13B 146 67 13 1 1.42
13C
Faculty 173 48 6 1.26
13C
Parents 90 87 40 9 1 1.87
13C
Children 76 75 51 17 8 2.15
1 2 3 4 5
All LCS Most LCS, Both LCS Most All Mean
Some And Principal,  Principal
Principal Principal Some LCS
13D 3 26 133 58 7 3.18

Note: Three participants provided incomplete datahese items and were not included in this anglysi

OPEN-ENDED RESPONSE ANALYSIS

The last item on part one of the survey askedgaaints to list any other areas
perceived to be important for the principals’ liey knowledge base in order to
effectively support literacy instruction within tisehool. Participants submitted eighty
comments. After reviewing and analyzing the comisiethey were categorized into
three classifications: literacy knowledge topicaareprincipal actions, and random

comments. There were thirty-five comments abdetdcy knowledge topic areas and
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twenty-six comments about what principals needatdodsupport effective literacy
instruction. The rest of the open-ended respowses random comments, which were
not related to the purposes or research questiahsscstudy. Several of these random
comments highlighted that the survey appeared twb®grehensive on the research
topic.
Comments on principals’ literacy knowledge base

The first set of comments on areas of literacywkiedge the principal should
have were divided into four strands: resourceafesgies and resources for diverse
populations, instructional components of literaayg parent involvement. Of the four
strands most comments were directed toward the floegualincipals’ to have knowledge
of literacy strategies and resources used for gevpopulations such as Special
Education, ESL, and Gifted Students. Examplet@d¢ comments were “principals
must have an understanding of how special popuisiiio their school learn best” or “I
found it interesting that up to this point yoursey has not mentioned ELL or ESL
students at all. Those students are an extremmglgritant aspect of the literacy growth
and development of a school.” There were suggesthat principals needed to have a
comprehensive understanding of Response to Inteove(RTIl). Comments indicated
principals should have “an understanding of RTI ahen is the time to evaluate and
rule in or rule out a possible learning disabifityr principals should have knowledge “of
what the schedule is for monitoring interventiongress and what the procedures are for
assessing this progress on a regular basis.”

Next, literacy knowledge strand receiving the secmost comments concerned

instructional components of literacy. Participasuggested principals should know
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about “differentiated instruction”, the “balanceiitacy framework”, and “writing
strategies.” Concerning literacy resources, seyadicipants suggested that the
principal be familiar with technology programs,dikAccelerated Reader” and should
“know how to write grants that would offer more\gees to the children with literacy
needs.” Finally, a few participants commentedtaimportance of the principals’
knowledge of ways to educate parents concerniagplity instruction.
Comments on what principals need to do to supjgeraky instruction

Participants in the second strand of comments eegaly divided between what
principals need to do when working with teacherd @@ actions of the principal within
the school. Concerning working with teachers sav@articipants suggested it was
Important for the principal to monitor what teacherere doing in the classroom.
Comments suggested teachers needed to know thaigais were watching what was
taking place in the classroom. Some examplesdedwvere “unfortunately it seems that
teachers need to know that someone is checkingetd shey are doing what is
expected,” and “principals must be willing to ob&eteachers to make sure the teachers
are following the literacy program in place at ttehool.” On the other hand, several
participants’ comments spoke of the need for ppalsi to team with teachers. Examples
included: principals should have the “ability tonkavith teams in a collaborative
learning community” and be able to “arrange teatb@ms that support collaboration and
mentoring/peer support in areas of literacy.”

Concerning principal actions within the schoolneoents underlined the
importance of being visibly in support of literaicxtruction whether it was participating

in in-services, monitoring teachers in the classroaming with teachers, modeling
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literacy strategies, or sharing the love of readintty children. Comments which
exemplify this included: “Principal need to visiassrooms briefly and frequently to get
a feel for what is happening in classrooms on by daisis,” “Principals should reach
children on a personal level and display their lobeeading.” “Although the principal
should be knowledgeable of current research his®r her ability to support the district

initiatives and motivate the staff that makes trestpositive impact on literacy.”

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS

Table 10 gives the summary of significant findingth references to statistical
measures of significance within chapter four.

Table 10

Significant Research Results

Research Question Significant Findings

1. What perceptions do non-permanent 1. All 13 areas of literacy knowledge

teachers, literacy curriculum specialists, anére perceived to be significantly more

principals have concerning the importance amportant than Important.

areas of literacy knowledge elementary 2. All 13 single sample t-tests

principals’ need to support effective literacycomparing survey responses to a

instruction? hypothesized mean of 3.0 , (Important)
were significant at p<.05 (Table 5)
3. 13 areas were divided into three
significantly different levels of
importance with the lease important
level being roughly equal to Very
Important (See Table 5)

2. What perceptions do non-permanent  Responsibility:

teachers, literacy curriculum specialists, and. 9 of 12 areas were perceived as being
principals have concerning the elementary significantly more the responsibility of
principal’s responsibilityfor and importance Most Teacher, Some Principal

of their use of areas of their literacy b. 3 of the 12 areas were seen as being
knowledge to support curriculum and significantly more the responsibility of
instruction within the school? Both Teacher and Principal.
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c. Iltem 4D with a mean of 3.04 was
significantly different from the null
hypothesis mean of 3.0 (See Table 6)
Use:

a. All 12 literacy areas of literacy
knowledge use were perceived to be
significantly more important than
Important (3.0)

b. All 12 single sample t-tests
comparing the survey responses to a
hypothesized mean of 3.0 were
significant at p<.05 (see Table 7)

Use with school constituent groups

a. Using literacy knowledge is more
important with faculty than parents,
and more important with parents than
with children (see discussion with
Figure 1 on page 91 for statistical tests
and their results).

3. What similarities and differences exist
between non-permanent teachers, literacy

curriculum specialists, and principals’

a. On average across areas, the three
groups perceptions of the importance of
the literacy knowledge base were not

perceptions of the importance of areas of theignificantly different from each other,
elementary principal’s literacy knowledge but on individual items, there were
base, as well as responsibility for, and use @iignificant differences. Those

literacy knowledge areas to support effectivsignificant differences, while not

curriculum and instruction?

important, are described on page 93
b.. Principals saw themselves as more
responsible for the areas surveyed
while the teachers, both LCS and non-
permanent, saw themselves as more
responsible for the areas surveyed
(F(2,276)=18.62, p<.05)

c. Other statistically significant
differences are described on pages 95-
96 including an un-interpretable three-
way interaction
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DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Chapter four presented the analysis of data delieand reported results from
279 complete surveys from principals, non-permateatthers, and LCS, with regards to
the research questions of the study. While thes¢yses were done using only the data
from completed participant surveys the results appemirror the data collected from
“all participants” who responded to any of the iskeam Part | of the survey. Responses
from a total of 502 participants are part of thagadset. All data collected from the
research survey from all participants is reportedppendix J.

The major findings of the analyses that were cetepl with regards to each of
the research questions were:

1. Elementary Principals, Non-permanent Teaclaas Literacy Curriculum

Specialists who participated in the study peradivet that all areas of literacy

knowledge identified within the survey, with theception of quality children’s

literature, were either Absolutely Essential oryenportant for the elementary

principal to have in their literacy knowledge basmportance was rated on a five

— point Likert Scale from Absolutely Essentialntot important. Mean scores for

all areas of literacy knowledge identified randexn 1.29 for knowledge of the

“school district’'s language arts/literacy currieni, to 2.34 for knowledge of

“quality children’s literature”.

2. Research question two was concerned the regdpgor and the
principal’s use of areas of literacy knowledge. S¥lareas of literacy were
perceived by Elementary Principals, Non-permanesichers, and Literacy

Curriculum Specialists as being between the respiihsof Most Teacher,
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Some Principal, or Both Teacher and Principal wh#haverage mean of all areas
being 2.60 using a Likert Scale ranging from 1 £Tdacher, 3 = Both Teacher
and Principal, 5 = All Principal. Mean scores fesponsibility of literacy areas
ranged from 1.91 for setting up a classroom enwramt supportive of literacy
instruction to 3.41 finding resources/consultantsrprove literacy instruction.
Participant groups perceived the importance pals use of areas of
literacy knowledge to be between Absolutely Edaétd Very Important, with an
average of all mean distributions being 1.60 dwt five point Likert scale.
Survey items used to assess group perceptiongieong the importance of the
principals’ use of the areas of literacy knowleddgéred in how and the purpose
for use so it was not possible to do a statisacallysis between items.
Perceptions of all participant groups showed $icgmt differences in the
constituent groups (teachers, parents, and childirenprincipal should be able to
share their literacy knowledge with. As seen igufe 1 it was reported by
participants that it was more important for thenpipal to be able share all areas
of their literacy knowledge with teachers than pésend children, and more
Important principals to share literacy knowledgéwparents than children. The
one exception was the area of sharing knowledggiality children’s literature,
which was seen as least important to share witthexa and most important to
share with children.
3. Research question three was concerned wasatmoips between participant
group perceptions on the first two research questidt was important to see

what similarities and differences existed betwesncpals, non-permanent
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teachers, and LCS concerning the importance osarkthe principal’s literacy
knowledge base and responsibility for and use ageHiteracy areas with
teachers and other school constituents. Ovemliittee groups appeared to have
more similarities than differences between thedlymups perceptions reported
in this study.

Concerning the importance of areas of the pringpiéeracy knowledge
the perceptions of the three participant groupsagith each other
(F(2,276)=2.53,p>.05). There were some areas wdigndicant differences did
exist as reported, but none of the importance gatfor any participant group was
larger than 2.0 Very Important meaning all groupbkdved all literacy areas
identified to be Absolutely Essential or Very Imgaont for the principal to have in
their literacy knowledge base.

More participant group responses concerning thgoresbility for areas
of literacy knowledge yielded more similaritiesthdifferences. Means of each
groups responses ranged fairly close, within ametfgo each other in all areas.

Principals, non-permanent teachers, and LCS nsgsoconcerning
their perceptions of the principal’s use of areflsteracy knowledge for
different purposes as described in the surveystalso yielded many more
similarities than differences. Two literacy knedte areas having to do
collecting and using literacy assessment dataifber determining program
future needs or goals, or to determine studergrpss was seen as more

important by principals than teachers or LCS.
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Finally, two way interactions concerning the impace of principal’s
ability to share their knowledge of differentetiacy areas with different
constituent groups, teachers, parents, and stugane not significant

indicating agreement between participant groupstgptions.
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CHAPTER 5

FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDADNS

SUMMARY OF STUDY

The purpose of this study was to discover and coenperceptions of three
groups of elementary educators concerning the itapoe of areas of principal’s literacy
knowledge, as well as responsibility for, and usthis knowledge to support an
effective literacy instructional program. The elntary educators selected and invited to
participate in the study included elementary ppats, non-permanent teachers, and
literacy curriculum specialists (LCS) in all Indepublic elementary schools containing
grades K — 4. Twelve areas of literacy knowledgeendentified, supported through the
review of the literature, to focus educator penoeys for the purposes of this study.
These literacy areas included:

1. Literacy Research and Best Practice

2. Role of Change Agent in Literacy Curriculum andtiastion
3. Literacy Instructional Components

4. District Language Arts Curriculum

5. Language Arts State Standards and Assessments

6. School-Based Literacy Assessments

7. Literacy Data Collection and Analysis

8. Literacy Classroom Environments and Schedule
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9. Literacy Instructional Resources

10. Quality Children’s Literature

11.Meeting Struggling Readers Needs

12.The School Literacy Curriculum Specialist
The research questions that guided this study were:

1. What perceptions do non-permanent teachersadigecurriculum specialists,

and principals have concerning the importance edfof literacy knowledge

elementary principals’ need to support effectiteréicy instruction?

2. What perceptions do non-permanent teachegsadiy curriculum specialists,

and principals have concerning the elementary gat's responsibility for and

importance of their use of areas of their literkngpwledge to support curriculum
and instruction within the school?

3. What similarities and differences exist between-permanent teachers,

literacy curriculum specialists, and principalstgeptions of the importance of

areas of the elementary principal’s literacy knalgie base, as well as
responsibility for, and use of literacy knowledgeas to support effective
curriculum and instruction?

A survey was designed by the researcher to callaet on participants’
perceptions with regard to the purposes and relseprestions that were the focus of the
study. An informational letter and invitationpgarticipate with a link to the survey was
sent out to 4692 educators with identified ematiradses using SurveyMonkey.com. Of
the number of Internet letters and surveys sentaositibstantial number were either

blocked (634) or subjects “opted out” (95). Frora thternet mailings that did get
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through, data was collected from a total of 48tipi@ants, which was 12% return rate.
However, not all Section | questions were completeall of these surveys in.

When an email address could not be located fodanagor, the information letter
and survey were sent, a total of 125, through WSPS mail. A total of 21 U. S. USPS
surveys were returned which was a 17% return ra&k.Section | questions on these
surveys were completed. Reminders were sent ool Internet and U. S. USPS
mailed invitations to participate to increase tbgponse rate.

For the purposes of data analysis a decision wake ntause only the surveys
where participants had completed all items on 8edi(with the exception of the items
addressing the LCS), or a total of 279 particigamveys. Of the 279 completed surveys
used for data analysis, participants included: @8cjpals, 40 non-permanent teachers,
and 150 LCS. Data collected (including the upkmhdata from the U.S. USPS mailed
surveys) from these 279 participant surveys usimye&yMonkey.com were downloaded
to excel spreadsheets, tabulated, and then analgneg quantitative methods of analysis

through the use of the Statistical Package foSthaal Sciences.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND FINDINGS

Analyses of the results yield the following respesito each of the research
guestions.
Research Question What perceptions do non-permanent teachersadiyecurriculum
specialists, and principals have concerning theomamce of areas of literacy knowledge

elementary principals’ need to support effectiteréicy instruction?
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Answers to Question 1A five point Likert Scale was used to collectalandicating
participants’ perceptions of importance of eacmidied area of literacy knowledge.

The categories included: 1- Absolutely Essential,\Zery Important, 3 — Important, 4 —
Somewhat Important, 5 — Not Important. Overallcegtions of 75% or more of all three
participant groups indicated that it was Absolutébsential to Very Important for
principals to have knowledge all identified areas of literacy with the exception of
Quality Children’s Literature (61%). Means for ateas ranged between 1.29 and 2.34.
Few patrticipant’s responses, were in the Somewhpbitant or Not Important
categories for any of the literacy areas. Somasanesre rated as having a higher level of
importance, with means ranging from 1.29 to 1.hantothers (F(12,3312) =59.41,
p<.05). These areas included the principals’ kndgdeof: School district’s language
arts/literacy curriculum, Ways to facilitate changéiteracy curriculum and instruction,
School and classroom schedules supportive of afeetiteracy instruction, Current
thinking and research in literacy instruction, &fthracteristics of a positive literacy
classroom environment. There were two areasnbet deemed least important with
means, respectively of 2.01 and 2.34, knowledg€ofrent researchers, theorists, and

thinkers in literacy curriculum and instructionda@uality children’s literature.

Research Questions ¥hat perceptions do non-permanent teachers,digerarriculum
specialists, and principals have concerning theerfgary principal’s responsibility for
and importance of their use of areas of theirditgrknowledge to support curriculum and

instruction within the school?
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Answers to Question Znswers for question 2 are separated into threts pé&irst, data
concerning participants’ perceptions regarding wias most responsible for the
identified areas of literacy knowledge was colldc@d analyzed using a five point
Likert scale with categories that included resploifisy being: 1 - All Teacher, 2 - Most
Teacher, Some Principal, 3 - Both Teacher and pahc - Most Principal, Some
Teacher, and 5 - All Principal. Using the averagan of distribution (2.60) for all
literacy areas, participants perceived most litg@eas as being the responsibility being
between Most Teacher, Some Principal (2) and Betichier and Principal (3).

While setting up the literacy classroom was vievwadely the responsibility
mostly of the teacher with some responsibilityred principal with a mean of 1.91, none
of the literacy areas were considered to be mastifl of the principal’s responsibility.

The second part of research question 2 was coedevith the importance of the
principals’ use of the identified areas of literabhyough various actions. A five point
Likert Scale was used for participants’ to indictiteir perceptions of the importance of
the principals’ use of each identified area ofrlity knowledge. The categories
included: 1- Absolutely Essential, 2 — Very Impaoitteé8 — Important, 4 — Somewhat
Important, 5 — Not Important. Since there was @avae in the description of the ways
and purposes for sharing or using the literacy Kedge, it was not possible to do a
comparison between items. However, means of digtan for the use of all literacy
areas ranged from between 1.29 to 1.86, indicgartcipants perceived it was
Absolutely Essential to Very Important for prindip#o be able to usal areas (with one

exception) of identified literacy knowledge in vaus capacities. The only exception was
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the principals’ use of their knowledge of qualityildren’s literature with faculty with a
mean of 2.33 making it Very Important to Important.

The last part of data analysis for research que&iwas concerned with the
importance of the groups principals use and shgie literacy knowledge with.
Perceptions concerning the importance of the gradsi use of literacy knowledge with
three school constituent groups, faculty, pareansd, children, were collected and
analyzed once again using the same Likert fivetgaale indicating categories of
importance. Results showed sharing literacy kndgadewith faculty was believed to be
Absolutely Essential rather than Very ImportantI0rof the 11 areas surveyed (smallest
t-value — 10.19, p<.05). Sharing the content afeguality children’s literature was
again seen as least important while still withmean of 2.26. The principal’s ability to
share their literacy knowledge with parents wasg@ged as more important than with
children and less important than teachers (Wilksmhda=0.40, F(2,275)=207.82, p <
.05; comparing faculty to parents, F(1,276)=27499,.05; comparing parent to
children, F(1,276) = 330.21, p < .05).

Research Question 3Vhat similarities and differences exist between-permanent
teachers, literacy curriculum specialists, andgpals’ perceptions of the importance of
areas of the elementary principal’s literacy knalgie base, as well as responsibility for,
and use of literacy knowledge areas to support¥e curriculum and instruction?
Answers to Questions For the purposes of answering research questrer tanalyses
of the data collected were done between groupsdavhat similarities and differences

existed in group perceptions of the first two reskajuestions.
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With respect to research question one concerhi@gntportance of areas of the
principals’ literacy knowledge, principals’, nonfpeanent teachers’, and LCS’s
perceptions agree with each other (F(2,276)=2.53%). While there were particular
items in the knowledge base where groups differebiveere reported in chapter four
having survived Tukey’'s HSD procedure, the diffeeswere small, and none of the
importance ratings for any participant group wagdathan 2.0 (Very Important).

Comparison analyses for research question 2 veparated into three parts. The
first comparison concerning the responsibility different literacy areas yielded more
similarities than differences between the thre¢igpant groups. Overall means of
responses of each group was close, within one pafigtach other in all areas. However,
as reported, the principals saw themselves as msp®nsible, for the literacy areas
surveyed, than the non-permanent teachers or LG&sevperceptions did not differ
significantly from each other (F(2,2276) = 18.62,(5; Tukey HSD used to compare
groups). All groups perceived the teacher as lptha most responsibility for setting up
the classroom environment, while finding resouiaed consultants as the responsibility
of Most Principal, Some Teacher.

Of twelve survey items used to measure perceptbtize importance of the
principal’s use of literacy knowledge areas, temi$ did not differ in their perceived
importance among all three groups of participa@sly two uses of literacy area
knowledge showed differences among participantggotlihe ability to collect and use
literacy assessment data to determine instructiomgram future needs and goals, was
perceived to be more important by principals (M3).han non-permanent teachers

(M=1.63, F(2,276)=4.31, p<.05). The ability tolect and use literacy assessment data
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to determine student progress was perceived todse important by principals (M=1.46)
than by LCS (M=1.91, F(2,276)=8.47,p<.05).

Finally, the between groups ANOVA did find a didace (F(2,276)=2.57,
p.<.05) among the principals, non-permanent teaclaad literacy curriculum specialists
regarding the principal’s use of areas of literkngwledge with different school
constituent groups. The follow up two-way TukeyH&d not find any two groups to
be different from each other in their perceptiohthe principal’s use of any areas of
literacy knowledge with faculty, parents or childrewhile there is a significant three-
way interaction among content, audience, and resgargroups (Wilk's Lambda = 0.81,
F(36,518)=1.59, p < .05), because there were nafgpbypotheses concerning this
interaction, the number of possible interaction pansons is very large, and no simple

pattern emerged.

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

This study was designed to discover the perceptdmprincipals, non-permanent
teachers, and literacy curriculum specialists coming the importance of areas of
literacy knowledge elementary principals need theoito support effective literacy
instruction within the school. There is little dd@drom the data collected that a large
percentage of members of all three groups perceailldideracy areas identified to be
either Absolutely Essential or Very Important foetprincipal to have in their literacy
knowledge base. There were only two literacy atleaswere perceived as being Very
Important to Important by the three groups. Th&t f these two areas was the

principal’s knowledge of quality children’s litetak, which was seen as being Important
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versus Absolutely Essential. It appears partidipaiewed other literacy areas as being
more critical for the principal to have in theirdwledge base. It may also indicate that
the principal does not often have the opportunitiiroe to share their knowledge of
children’s literature with groups within the scheal participants are not exposed to
either the principals’ knowledge or lack of knowdedn this literacy area. The second
literacy area perceived as Important versus AbshllEssential was knowledge of
current researchers, experts, and thinkers areerady instruction and curriculum.
Participants perceived it was Absolutely Essetiathe principal to know what the
current thinking and research concerning best wexctn literacy instruction, but did not
appear as concerned about the principal knowingduth¢he thinking and research.

As far as responsibility for the areas of liter&opwledge and its use, it was clear
from participant’s responses, while the principaistibe involved, perceptions were
responsibility lies most with the teacher or withtlbteacher and principal equally. The
shared responsibility supported through particiggoerceptions in this research study
appears key to the establishment of the partneestdgeaming between teacher and
principal needed when planning and implementiregdity curriculum and instruction.
These results also appear to support the neetidgarincipal to be able to share
leadership with teachers when developing and imeteimng literacy curriculum and
instruction. This is in agreement with Killion
(Killion, 2009) who supports the principal’s buitdj leadership capacity within the
faculty “eliciting a high level of commitment andgbessionalism from teachers” (p.345).
Booth and Roswell (Booth, 2007) also supports lngideacher leadership capacity

through teaming with teachers. A recent comprsiverstudy on leadership (Louis,
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2010; Samuels, 2010) linked student achievemethigtdeadership teaming between
teachers and principals saying this needs to hajpemer to improve student
achievement. “Collective leadership (between teechred principals) has a stronger
influence on student achievement than an indiviteedership” (Louis, 2010).

Not only was this study designed to discover thpartance of areas of the
principal’s literacy knowledge base, but also tecdver the importance of how the
principal uses the areas of knowledge and with whathin the school setting. Once
again participants viewed the importance of theagpal’s use of the identified areas of
literacy knowledge as Absolutely Essential espgcimith school faculty. Participants
perceived the use of four literacy areas as beiogpAutely Essential for principals.
These areas included the principal’s ability to:

1. Facilitate change in literacy curriculum and instron (M=1.29)
2. Share knowledge of district language arts literaayiculum when
planning and working with teachers (M=1.35)
3. Share knowledge of characteristics of effectiveréity environments and
schedules when planning and working with teachdrsl(35)
4. Share knowledge of literacy instructional modelewlgiving observation
feedback to teachers (M=1.42)
Having a vision and facilitating change have bestaldished as leadership qualities for
aspiring principals through ISLLC (Appendix A) aBlCC (Appendix B) standards. It
was not surprising the study’s participants congidehis area or skill as Absolutely
Essential for principals as literacy instructiolegders. Since principals in their

administrative capacity are primarily responsildedbserving, giving feedback, and
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evaluating teachers, it is also not surprising gisive four areas as described with
teachers were viewed by the study’s participantsefisg absolutely essential. It has
been suggested (R. DuFour, 2002) that the prinaiptiéle role of instructional leader
become the “lead learner” within the school. Tlgyloyparticipant’'s perceptions it appears
the principal is expected to be present with teechad possibly even lead ongoing
professional development concerning literacy irttom and curriculum as part of their
role of instructional leader within the school.

The principal’s ability to use areas of theirdgey knowledge with parents, while
not Absolutely Essential, was perceived to be \Ieigortant. Teachers are primarily
responsible for meeting and working with the paséntardians of the students in their
classroom. However, the principal, having highbrigy within the school community,
often takes the lead with larger, cross-school gsaef parents so it is not surprising that
participants perceived it Very Important that tmmgipal be able to use and share areas
of literacy knowledge with this school constitugnbup. This also appears to support one
of Sanacore’s (Sanacore, 1996) guidelines for jpais for successful reading
leadership, which is to involve parents in theitdrien’s literacy learning.

While seen as less important, study participaatsgived it was still Very
Important to Important for principals to be ablest@re areas of their literacy knowledge
with children. This is the one group where it vl@g@med more important for the
principal to share their knowledge of quality chdd’s literature. Principals modeling a
love of reading and being able to talk to childadout what they are reading is supported

through the CLI (Initiative, 2001a) initiative.
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CONCLUSIONS

Literacy is seen as a basic right in the Uniteatétand a key to every student’s
success (Fullan, 2007). Public schools and theadts who work in public and private
schools across the nation are held accountabl&ifobasic literacy right through both
state (P.L.221) and national legislation (NCLB)NeR with the focus and pressure put on
schools through these legislative efforts improvenie student achievement in the area
of literacy in the past ten years has been marginaést (R. Allington, L., 2006;

Rampey, 2009). Never has the pressure been soagreaucators to put together the
necessary programmatic and instructional compomereded to support students’
acquisition of literacy skills.

In order for students in public schools to be dblachieve their “key to success”
through literacy, it is important that the educataho work with them on a daily basis be
as knowledgeable about the instructional stratemelscurriculum that will lead to this
success. Principals are among this group of edtgcand a “literacy principal” supports
student achievement through leadership skills,dioated curriculum, and teachers’ best
instructional practices (Booth, 2007). As partto$, principals need to be committed
and enthusiastic in their support of literacy atitres, as well as continue to build their
knowledge and experience base in order to sucdisstypport building-wide reform
(Biancarosa, 2004). Literacy and leadership esgaate theorized and researched what
knowledge and skill set principals need to haverier to be “effective” instructional
leaders. Looking through the lens of educatommehtary teachers, LCS, and

principals, who work together within public schqdlsis study’s purpose was to add to
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the research in defining the importance of thesadcéditeracy knowledge principals’
need, and responsibility for and use of this litgrenowledge by principals.

Team effort among principals and teachers angbtineipals’ ability to increase
student achievement in literacy, as well as otbetent areas, has been the focus of
many experts and researchers (R. Allington, L. &2@doth, 2007; Lambert, 2003;
Louis, 2010). In order to work as a team it seegrédtal to identify perceptions/
expectations members of the team as identifiedi;study (teachers, LCS, and
principals) had concerning the importance of acddseracy knowledge the principal
needs to support literacy instruction, as wellresresponsibility for and use of this
knowledge. It was important to not only gain ifgigbout what each educator groups’
perceptions were, but also to compare each grqugrseptions with the others, to see
what similarities and difference existed. The og@sg for this was, similarities in
perceptions would possibly lead to a better workglgtionship between groups, whereas
differences may lead to problems that would interfeith the teaming between groups.

A conclusion reached through this study was atsolutely essential that the
principal have a broad knowledge of areas of ldgia order to effectively support and
work with teachers to improve student literacy agkiment. It is significant, as
discovered from the perceptions of participantsulgh this research, to note that some
areas of literacy appear to have more importanae thher areas literacy knowledge and
should possibly be focused on more heavily by poads, faculty in educational
leadership programs, and in professional developmgportunities within school
districts. Attention to the principal’s knowledgéthe school district’s language

arts/literacy curriculum, ways to facilitate changeiteracy curriculum and instruction,
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school classroom schedules and environments suypofteffective literacy instruction,
and current thinking and research in literacy ingion would all be areas to focus on for
aspiring, as well as practicing principals. Iniédd to these areas, knowledge of
components of literacy instructional models, andecting and analyzing student literacy
data are also seen not only by the author of thidys but other experts and researchers
(Booth, 2007; Initiative, 2001a; Louis, 2010) iretleadership and literacy field as being
critical components of the principals’ knowledgel axpertise. “A literacy principal
must have a good literacy action plan for a sudakesshool-wide literacy initiative”
(Lofton, 2009). This plan needs to be data-baséi;h supports the conclusion that it is
absolutely essential for principals to be ablertdarstand how to collect and analyze
data to improve school programs and ultimately esitichchievement (Louis, 2010).

Not only is it essential for principals to havbraad literacy knowledge base, but
it is also essential for principals to be able tisg knowledge in various capacities with
teachers, parents and children. In a recent Ishgestudy (Louis, 2010) the researchers
point to the “collective leadership” need to impemstudent learning. All the constituent
groups mentioned above are a part of this “collediadership” and it is important for
the principal to motivate and support building leisthip capacity of these groups through
use of his/her literacy knowledge, recognitionrd expertise of teachers, and shared
responsibility for instruction and programs withime school. “When principals and
teachers share leadership, teachers’ working oglships are stronger and student
achievement is higher” (Louis, 2010). There wasthlyagreement with a few small
significant differences among teachers, LCS, amtyals in this research study with

regards to that the twelve literacy areas idemntifidost participant groups rated

117



responsibility for the twelve areas as being betwtbe responsibility of mostly the
teacher to the responsibility of both the teaclmek arincipal equally. This is significant
in supporting the need for a collective or shaesdlership, among teachers and
principals within the school, focused on improvingtruction, curriculum, and programs
leading to higher student learning and achievement.

While it is important for the principal to havéoeoad literacy knowledge base, as
this study found, it is absolutely essential fanhher to be able to use this knowledge in
various capacities within the day-to-day operatiofithe school. This includes
providing on-going professional development for $kegff, including the principal. This
does not mean that the principal must be the opeawade the staff development all or
even part of the time, but that the principal hessliteracy knowledge background to
recognize the expertise in members of the staffi@knowledge of resources and
consultants outside of the school to bring in athdress perceived curriculum,
instructional, and motivational needs within tha@a. Through the principals’ and
teachers’ understanding and use of student litemahievement data collection and
analysis these needs may be focused and resuatpioved student learning (Booth,
2007; Initiative, 2001a; Louis, 2010). The priradipeeds to be present at all staff
development opportunities and needs to act as atotiand cheerleader. “School
leaders have an impact on student achievement piyrttarough their influence on
teachers’ motivation and working conditions;” (Leu2010).

Finally a purpose and one of the research questibthis study were to see what
similarities and differences may exist in the grgapceptions relating to the first two

research questions on the importance of areatedddy knowledge areas, responsibility
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for, and use of this knowledge by the principahe perceptions of the participants
appeared to be more similar than different foti@tacy areas identified. The principals
appeared to see themselves as more responsibl|doeall literacy areas, but the
difference was really not significant. Non-perm@atnteachers perceptions tended to be
that areas of literacy knowledge and the princged'sponsibility for that knowledge was
not quite as important as the principals and LG8teptions indicated, but, overall, these
differences were not significant. With the simitias of perceptions in all three groups
uncovered in this study, barriers due to differsnoeexpectations do not appear to exist
to the possible working/teaming relationship betveewithin the groups. However, the
culture, literacy knowledge skill base, as weltlas leadership capacity of the educator
groups represented within each school will dickede the groups are able to work
together to solve the problems and issues thefaaesl with in working to improve
student learning.
RECOMMENDATIONS

This study focused perceptions of Indiana puldloosl elementary non-
permanent teachers, Literacy Curriculum Specialestd principals on the importance of
areas of literacy knowledge principals need in ptdesupport effective literacy
instructional programs. The study also focusetherthree groups’ perceptions of the
responsibility for, and importance of the principalse of these areas of literacy
knowledge. While other researchers and experts badied and/or reported on either
teachers’, principals’, or LCS’ perceptions focgson the principals’ literacy knowledge
base, no study was found where all three distirmiiig, (especially non-permanent

teachers) perceptions were gathered and comparthdsaiopic. Several other research
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studies (Lofton, 2009; E. Murphy, S., 2004) recomdezl teachers perceptions be
measured and compared with principals. In thipeesand through the broad nature of
the focus which includes not only importance ofaref the principals’ literacy
knowledge, but also the responsibility for, and afthis literacy knowledge by the
principal this study adds to the body of literatareliteracy leadership and provides
some direction for further research. The followregommendations for use of this
information and future research are:

1. Since comparative studies of educator’ perceptwnthe topic of this literacy
leadership are minimal, this research could beaagld and additional research
may be done with the same groups of educatorser states, to affirm the
findings and conclusions of the current study.

2. While demographic data of school and participackheound was not used in the
data analysis to address the purposes and resgagshons of this study, it may
be valuable to see if there are differences in attugerceptions based on years
of experience, teacher/administrator preparatiype bf school, or location of
school. Further research in this area may be b&ua

3. With the importance placed on the literacy knowkedgeas identified in this
study, as well as other research, it may be impofta research to be done on
principal training programs to see how aspiringn@pals are being prepared to
become “literacy leaders”, as well as building atiip capacity among
stakeholders within the school.

4. Research on the literacy knowledge base aspirimgipels may have before they

enter principal training programs would be benafian developing and
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implementing future educational leadership prograifisere can be no
assumptions that aspiring principals already hhigeliteracy knowledge prior to
entering a principal preparation program and onrjthetraining may not be good
enough in this day of high stakes testing and actadility with regards to
student achievement in the area of literacy.

. This study found the importance of the areas efdity knowledge principals
need to support effective literacy instruction. wHorincipals learn about literacy
instructional programs, strategies, methods, amdcclum was not addressed.
Principals have limited time and resources forfstaf’elopment. Additional
research on the types of staff development andigestelivery systems that may
be effective and efficient for principals is recoemded.

. Results of this study and other research suppottiaditeracy knowledge base
building administrators need to have and use tw éfgective instructional
programs should be shared with state departmemduafation in order to provide
justification for knowledge and standards-baseehistire for school
administrators.

. Since much of the research found and discoveredigir this study points to the
responsibility and leadership capacity of teackdren it comes to literacy, it
would seem important to research how schools of&tthn are addressing this
need within their initial licensing and graduateieation programs. Is there a

also need for graduate programs focused on teéedmbers?
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8. This study did not address how the principal’s klealge or lack of knowledge of
the areas of literacy identified may affect studsettievement. Further research
in this area may be valuable.

Research has indicated the importance of theipah the role of instructional
leader. Furthermore, a case for the principal lgsracy instructional leader has been
verified through research. “When strong leadershigpupled with a focus on literacy
initiatives, student achievement can be positiv@gacted. (Lofton, 2009) Ultimately
this is our educator goal, to give students theskeysuccess through literacy. This study
has shown the importance of the principals’ litgrieowledge, as well as responsibility
for and use of this knowledge as seen throughethgels of three distinct groups of
educators. We need knowledgeable and skillful gichdministrators who are able to
build leadership capacity with faculty, parentsj atudents towards the end of going
beyond the basics, creating thoughtful, criticalders, writers, and thinkers for the

future.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: ISLLC 2008 STANDARDS

The 2008 Interstate School Leaders Licensure Ctneor(ISLLC) standards
were revised by the National Policy Board For Ediocal Administration (NPBEA) and
ISLLC steering committee. The standards for ppatprepartion graduate programs and
principal licensure are:

Standard 1 - An educational leader promotes the success efyestudent by

facilitating the development, articulation, implemetion, and stewardship of a

vision of learning that is shared and supportedlbgtakeholders.

Standard 2 - An education leader promotes the success ofyestrdent by

advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a schooluceliand instructional program

conducive to student learning and staff profesdigrawth.

Standard 3 - An education leader promotes the success ofyestrdent by

ensuring management of the organization, operatod, resources for a safe,

efficient, and effective learning environment.

Standard 4 — An education leader promotes the success ofyesteident by

collaborating with faculty and community memberspending to diverse

community interests and needs, and mobilizing conitpuesources.

Standard 5 — An education leader promotes the success ofyesteident by

acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethiganner.

Standard 6 — An education leader promotes the success ofyesteident by

understanding, responding to, and influencing tlétipal, social, economic,

legal, and cultural context ((CCSSO), 2008)
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APPENDIX B: ELCC STANDARDS

Standard 5.0: Candidates who complete the prograraducational leaders who have
the knowledge and ability to promote the succesdlatudents by acting with integrity,
fairly, and in an ethical manner.

Standard 6.0: Candidates who complete the prograraducational leaders who have
the knowledge and ability to promote the succesdlattudents by understanding,
responding to, and influencing the larger politicacial, economic, legal, and cultural
context.

Standard 7.0: Internship. The internship providgsiicant opportunities for candidates
to synthesize and apply the knowledge and praaticedevelop the skills identified in
Standards 1-6 through substantial, sustained, stdsdased work in real settings,
planned and guided cooperatively by the instituaod school district personnel for
graduate credit.
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APPENDIX C: IRB COMPLETION CERTIFICATE
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APPENDIX D: BALL STATE IRB APPROVAL LETTER
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APPENDIX E: LETTER TO EDUCATORS

February 24, 2010
Dear Elementary Educator,

You possess a wealth of knowledge and relevanepgans in the area literacy
education in the state of Indiana. Through youtigigation in this survey | am hoping to
tap into those perceptions to advance understaraidgesearch in the area of literacy
leadership. | am currently a doctoral candidatd@Educational Leadership Program at
Ball State University in Muncie, Indiana. | am vegting your participation and
assistance in a study entitled:

Literacy and Leadership: Comparing Principals’ amdachers’ Perceptions of the
Knowledge Base Elementary Principals Need to LeatlSupport an Effective Literacy
Instructional Program

The purpose of this study is to gather and compareeptions of three groups of
educators. The three subject groups are: elemeptengipals, non-permanent teachers,
and literacy curriculum specialists. The survey alilow these three subject groups to
provide their professional perceptions throughrtresponses. Analysis of the data is
expected to indicate where Principals may add tbsarengthen their literacy leadership
skills.

The survey questionnaire is attached to this lelttés estimated that completion of the
survey will take approximately 15 -20 minutes. Rgvating in this study may benefit
you, your school, and your students in the fut&réocus of this study is to benefit
positive interactions among educators by identgyimose key competencies elementary
principals should possess to be effective instoneti leaders in K-4 literacy. It is hoped
that the information gained from this study will bgeful for addressing the professional
development knowledge base of elementary princibatgighout the state of Indiana.

| do not believe this study will involve any riska you. This survey is directed toward
the knowledge base of All Principals and not ang administrator. If you are
uncomfortable responding to a question, you maypsamot to answer. Please use the
enclosed envelope to mail your completed survek bathe researcher.

You will not incur any costs from participatingtinis study. Your participation in this
study is completely voluntary and you may refuspddicipate or leave the study at any
time. If you decide not to participate in the studyeave the study early, it will not result
in any penalty or loss of benefits to which you rhaye otherwise accrued. If you wish
to receive a summary report of the completed stretyyests may be made by e-mail to
bthomasl@iusb.edu, or by phone: 574-258-0878.
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To ensure confidentiality to the extent permittgdhe law, the following measures will
be taken. Information shared by you will be styictbnfidential, and only members of
our research team will have access to the infoomgirovided by you. Numbers
randomly assigned will be used for access codetetdify participants and school
buildings. Only the research team will have actedke data coding system. Access
numbers will only be used when data is being ct#l@t¢hrough survey responses. All
collected data will be kept in a secure locatioams of participants will not be
identified. When the results of this study are régah, you and your school will not be
named or identified in any way. All electronic goaper versions of the surveys will be
destroyed following the completion of the study.

Ball State University is required to maintain tlumfidentiality of research data and to
ensure that research is done in an ethical antiwexga and that participants are treated
fairly. For questions about your rights as a redeaubject, please contact Research
Compliance, Office of Academic Research and Sp@usBrograms, Ball State
University, Muncie, IN 47306. (765) 285-5070,@lbsu.edu.

For further information about the research surnvaytact Barbara Thomas, ED.S. ABD.
bthomasl@iusb.edu, or Dr. William Sharp, ProfesSducational Leadership, Teachers
College, Ball State University, BSHARP@bsu.edu.

Your participation in this study is greatly appeged. Thank You!

Principal Investigator Dissertation Committee Chair
Barbara Thomas, Ed.S. ABD Dr. William Sharp ciooal
Candidate, Ed. Leadership Professor

Teachers College Educational Leadership
Ball State University Teachers College

Muncie, IN 47306 Ball State University
Telephone: (574) 258-0878 Muncie, IN 47306

Email: bthomasl@iusb.edu Telephone:(765) 285-8488

Email:BSHARP@bsu.edu
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APPENDIX F: THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT (USPS)

The Literacy Instructional Leader:
Comparing Elementary Principals’ and Teachers’ Pereptions of The Knowledge
Base Principals Need to Lead and Support An Effeate
School-Based Literacy Instructional Program

In filling out this survey takenly into consideration your general beliefs and peroap
concerningll elementary principals’ literacy knowledge basepomnsibility, and
support of literacy instruction. This surveyN®OT meant as a judgment of a single
principal or existing local condition.

1 A. Please mark (X) which category you are in.
Principal Non-Permanent Teacher Literacy Curriculum

Specialist or Reading Teacher

Section I: Principals’ Literacy Knowledge Base andSupport

2. Literacy Research and Best Practice
A. How important is the elementary principal’s kviledge of current thinking and
research concerning best practices in literacyunsbn?
o0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O

B. How important is the elementary principal’s kiedge of who current
researchers, theorists, and thinkers are in tlhe diliteracy curriculum and
instruction?

0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O O0Oo

3. Role of Change Agent in Literacy Curriculum andinstruction
A. How important is the principal’s knowledge o&ys to facilitate change in the
schools literacy curriculum and instruction?
0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O
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B. How important is the principal’s ability to féitate change in literacy
curriculum and instruction within the school?

o0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O

C. How important is the principal’s ability to slkesknowledge of ways to facilitate
change in the schools literacy curriculum and irtton with:

Faculty

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Important Somewhat Important __Not Important
Parents

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

Children

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

D. Who is most responsible for leading literacgmge within the school?
1 2 3 4 5
Teachers Both Principal

4. Literacy Instructional Components
A. How important is the principal’'s knowlesigf the components of literacy
Instructional models, such as balanced litgregading workshop, writing
workshop, four block, etc.?
0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O O0Oo

B. How important is the principals’ ability use his/her knowledge of literacy
instructional models when observing and givieedback to teachers?

0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O O0Oo

C. How important is the principal’s ability to skaknowledge of literacy
Instructional programs with:

Faculty
___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Important Somewhat Important __Not Important
Parents
___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important
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Children

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

D. Who is most responsible for providing infornasttiabout literacy instructional

programs?
1 2 3 4 5
Teachers Both Principal

. District Language Arts Curriculum

A. How important is it for the principal to havadwledge of the school district’s
language arts/literacy curriculum?

o0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O

B. How important is the principal’s ability use his/her knowledge of the school
district’'s language arts/literacy curriculuvhen planning and working with
teachers?

0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O O0OOo

C. How important is the principal’s ability share knowledge of the school
district’s language arts/literacy curriculuvith:

Faculty
___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Important Somewhat Important __Not Important
Parents
___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important
Children
___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

D. Who is most responsible for assuring the im@etation of the school district’s
language arts/literacy curriculum in the classroom.
1 2 3 4 5
Teachers Both Principal
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6. Language Arts State Standards and Assessments
A. How important is the principal’'s knowledgetbt language arts state
standards and assessment used to determdenstmastery?
0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

o O O0Oo

B. How important is the principal’s use of hig/lkaowledge of the language arts
state standards and assessments in determinirgnstudstery for planning for
school-wide improvement?

0 Absolutely Essential
Very Important

Important
Somewhat Important
Not Important

© O 0O

C. How important is the principal’s ability share his/her knowledge of the
language arts state standards and assessiitient w

Faculty

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Important Somewhat Important __Not Important
Parents

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

Children

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

D. Who is most responsible for assuring languatgecantent standards are
incorporated into classroom instruction preparitugients for state assessments used
to determine mastery.
1 2 3 4 5
Teachers Both Principal

7. School-Based Assessment
A. How important is the principal’s knowleslgf school-based assessments (i.e.
running records, fluency rate, DIBBLES, wigirubrics, etc.) which may be used
to determine student mastery of languagestairsdards?
o0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O
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B. How important is the principal’s ability to@ischool-based assessments in
determining student mastery of language artdsiais?

o0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

o O 0O

C. How important is the principal’s ability share his/her knowledge of school-
based assessments used to determine studstetrynaf language arts standards
with:

Faculty

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important ___Important Somewhat Important __Not Important
Parents

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important
Children

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

D. Who is most responsible for assuring schooktassessments are used to
determine student progress.
1 2 3 4 5
Teachers Both Principal

. Data Analysis

A. How important is the principal’'s knowlesigf collecting and analyzing
student data from a variety of language lggsdcy assessments?

0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O O0Oo

B. How important is the principal’s ability twllect and use data from literacy
assessments to determine the future needgaatsl of the instructional program?
o0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

o O 0O
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C. How important is the principal’s ability toltsct and use data from literacy
assessments to assess student progress?
0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O

D. How important is the principal’s ability share his/her data analysis
Knowledge concerning student achievementenatiea of literacy with:
Faculty

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Important Somewhat Important __Not Important
Parents

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important
Children

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

E. Who is most responsible for collecting and yrialy data from literacy
assessments to determine future needs and gdals wistructional program. and
assess student progress.
1 2 3 4 5
Teachers Both Principal

F. Who is most responsible for collecting and wriah data from literacy
assessments to assess student progress.
1 2 3 4 5
Teachers Both Principal

9. Literacy Classroom Environments and Schedule
A. How important is the principal’'s knowleslgf the characteristics of a positive
classroom environment which is supportiveftéctive literacy instruction?
o0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O

B. How important is the principal’s knowlezlgf school and classroom
schedules which are supportive of effectiterdcy instruction?

o0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O
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C. How important is the principal’s abiltty use his/her knowledge of the
characteristics of an effective literacy sl@®m environment and schedule when
planning and working with teachers?

0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

o O O0Oo

D. How important is the principal’s ability sthhare knowledge of the
characteristics of classroom environment ameédale supportive of effective
literacy instruction with:
Faculty

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Important Somewhat Important __Not Important
Parents

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important
Children

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

E. Who is most responsible for setting up thesttaem environment for effective
literacy instruction.
1 2 3 4 5
Teachers Both Principal

F. Who is most responsible for setting up theydsthedule for effective literacy
instruction.
1 2 3 4 5
Teachers Both Principal

10. Literacy Instructional Resources
A. How important is the principal’'s knowledge esources, both in and out of the
school/district, which are available to adequaselgport effective literacy instruction
within the school?
0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O O0Oo
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B. How important is the principal’s knowledge aé&tacy resources, both in and out
of the school/district, when identifying and plamgiprofessional development with
teachers?

0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

o O OO0

C. How important is the principal’s use of liteyaesources, both in and out of the
school/district, when giving a teacher observateedback to improve literacy
instruction?

0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O

D. How important is the principal’s ability share their knowledge of available
literacy resources for improving literacy msttion to increase student
achievement with:

Faculty

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Important Somewhat Important __Not Important
Parents

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important
Children

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

E. Who is most responsible for finding resouroasstltants to improve literacy
instruction.
1 2 3 4 5
Teachers Both Principal

11. Quallty Children’s Literature

How important is the principal’s knowledge afality children’s literature?
Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

ooooo>
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B. How important is the principal’s ability te@ knowledge of quality
children’s literature when working with teach?
o0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O

C. How important is the principal’s ability share his/her knowledge and love of
children’s literature with:
Faculty

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Important Somewhat Important __Not Important
Parents

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

Children

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

D. Who is most responsible for identifying qualiyildren’s literature for use in the
school.
1 2 3 4 5
Teachers Both Principal

12. Meeting Struggling Readers Needs
A. How important is the principal’'s knowledge dfetegies, and resources used
to support struggling readers?
0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O

B. How important is the principals’ ability use their knowledge of strategies,
and resources to help teachers support singggaders?

o0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O

C. How important is the principal’s ability share their knowledge of programs,
strategies, and resources used to suppogugsing readers with:
Faculty

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Important Somewhat Important __Not Important
Parents

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important
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Children

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

D. Who is most responsible for providing strategend resources for students who
are struggling.

1 2 3 4 5
Teachers Both Principal

13. The school Literacy Curriculum Specialist (LCS,
LCS may have another title, i.e. Reading Teacher, &ading Specialist, Curriculum Leader

Does your school have an LCS Yes No
(If your answer to the question above is yes, pleasnswer the following questions.)

A. How important is the principal’s knowledggthe job description and role of
the school's LCS?

o0 Absolutely Essential
Very Important
Important
Somewhat Important
Not Important

© O 0O

B. How important is the principal’s ability to gieshis/her knowledge of the job
description and role of the LCS in suppdrtheir work with teachers?

o0 Absolutely Essential

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

© O 0O

C. How important is the principal’s ability to qugt the work of the LCS with:
Faculty

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Important Somewhat Important __Not Important
Parents

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

Children

___Absolutely Essential __Very Important __Impottan _Somewhat Important __Not Important

D. Who is most responsible for advocating foribie of the LCS within the school?
1 2 3 4 5
LCS Both Principal

14. List any other areas that you perceive to be Ipgortant for principals’ literacy
knowledge base in order to effectively support litecy instruction within the
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school.

Section Il: School Demographics
Please indicate the answer that best describessgbool

School Size: _ 1-200 __ 201-400 __ 401 -600 ___ 600+

School Designation; ___ Traditional Academy _ Charter
School Grades;  K-2  K-3  K-4 __K-6

School Location (> <population): ___ rural (pop. <3,000) __ Suburb
____Small City (<50,000)  Urban (>50,000) _ otleaplain

SES Population ___ (<25% poverty) __ (>25%, but <50%) ___(>%0%

Does your school receive Title | funds? Yes No

Section lll. Principal’'s/Teacher’'s Background
Gender: __ M___F

Race:

Years of experience in present position: arsye

On a scale of 1(High) to 5 (low) circle how wouldwrate your knowledge of teaching
reading? 1 2 3 4 5

Section IV — School Reading Program Information

Is your school involved in the Reading First ProgPa _ Yes __ No
Reading Programs/Assessments Currently used insgiaol (Please check all that
apply)

____Basal Reading Book used

____Lips-Wilson Phonics

____Four Block Literacy Program

____Balanced Literacy Framework

____Success For All

____Reading Recovery

___DIBELS

____Running Records

____Renaissance Reading Program

___Accelerated Reader

____DRA (Development Reading Assessments)

____PM (Progress Monitoring)

____CBA (Curriculum Based Assessments from the atblpairts series)
____Herman Phonics

____Lindemood Bell Phonics
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On average for grades K — 4 how much time is deltuiditeracy instruction within each
school day for average to above average students

60 —90 minutes

90 - 120 minutes

120+

On average for grades K — 4 how much time is deltuiditeracy instruction within each
school day for struggling students

60 —-90 minutes

90 - 120 minutes

120 - 150 minutes

150+
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APPENDIX G: CORRESPONDENCE OF SURVEY ITEMS WITH [HERTATION

QUESTIONS
Dissertation Questions Corresponding
Survey Items
1. What perceptions do non-permanent teachersadige 1A,B,
2A,
curriculum specialists, and principals have conicgythe 3A,
importance of areas of literacy knowledge elemgmpaincipals’ gﬁ'
need to support effective literacy instruction? BA,
TA,
8AB,
9A,B,
10A,
11A,
12A,
13
2. What perceptions do non-permanent teachezsadiy 2B,C,D,

. L L ) 3B,C,D,
curriculum specialists, and principals have conicerthe 4B,C,D,
elementary principal’s responsibility for and imfgotce of their Zg'g’g'
use of areas of their literacy knowledge to supporticulum and | 7B,C,D,E,F,

8C,D,EF,
instruction within the school? 9C,D,E,
10B,C,D,
11B,C,D,
12B,C,D
3. What similarities and differences exist betwaen-permanent
teachers, literacy curriculum specialists, andgpals’ All survey items
' y P ' ®p were used to
perceptions of the importance of areas of the ehtang compare perceptions
rincipal’s literacy knowledge base, as well apogsibility for between all three
P P Y 9 ' P y tor, groups of educators to
and use of literacy knowledge areas to supporttfie look for similarities

. . . and differences in

curriculum and instruction?
responses.
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APPENDIX H: INTERNET SURVEY
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APPENDIX I: SUMMARY OF DATA FROM ALL RESPONSES
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