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— % The purpose of this study was to analyze the -role ot
TN i i P gl
;he reading pro%um coordinator: in an attempt to determine

s whethe} “the ieadlng ‘program cvordina:or's p‘eréebt‘lun of

hlslher ole | differed Algnlﬂcantly from the .’primar
f

elementary classroum teachar s pstuep:lon of the \readln

coordinator's role. ' The: overall aim -of this study was to‘
help ci%iify the role of the _reading ’ progr_am coordlnator
in Nexvﬂ;undland and Labrador. /ﬂare 'sgeclflcally', the
- study attenpted \o detarmlne the follonlngr (a)-_the role

of the readlng [coordinator as ﬂgscussed ln‘the literature;

(b) pruapyl-e.umury eachers' -and’ di g'f .

perc:ptuns of the ro¥ of the ‘reading coordinator in

Ne'foundland and . Labrador; , (c) pri-ary/elelfntary

teach}rs' and reading coordlnatn“rs' perceptlons regarding

the 1upotcance of -the role of  the dlstrlct 1eadlng co-

ordinator; and (d)»prlnarylelenentary teachers‘ and

readlhg coordinators’ percsptions regarding the distribu- v

tion of the reading coarunaeorr time. , P
Two methods of gathgring data yere amp‘loyed. Flrst/,
literature related to the role of the teadlng coordlnntor

was analyxed to help, deflne che rala of thc ;eadlng_
N / i

‘
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coordinator. ‘Second,-data was obtained from responses to

tws questionnalies which™ were administered , to' r¥ading

- cdordinators and ' classroom teachers: The quesﬁlnnnalte
.con:lsted "of thifty- eight tasks and\ chree categ«(ties of-

task areas:: “(a) Knowledge Area' (E) Intetpersonal Skill_s-

and Attitudes;, anuﬁc) Administrative® and organizational®

‘Activities. .The data:‘from the questlonnalre wast analyzed 7

for ea/ch of the three categoriés of tasks. The vquestlon-

nglte'{also required l'e,p'sondents to.indicate thelr percep-

tions'of the Llmportance of the:role of the .c
reading - coordinator _3nd, their ”per_ee_ptiéns regarding

RN z
distribution of' fhe’reading coordinator's time. b R

@

reading coordinatnr s performance.

Jccorilinator's role I3 Influenced

- - The findlngs from, this study ‘have’ shown that the

rezdlhg coordinabor s own role conceptlon differs from the
classroom teacher s perceptlon— -of the .reading cnordina-
tor s role. Reading\ coordinators. were very posnlve in
thelr perceptionsyof their performance, whel‘eas, classroon
teachers - were less positlve in. thelt p:rceptlons of ‘the

Flndlngs from this study have ‘implications forireai

“ing cnwlnatnts, the Department of Education and school,

boards in Newfouﬂdland and’ Lahrador.. Slnce the readlng

f\e perceptions- B
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A am‘!»expectatlo? of othe‘{f, heléh-e -should be aw

are ofj the
- _perceptions of significant others for hi's/her rold. A j'pb
" description should ‘be written for the reading coordina-
'_tzir':_s role. This noulti help clarify\ the rold for r‘eadlr&g
coordinators and other schobl personnel réTated to his/her
o I T X
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* Introduction - * o T )

The. importance'of readlng has heen the subjeet of"a

o' 1lterature,- . Cushenberry 71%83)

suggests that, helplng chudren develop appropriate readl’rw

important func‘tions of te.aqhe;rs of: reading. .~ .. . '___
‘ot a!l:”t'he 1iteracy .skll.ls which we - educators
emphasize that of reading. may be' the most
‘_1mpor:ant.. Certainly students will not be’vable
&3 Functioh dn: tuday’s soctety ‘u“ntil‘,_,th.ey_ are.
able to recognize words, compun;n‘a‘wms, react -
.ta words and then mdke ;“1’;91031 declslon hased

= on. what' they have read or iearncm (p,”)

'Currently “In- Canada‘ there ‘are four and Jone~ half

- million functlunally llllterate adilts (Chatélalnc,

August, - 1986). Acoording. to cn*_ argiele, thesé 1dive

tduals cannot read signs, fill out job applications, read

| medical prescrlatlons oF help: their ehildren: with thelr
: homewerk. Squltes (1%6) teports that in ‘the provlnce ol’

“Newfoundland and. Labrador: one in five aduits cannot read -

cemtiiry 1s ohe. of :the most




the lnst’ructlo_ns on a medicine bottle, cannot fill in a .

Job application Fyorm or -cannot read a bedtime story to

thetr children®(p. 21). : -
Accordlng, to Dobbin (1974) there are many sbhiwl

\chﬂdren in Newfounylana who, are not learning to ‘read:

adequately ‘and many. others who, require some. form of temed— ;

T lal lnstructlen. In the words of Strarpg (1969 as clted tn

Dobbln, 1978), "1nah1ucy ‘to; ‘read 15 recognlze\d‘as "the

‘?nost important ‘s{ngle. cause of scvhoo‘l fgilu@rg" (pe2).

Z Ihe' .need to lmprove “the reading . ‘ability. of. our -
.students 1s of ﬂxtreme impor‘tance".. A; A‘llen (1972)

argues. & o
,A T ALL lndlviduals deserve * the right to read. 16

: L 5 'lﬂs» a rxgng. as fundamental‘ as the right to 1irg.
uberty,'and the pursult of happiness. The N

. A T ablllty to read well 15’ extremely lmpnrtant to
2T e dignity and wor th of the Individual. : Those *
o & \who do not - galn this ahlllty “tn the course, of .

\:helr early educatlan laqk a skill necassary to §

o B all oth;r areas of learning and are belng dented

Y P . cal lundamentul educat!onal right‘- the rlghc to

<

§ o RS read. (p 8)

- ._ S5 o Dobbln (137'0) inslsts also that the chlldren in "Newfound- "

8 ’ .+ land. sbhools latm. the rlght to.read. She argues that




’ e

there. are too many of them who cannot read and many. others

-who lacK the .skills and Interest necessary to read.to' the

limlts ‘of their capability. « ° v w W

N
It is the responslhility of' edicators to énsure chat.

our scudents become aa proNclent as pesslble 1n readlng. 4

Hany pgopl:, ranging from teachers, admlnl trators and

*.reading - program coordlnatorx ‘to communlty agenc_les .and

parents  are lnvolved ln a ch 1\1': educatlo

and conse-

qﬁent‘ly have a vart tp play 1n Mslher learnlng l:o‘ read. -

v o
X However,  'two .-of the most 1nq1uentlal groups who ‘c'an

directly affect a child's readlng prof!clency are, the
reading “progran coordfnatot and..the ilassrcom teacher.

The ¢lassroom teacher being.the closest t® l_.nstructlénarl

“activity -is utllmately the nost important in helping

‘students, learn 'to read (Bell, 1982). 'However, the program

" coordinator ‘belng the Gloasst " 45 lnstructlona-l Lactivity

after the :eaéh:r; also >1ays a pivotal role. Belng freed
e

of classroom teauhlng duties and being a subject expert. 1n

the fleld of reading,<the coardina&or is in ‘a position to

assist the teacher 1in planning, nrgénlzlng, coordinating’

and appral'slng theé sechool reading prugram.“'wefor‘e;

reading program coordinators, as lnstructlnnal super- °

vlsors, ‘nLust work very closely wlth teachers to..ensure '

that student‘s reach thetr full’ potentlal in reading.
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Introductlon tu the Prnble- .
'\ ‘The stated aim of lnstructlonal supervlsxon is to
t lmprave lnstructu‘:: (Wlles & Lovell, 1983). ' Yet, as

Harrls (1976) pollrts out, lf the role of the instructional
sup:rvlsor h not clearly de'ined it can 1imit hislher

M'fectlvenes: ln the lnstnuctlunal lmprovement pl‘ocl:ss.

Hence, any cnnfuslnn suuoumu \g- Ehe .role of the lnstruc-:
tlonal supervlsur must be. eliminated and the role clarl~

fled,' if-we are to ‘obtain maxlmum effectlveness from the :

supervisor in the lmprnvement of " instruction. ”

. ‘Instructlonal supervisors need to ascertaln how thelr

wurk 13 pej{relved b)’ teachers in compatisnn to how they

l,e., (supervisors) percelve thelr work. Studies™ such as -

‘Parsons (1973)-, Davies (1973) and Vatcher (1984) have
%4

- shown. that a hlgh degree of c;angruence in the perceptions.

'aﬁ teachers and supervlsors__ls necessary U ths\ l."’"“c
. _tional program s to function properly.: )

T’oda‘y,». _wltll lnc‘i‘qased demands. f‘br change‘ fn. the -
instructional program,:readlng coordlnators/supervlsors
face the tremendous challenge of leadlng our teachers and
our schools: toward' lmpz‘oved neadIHQﬁ;tructlon. Harris ™
(1976) puts forth this point . when he wrltes, 4“The time
seens unusually rlghb "for sunervlsors af 1nsttuctlnn,
’wh.atever their titles mlght be, ‘to- assert che'melves as

i ¥ 5 i it
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.. winsttuctlon is

"there 1s a lack “of agreemént on. the pxa(:t

v ~

Although the tlme 1s right for instructional improve-
ment, there is a great deal of confusion surroundlng the
role 'af the lnstructlonal supervisor/program coordl:\atur
which chn severely ‘llm!c thelir effect!veness Sin | the

lnstructional Improvement process (Wiles & Lovell, 1983)

Harker (1973) squested tha ading coordlnators

$ often sense that their effec:iveness ln 1mprov1ng readlng

éd. -He- goes. on to say that teachers

and admlnlstratnrs nften feel that ‘reading- L‘onrdlnators-

' are' not as helpful as tl\ey might be. This attitude could

result . from teachers,: admln;strators and "other staff

. leaders 1n the lnstructional 1mprovement prws“ (pe335) e

members lack of clarity regarding ' the ‘precise ‘nature of -

the readlng coordinator's job responsxbu(ua’s.

The role of the supervisor is ot clearly defincd and

functions
associated ‘with supervision (Markowitz, 1976) .

. According to 11ron;o, Firth & Neville (e 5 as cued
in Harknwltz, 1976),

In all  too many cases .suparvlsore have/ spoken,

with little ‘aiithority,  Unsure of - their own
: esteém and organizational status ‘they jhave ‘too"
often spoken timidly and - behaved | consery-

ativelyV.' They -have been rgacvtot‘c'ons tants. and




instructional ° counselors almost/ exclusively

rather than intervention .agenp’s - seeking to &

influence teachers, dii‘%cuyw They  have
responded rather than lrﬂtlgted. (p.367) .-

Harrfls . (1976) further refterates . this ‘point by

"stating that "superylsors have _sometimes been more eager

to be. accepted than to- be -effective agents. of change".

(p.333). P o : : -

In a recent study by Hubeny (1955), "hich Tnvest-

lb‘lgat‘;j"'rblg ‘stress and burnout for teading coordlnators,
lt was found- that conslderable confusion surrounds the
gaals and job descrlptions\ of the. readlng Qu;zrdlnator.
Some coordlnatnrs portrayed th?ir coordinator status as_a
"no man's 1and" in which they have respnnsihlllty wlthout
authnrlty. b .
It ‘would. appear that. if the reading cnord‘lnator/
supervisor is ‘to be e'frecuye in the {nstructional

Laproyement ‘process then an effort must be made to clarify

the speclallzed profe!slonal functlon: which comprise a

coordinator's role. Accordlng to Babin 1981), . "Unique

responsibilities must be clearly _delineatad‘, otherwlse the’

'supervlsor‘s role will become. so dlffused helshe wlll
@ become a professional crlpple“ (p.96) .

Crocker & Riggs (1979), In their Task Force Regnrt on’
L
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Education in Newfoundland and .Labrador, also emphasized
the need for clear dellneation of the program coordina-
tor's/supervisor's role: \

As some teachers see it In too many cases the

. supervisor's role has not bee{\, sufficlently-

‘articulated. 'In other cases the fole which has

been‘asslgned to supervisors has been una‘éc"ept‘-
dble to teachevs. " Consequently,: & sibatantial
" gap'exists between the assigned duties of su;;er»
.visors. and .the 'teacher's “perceptlon of 'the.

~ supervisor's role. (p.201) s

One may readily acknowledge that the supervisor's
role Ls difficult to define.” As Babln (1981) describes
it, so com;lex and so diverse are the settings within
which su’pcrvlsors opefate that no definitive »sr:ate‘me;\ti
applicable to all situations’ is possible, = Nevertheless,
regardless .of the cdmplexltles I't is important -that the
Iines of communication between teacher and coordinator are
open and-that the roles of the sixperv}so; ‘are clarifled.
‘Luclo (1969) stated that "In ordgr to obtaln’. maxtimum
effectiveness from the -supervisor- xc _Is .necessary to '
define -and redefine what the supervisor does and who the
supervisor 1s" (p.13).’ '

Wiles & Lovell (1983) also maintain  that ‘the




. supervisors, a varlety of roles should be defined :at tl\e'

, §

confusion .qver roles ‘and responslhulties illustrates the
-

need to. clarify the purpose and functlons of the lnstruc-

_tlonal supérvisor. . While it mlght ‘not be pﬁ;sihle to.

e
develop a: "unLversal roie" ‘which 1is approprlate fur all

systems level ‘In arder to  eliminate much .-of - the -

lndeflnlt‘en'ess. 'and lack of-understandlng currenbkx)

associated with the rale of ‘the 1nstructiona1 supervlsor.

The nedd “for olarification o the supernsorfs\olg
must be emphasized if he/she is to meet the needs of the
4

. -
teachers and ultimatély the studedts he/she .seTves.

_ Although there ‘are tndications that School Districts in

Newfoundland and Labrador: are attempting to “estiblish

specific dutles and responsibilities for program cnord;vga-
sprnd LR

tors, there 1s still a problem with the lack of a-clear‘,
concise définitlon of the program coordinator's role.:

Statement of the Probl‘e- v :

The purpnse of. this study is to analyze the Igle of

the teadlng program coordinator in an -attempt to determlne

whether the reading’ caordlnatnr s perceptlon of Ms/het.--

roln dlffe_u significantly: from t_he classroom teacher s

perception of the reading coordinator's role. The overall

~alm of this study 1is to help clarlfy/the\role of the
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reading program coordinator by‘ examining the_ perceptions
of prl‘ary/ele-en’nx:y “teachers and reading program co-
ordlnator§ in N_e-fop_ndland and Labrador) togetr}e'r -‘lth ‘an
examinatlon  of |literature and. research. relevant. to. the
! role ofi the reading coordtnator. Y . . F

')The study, Jnenp:ed to determine the followling: .
“a

‘The ro]we of the teading ceordinator as-discussed

;n the lit:raturle.

T 2. The pe ceptloﬁs of.” prlmarylelementary teachers’ -

.and réading: program "éoordlnators throughoyt the pruvl
of Ne-fuundland and Labrador ‘regardifig the role of ‘the
reading program Sboratator ana any differences in thelr

‘ respective perceptions of the role of the reading progrem
coordinator. A i ao =

3. The 'func’:lons of ~ the readlngllanguage arts
coordinator that are most and 1ea=r~roned by readlng

program cnordlnatnrs. CAn o A

4. The extent to -Mcn ‘reading coordinators, and

primary/elementary teachers valued ' the role of the

district reading, coordinator. -
st 5. Ho\v reading conrdlnatora and prlmary/elzmentary‘
teachers felt the readlng coord!na:ars,\could_ best
distribute thelr time. ’

" a - y
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Ilanwlle s —
B .

‘Progral coordinators or instructional supervlsors

were first allocated to -school districts in Newf’/undland
and Labrador ‘in 1969. Since then, there has been /a steady
lncru_selln the l{unber- o} program coordlna/tnrs /avjilabl‘e
to teach;rs in this p’roﬂr_u‘:e._ Currently, theredare 280
& ﬁrdgx;amylnators 1isted “In the Newfoundland and
\quraqb Schools“ Directory, - 35 ‘of' whom .are xje.adingl'_

language ‘arts cooz"dlna"tcrs. p
The Department of Education for Newfoundlind and
Labrador, does not have a writt:n Job descrlpuonrfor the
re‘adlngllanguage arts program coordinator operating ‘at the ;
district level. Rather, the tole of the Department of
Education s et the -qualifications and experience
required for.:::f\;:atlun of program coordinators. The,
actual job specification or description for the reading
'prngra;- coordinator s the prerogative of the respective
Scl‘lqol Board or District. The Newfoundland Schoo'lls 'Act
(1970) does not set-down-any duties for  the board ‘super-
visor except insofar as "The appropriate suparint:ndent
5 shall ;;mu:\ue for. and_assigh to ... board supetvl‘ors 4
- and other pur‘suh‘ngl appalnted undel‘ seetlon ZD duties
thereof" (p.4735, Seation 21). 2
In that, ‘dlstf'lct uadl‘ng coordinators ‘:re % a n




rc)r/superv!sor and’ the degree to which the supervisor's

'pus!tlon to shape and to influénce directly, the district

",Q,ie‘ea,dmg program, It 1is Importapt to examine thelr role and,

re_sponslbllltles.v Through an examination 'of the role of

the district: reading coordinator one should arrive at 'some_.

consensus regarding the actual 'and‘percelved Job respons-
1bur'1es of ‘the "reading coordinator ‘throughout the
province of Newfoundland and Labrador .. 5

It ls understandable that the needs and resources of

: school dfstricts vary’ GenELSFARTY. andly 858 Fesutt) Fales

qf readln’g coordinators will tend to vary from district to
-district. . However, so‘me common duties and respons-
ibilities for readlng coordinators ‘should exist throughout
the provlnce. . . /

The results of tl:)s study will provide information as

to how teachers percelve the role of the reading cogrdlna-

own role conception agrees 'with or differs, from that

perception. According to’ Parsops (1973),

Numerous studies have shown that 'the ef‘fectl(/e-
‘ness of ;;xperviso;-s 1s meadured in terms of what
" they are expected to do and what they are per-
celved to be dolngs A high degree of copgru:
ence’ .in the perceptions of 'supervisors and

teaghers 'I's desirable and. necessary 1f the
e = M




- his/her role. Expectations which are not clearly .commun-
\ A B 3

‘icated, or which ‘are unexpressed represent- an mportant

_necessary If thearea of acceptance is to be extended -and

instructional program Is to function propérly, % Fu
Because the expectations of others as well ‘as
the expectations of the 'Individual are vital to

* .the - effective ' fulfillment. of the supérvisory

posllt.ion occupled, it Is essentlial to establish:
o the degree_ to* which congruence or -incongruence
:‘chlsts.A (pe2t). 3 W e E .
‘thc‘ivo & MoNell -(1979) Thave . noted that the -satis-
faction of teachers with the school systendfis been found - “
to depend upon the extent tlo.whlch they p;rcelve' that the ,
role of their fupervlsors meet t!’-elr expectations. B .

Readirig program coordinaters should ‘have dn awareness -

of the ‘teacher's perception. of, and expectatlons for,, -

sourge ’ ofy Mﬁqr!@gs_t:_aﬁqdl_qg‘ between the sup'e'tv.ls'ax: and
those possessing expectatlons for .hiis/h'er rote.: (1e., =
teachers). This night constitute a major problen in thelir
working effectively together (Gorton,-1960). As Campbell

(1957) ‘noted, "Ohly .by an understanding of these expecta-

tions can ‘the- supervisor anticipate the -reception™of

- specified behaviour on his part.’ Such anticipation.seems /N N

the area of disagreément.mininized" (p.264).
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¥ " == § . L
Althmﬂ_jh Campb\ll nrote-thls neafly thlrty years ago, e

G "ot what Be sald is still appllcable today. Super-_

& visors ‘need to™ b'e aware of cxpectations from varigus | -

"~ sdurces, partlcula Ly :eache\u, regarding fheir réle, in
. arder to- enable che “to serve most effactl\/ely. 2
= S

Rupley (1985) emphaslzes the need ror c].arl”.catlon

“of. tha repdiiig: aoRinator? srols by a.r.gulng .that the

ide tification ?f exlstlng job responslbiiltles of ‘reading"

7 qnordlnators should enable the’mnre acguratc\speciﬂcatlon % =

{ W of»thelr ‘role in- educatlon, thus enhancing the. training of

’ reading . coordinators ‘and maximiaing their. benefit tovther

2 s :

. « ~ school remﬂng program. il L . N
JoIt s e;s\enéial for reading coordinators to be

aware ‘of teachers' ‘perceptions regarding Ehe\ reading co- ,

ordinato vx:ole.' Ascording to 01iva (1976), ¢ *

| Feedback. frum the “troops- 1: the best: way to* find . 2 o

" out whettrer ar ‘not the supervlsor xs actually | ’

o accompllshlng the mission. - The teichers the '\ . :

; supervisor serves are in a real sense the’ con-

sumers of the product which he bﬂngs to’them,

. . and " they,” are in the best “postiian co Judg® s

v L “whether that product is effective. 417)




This study could assist in clarifying. the role of the
district reading program 'coo‘rd,fnét_or by analyzing. the

perée'ptlons of. classroom teachers. aﬁd reé‘dlng coordlnatou

in Newfbunjlud and Lahrador, regarding, the rnle of the
readlﬂg\

oordlnator.,{ Clarification of the’ role af thess

7] noordlnator§ ‘: easentﬁal to maximlze théir contr_i_b_utlon

to the school reaﬂtng pl‘ugr ' A more

€ {fgctlv‘ev utiliza- -

students. i “ w3 % .' i
p : |

“study such as’ this_ cah tnorease teacher’

Al:o

nareness of the actual sarvlces vrovidad by the readlng

conrdlnators. - Further, the hutrun

rluud in ‘this study

could be helpful to" réadlng cnnrdlnators at th! dlstrl,et

level 11\ dete nlng taaeher pergeptlons and expectations

'que: .Rales' are . defined ih“itar_ns “of role

. i ST 5 5
/_‘:‘xbpeqtat_lohs. A .role has _'gertain’'normative -




obligations and respons.lbl“ties whlch day be

- e termed “role: eweetanons" anu ‘when the rule

lncumbent puts chese obllgatlnns and respons- wy it

1bhlt1es tnto’ effect he, is salgi tn be : per-,

formlng Mslher tole. The expectatlons deflne

‘ fa!- the actor who:ver he - may be. what fied rshaul

of the Apartlculat Fole! (cetze1, 1958,

. Rea\ﬂng Progra- Coordlnatot (nPc).. ‘a pérsé

14 r_e;pn(\slhle for plannlng, qrgan!zing,

coordinatlng' tl}e' district - rcading prpg_rhm.: R

H.lslher title may range from readlng s\

direcbor of readlqg, . reading ' coonu

r;ad!ng punsulrant or, l‘anguagé arts con‘sult- )

aut. Desplee the varieiy of tltle's tnls'pcrsnn

vworks out u.f central ofrice and l.s requnslble

of _the.

‘for coordlnatlow

district reading - -

: pr(’)gramr 5 (Jut’ ta,

Supervlsnr . a peuon, fo:mally designated by the.

of learn ng‘ of. studcnts.

p11) . 4 "_




.,’ * LSS - F
designated by the organization that . directly’ .
==t . " affects teacher behaviour In such a way as' ton
o ‘facilitate pupil learning and achieve the goals

ot -1« of the organization. inarkowitz, i976) L

‘_VclAas‘srqn-k Réa Lng Teacner (CT): “The-'classroom’ Y‘- B

" readtng.’ ceacher lnstructlon fncarl oo

the' réguu"r. “classroom . redding’

_cn, 197&1’

Thu chief limibatlon of the study . ls that .it lnvolved

. a questlonnalre. Ay a result, * the study was Ltmited by.

the validity, nf ‘the questlunnalre and “the - aceuracy to « 4

wl\ich 1t was’ Bomplated . Also, the

study ‘fécused on’

prlmary and elementary teachers' vler(’ f the rnle “of the

" readin coor.dlnater, therefare, nesults and general Z a;

¢ tions- regarqlng the role of the readlng program coordlna- o

i upon 4 perceptions -of primary 'a_im ey

A " elementary ‘téagheks éc ross: the provlnce of Newfoundland
B T and:Labrador . "[he“rbuults and gensrallzatLpns do-not . . ..

_necessarlly rerle t the vLewpolnts of jun or’ and,, se‘ni‘oz}_'”

" j'Mgh :eachers An regax\d to the percelved m.le _of. the

I "ﬂdiﬂg progran’ -{oordina:az. :
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¥ e A Review of ‘Related Literature

.

This' ch'ap‘ter ls organlzed lnta three maln sectlons.

Ihe Hrst sechlon lncludes_

tion theory.which 15 lmpnrtant background lnformntlon ‘for-

thls study. “The seaond sectlnn deals wlth some’ o!’ the

specific fob responslbllltles of the reading- “¢oordinator

as outlined in the llceracure. This Sectlon also examines’

the' idea of the uading xmordlnatnr as .a chanqe agent who

must possess interpersonal and communlcatlon skills 1if

he/she is going to influence teachers Ln the lnstructional

improyement process.kThe third and flnal sectlon of this

chaptér presenté ‘a Feview of similar studies which have

been conducted .ln an attempt to- clarlfy the role of the

<
read.lng courdlnatoc/ sunervlsnr.

"Role Expectatfén Theory ] -

Heyns (1958) stated that social benavxqrists fouﬂd it

useful to anawze the conplex organlzqtlons of soclety '

thrpugh the posltions occupled by ‘the people Within Le.

Cue (1977) has "suggested ' that all sonlal‘{nstltutlons may

be analyzed in terms of rules.

n explanatlon of role expecta- =




‘According. to Grace (1972) an {ndividual usually has a

' reasonably clear ldea of how hls/rlcr“rnle should be
‘pecformed, but 1t is apparent that no roie e_xiscs tnoa
soctal vacuum. Each' roke Is.articulated In a network of
sther . roles _representing ' positions with wilch the.
indlvldual_ Interacts.. :rhls’.n_etwork of rélg_s is referred

" to'as’ the “'role set". Each position in the role set ‘may

be regarded as having expactattons for .the" tole of the

- focal _pl:rso_ and these expectations, may not.agree, with ..
the rasultrthit a putentla\ ‘role cnnfllct sltuaflan is
creat‘e.d for’ the focal .person., Cohfllct may occur because‘
the inalv[dual percelves that others hcld differént
expectat(ons for him as\the inl:umbel\t of a slngle poslunn
or bepause the expectations of one or more. members of the
role’ set conflict' with the ‘individual's own role concep-
tion. - The heh'avlour of an 1nd1v1d’ual ln'a“:snc'lval‘ ‘setting
1s.'tn large ,medsure determined by - the expectatlons of
sthishs who “may te considered his referent groups. The.

- referent groups. holding expect_atlons for the reading
program  coordinator comsist of students, ' parents,
scommunity organlzations, Schodl Bnard _superintendent,
prlnc!pals, colleagues and teachers.

‘Katz & Kahn (1966} have commgnted about the relatlve

Lnterdepend

nce nf members of a role sec. They hold that




o -
.1

because role members have a stake in’ the focal person's

performance ‘they develop bellefs and attitudes about what

he should, and should not do as part of his role. Th A

prescriptions and- proscriptions held by mérr‘nhers.of a’role‘

- set are designated as Trole expe'(::tatlons. Role expecta-

- tions . can ‘ be -considered as the privileges, ' .respons-
‘lbllliles, .and powers nf the role’ (cue, 1977) -There ‘are

two kinds: of role expectatlons for every admlnlstratlve

- ‘position in an organtzatlon». Thcsg two expebtatlons are:

1. Formal Expectatlons,.wh‘lc}\: re specific

respons]hultles that are defined in a written

Job desorlption. (e.q. ‘Schocl Boards have

wrltten fodnal zxpectations )

2. Unexpressed Informal,Expectqtlons, which

originate w,lth the varlous individuals or groubs

with whom the supervlsnr comes Into: contact.
rton, 1972). (vp.'azs,)’ it

Together,  both sets’ of expectations comprise a

‘behavioural definition "of the role which 'different

1individuals belleve the supervisor should pérform in' a

particular:situation. As evaluative standards applied to
Zan incumbent in a position, the' expectatlons of important
others représent a powerful source of, potential influence

‘on any supervisor's behaviour (Gorton, 1972). . However, 1t

5




*

is neltper reasonable ‘nor practical for the super\; sor to
attempt to disbover and undebstond the expectations of

everygne in the school organlzation and the commamity.
Rather, he/she must concentrate on déveloping an awareness

and understanding of those. individuals or groups :who may,

Influence his/her effectiveness in some important regard

(Gorton ’ 1972)

n summary, 1t is.important for the reading program

coordinator to learn the expectations of those .individuals '

"or groups (teachers) whose evaluation of .him/her may

Impalir or enhance his/her effectiveness. ° . B

Job Responsibilities of the ding Coordinator
Acco\tﬂ\g to Burg, Kaufman, Korngold & Kovner (1978),

a total reading}rogram, in ord:t to be eHect!ve, must be
planned, organized, 'coordlna_ted and appraised. These
respoisibilities describe a role that s filled by an
tndividual- often Feferred to as a reading coordinator/
supervisor.

Burg (et al., 1978) argue that in attem‘pting to clar-
ify the role of the reading coordinator we should he. less
concerned with the question, "Who Is the v‘readlng super-
visor?" Rather, we should chus our attention.on the mére
pragmatic question, "What does é reading supervisor do?"
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5 e.
The International Reading Association (1968) estab-"
lished the following requirements and job responsibilities®
for the reading program coordinator:
f 1: The reading supervisg should develop a

“system widée reading philosophy \and Suestelin
.+ and interpret this to the school administration,

_staff and public. ) .

s The reading ' supervisor “should exerc.lse'
leadership with all pérsonmel in carrylng out
good reading practices. - '
3. The reading supervisor should evaluate
reading personnel and personnel needs in all
phases of a school wide reading program. :
b The reading supervisor should make
recommendations to the administration regarding
the reading budget. )
5. The reading supervisor/coordinator should
sirvey and evaluate the ongoing reading prog‘ran’n
and make suggestians for needed change.
“6. The reading supervl or ‘should translate the
district philosophy of reading with the help of
the principal of each school into a working
program consistent 'with the 'needs of . the ~

students, the teachers, and the community. . 4\




The readifg supervisor should' work with

" classroom teachers and others in improving the .

developmental “and correctlve aspécts gof the *

reaﬂlng"irogram'. (p.62-63)

The International Reading Assoclation’ (1968) des-‘

cribes the reading cnordlnator as that person who works
directly with :ea'ﬁ';rs,’ admlni_strators aiid ‘oehsR profes-
slonals to improve and ~coordinate the totx reading

program of a school district.

\0liva (1976) described the role of the supervisor In.,

the following way:
1. a currfculun expert, Anformed about the
currlculum and ways' to lmprove it.
2. an expert on. instruction, knowledgeable
about the laAtest and best vlethudolqu. g
3. fa cnmmu‘nlcatar who can relate information
and tdeas to tedohers’and ix a good listeners o °
4. . an organizer, skillful In - establishing
various kinds of programs of value to teach:rs.
5. a master teacher, able to%nonatrate good
teaching as well as talk about/it
“6s avgllnup leader, who knows how to work: with
groups and get the most out of them.
7. an %evaluator, who helps: teachers evaluate

¥




the curriculum and themselves.

8. a stimulator, who suggests ldeas for
teachers to consider.

9. a coqrdlna’tf)r who see‘; to achieve arnlculs
tion bve'tween'_programs and levels and- helps

teachers to'. become aware of ‘each other's

& problems. W
0. an--orfenter who helps teachers who are’ new
-to the system and the communlty to. become

acquainted-. '

A1. a censultant,. on call to individual teachers

and groups .who wish to take advantage of his
expertness.

1

A resear:cher,‘ Awho lnAstlgatevs research
‘studles, particularly actlon research..

‘1\3. a publ’lc‘ relations person, who may\be
“invited to interpret.the school’s cu‘u’l\m‘liy)to
the public elther in written communication or in

talks to lay groups.
14. a change agent, a ‘Gitalyst: for helping

teachkrs to change and 1mprnve.:#p.h14-‘o1$)

" Oliva (1976) says: "Todays supervisor plays a nujber’

) : - i, p
of varied roles within the domains of instructional, cur-

ricular and ' teacher development." (p.17)

B

Supervisors |
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should possess sufficient knowledge and skills to perform
all ﬁ‘mctions effectively, since they are in a strategic
position for effécting change in Individual classrooms.
One of the most comprehen’s;ve descriptions ‘of the
role of the reading consultant/coordinator was devised by
Robinson & Rauch (1965). They summarized the role of the
. reading -consultant/coofdinator asihdving seven main f(m_e-
tions. These functions are as follows:
1. a resource person: -Phe reading consultant
supplies materials on request, helps select and’
evaluate materials, and answers questions about
reading asked by staff members and members of
—the community. i
2. an adviser: the reading consulkant advises )
administrators, teachers and other staff members
about /:he tegaching of readlng within ‘the school
system, keeps teachers up o «Rabs «on new »
developments in reading as reflected In research
reports and experlmentatlon in other’ school
d;s't'ucts,, reports “at professional meenngs and
confers with parents in crd\gr to interpret .the
SoNd6l, PENELAG ProgER: OF discuss individual
problems. )

3. as an inservice  leader: th‘e reading

»




el

"_\

consultant arranges for and sometimes teaches
inservice: courses In reading, conducts demon-
stration lessons, and plans and helps to Imple-
ment the total Inservice prbgram. - L
4. " an investigator: the rea‘din’g ‘consultant

encourages ' teachers to experlm?ng with “new

materials and ‘meRds.~ =

5: a- diagnostician: the readlog gonsultant

directs of conducts dlagnoses of individual
students who have been’ glentified as having
problens in reading, helps teachers learn to
diagnose more effectively and attempts o help

teachers/mwke’use of information from dlagnoses,
=2 2

s nstructor: the reading consultant helps

t&achers learn about methods and materials that

25

will be Gseful to them, and may demonstrate néw

ideas or new procedures.
7. an ®evdluator: the reading consultant

directs or _supervises . schoolwlde _ testing

\Jpr’ograms involving reading achievement and

conducts with the help of the .total staff

periodical evaluatlons of the readling . program.-

(p.1-3)

Robinson & Rauch (1965) hoped “that their job descrip-

B [t .
1 3 ‘
¥ %
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tiom of the reading coordinator would eliminate some of

the confusion surrounding the roles and responsibilitles
. of thé.reading coordinator and provide teachers and admins

isteators with a better understanding of the role of fhe

reading coe‘tqlnator'.
Otto, Peters & Peters (1977) outllned: twelve areas
where the reading Gcoordinator  should . demonstrate

" competency. These areas’ are as folloys:

'

1. -}Plannlrng and qxreéung evaluation of .the
ongoing prégralil and making recommendations -for
change. © s
-

2. Assistlng. the principal and other admin-
istrators in the planning an&implemencaéion of
" she wohanl pesding progz‘a‘m;

3. th’king ‘with the school administrators and
support.staff to coordinate the reading program
with the total curricglum. ' ) __ @
4. Keeping the community informed as to. the
purposes and. progress of the rea&lng ytog»ram.v'

5. Consulting regularly’ !n'!.th classroom teachers
on matters relating torreadlng instry, on-. ‘

6. Helping teachers to diagnose reading
strengths and .weaknesses and to 'mébch these

skills  with appropriate techniques and




“Rauch (1965), outlined spect

materials. \

+ 7+ Recommending materials to aid instruction.

. 8. Orienting beginning teachers to the ‘yhfl-.
osophy, prp\cedures and'matgrlals’ for the school , .. i‘
reading program. . A‘ . -~ i -\ T
9 rovide continuous 'a‘l.nd systematic prm:;:dl:l!'e.s & : .
and - opportunities for professional growth for

. classroom ‘re}cher’_:, e.q. vdemonstrations, in-
service courses, workshops,. semlnars, and N
conference reports. *y N
10. Working as a resou‘r e persan‘ for speclal™
cases whose difficulty or(complexity requires a ¥ 4
*high degree of professional skill and knowledge .
1. encouraging- and facilitating implgmentation
of :promising ideas. - N \

12. Keeping teachers informed about new develop- .

ments in reading. (p.229) k N =%

Otto, Peters & Péters (1977),. 4inllar to Roblnson & +
é tasks and ‘duties "for the = = .

reading program coordinator.. They concluded that »:hg;é i >

are_ nine areas. ¥n which the reading coordinator should be -

able, ‘t‘u )Iemonétr.ate comﬁgtency: prograp assessment, goals .

developnent, materfals and) 'mechodflzlgy,, tnstructional | -,

mana’gemer\t, '.svaluatlon of pupil ‘p’rog:eu, staff /ﬂevelbp-
& “ .

. . . =5
. ot s




ment, multidiscipliary team operations, parent and

communlty r&rations and ptofesslonal standards.

(1976) sums up -the rolé of the.uading,{
" 1

coordlnatot in . he follawlng manner.\"

thi readlng coerdlnaton is a p son whosc

Al i resp'ons.lhiuty s t6 ald all’ pcrsm\s aea' 1hg

E 3 »wlth childrens. readlng bit deffnltely ne

iy . tnreaten teachers who are. concerned with promm

g W tion, . tenure or jusc being the best teache‘

. “that they are’ able to”be.  The coordinatar is " ‘ ws 2

concerned sgith-all pupils in the school and all

. WS ¥ ¢ S | e ” A
] L aspe!b;s ot :their learning to read 'in every .
’ activlty{’ of the school aa’y. (p.54)  -° . 5. it
The - read!ng coordlnator's. role 1s' to ‘perfect the. PR
h ; . e s

teachlng of, reading withln a s\chﬁnl or schdbl system. [ '

L He/she should he enncerned not only nlth that, portion of

‘&he,‘ curriculum 1ahe1e reading buc wlth ‘the readlng'

out the total cutrlculum (Rnblnson, Alm H.,‘ 1967). o S o

Wy T & Roblnson “(1967) stated fugther’ that the coor!

should | he,mnceme‘a with Tt

well- LN
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' Relps: teachers ‘adjust the progran “to the Indlvidual heeds
: & 1 Cal
oLt A af students sich ‘as stimulating xndependsn: readlng and %
* -otlvating rql\nctunt readers. a2 " % 5 =

readlng coardlnator 15 not :a taacmr or devclbp-'. .

Lo nenta.l realﬂlig (l.e., dlrectly teachlng unuuun lﬁow to _'

e Rath!r. cne'\-eaalng

ersonnel‘ to devql

\oourdlnate a .school reading program As Rohlnson (1976)

descuhes lt,‘the gruter part of i coordmatur Stime o i .

expeut_eﬁ to-(fé
each year'

i "
suﬂer\Mslon l .the schools has as . lts st_ated al- che sy 5

luproveuqn\:'of instructlnn. E;aentmlly Lhe super lsor ls

nt- whv th{ougb hl;

to ‘the '

- \-pLa"y facilitate -



- If a superusor‘x's ,effective,’ teachers are
trylng' more new things than théy were g year
ago. . It 4 supervisor is, not' efféctive more
teachers wlll have dlsnontlnueﬂ their search for
_better ways of teachlng and’ will be following
lesson plans and procedur:s that they developed
Jast yeal: or several yéars befare. (p- 287)

Gcrton (1950) argues that the rationale for change. is

based on the followlng premlses- b

1', Although the’ status quo is not necessarlly

bad there is usually room’ for lmprovement.

While all x;hange does not necessarlly lead.

to improvement, {mprovement s’ fot likely. o

“occur without' chénée._.

3. Unless we attempt change we are not lik:ly
to know whether a ptuposed Lnnovatlon Ls better
tnan the, status..quo. (p 293). E

Hence, there is a strong argument for supervisors to

| be open  minded:’ . about change., To be progressive and
" effective he/s'\e‘ nust., be willing to evaluate traditlonal

approabhes to curriculum and .show.initiative and skill in

modifylng. and adapting them where appropriate, .-or
" i s

rejecting them If necessary and.'repiacing them with more

_effectivé ones. . Corton.(1980), supports this assertiom




- “In most sltuations change is Inevitable, a supervisor can
" watch 1t occur, can resist it or' can help guide and direct

it but hel cannot avotd 1E" (p.310).° ' 5,
The reading pEousas coordinator/supefvisor <has® a

‘unique - potential and indeed. an obligatlon to promote . "

" change - and Lmprovement In the school réading. program - '

(Pendergast, 1976). . This ylew 1s supported by o:,thqrs‘

s Y Criscuolo (1975) states that: i . a8

There aré so many new ;ssﬁes and trends evolving
in the fleld of readfng that ‘change ls essen-

tlal. A.resding currlculum always resistant to o
change rem‘a/lyn‘s stagnant. Change for the sake of
change. acchmplishes ‘1ittle; but school personnel

K : committed ‘to Improved reading Instructlon must &

" be willing to make changes necessary for hetter

instruntlunal programs. (p‘.155)
Il Guss (1961) also argues for change In the Instruc-
. tional progrm. She Lnsists that: ’

" Supervisors should not. perpetuate the status

quo; they must be sensifive to changes and must - g
be. prepared vt‘o help teachers adjust to change.. .

They must .ln‘{tlll in_teachers a desire and a ¢
zeal to dig deeper, to extend their horizons and L
to advance the frontlers of knowledge. (p.102) :

.




‘r% reading Goordinator should possess a predispost-
tlon towards - ,qhanqe and should constantly be promoting
tmprovement. Acoording to Oliva (1976) "it is he/she who
sparks a dl_asa‘tlsfacti‘on”wlth the status quo Land. causes

teachers to want to make revisions" (p.231).

*

InterEersonal Skills of the. Readlng Conrdlnator )

N g'{he*readlng cootdlnatnr should hdve a special abi].lty

to relate: and communicate with - others both 1n group
settings and one to one ’relatlunships.

A review of the existing literature\ Arbell (1978),
Wylle .(1969), Vacca (1981), Bean' (1979), and Pl’kulski
. {1979) indicates that reading coordinators should. have %
posinve attitudes about people and should respond well in .
interpersonal relatlpnsh{ps. Morking with classroom
' teachers neces§ltate$ interpersonal and . communication
skills. New methods ahd technlques' In reading will be of
11tt1e use unless the reading coardinator. has the commun-
lcation skills necessary to convey this information. to

teachers. ' - i 0

, Effective communication’ practices within an organiza-

tion . are essential. As  St. John (1970, as cited in '

.Corton, 1980) has observed, "No one can manage a: modern

organization who 1Is pot knnwlndge’able in communication
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principles <and techniquas and skilled in their use"
(p.251). Also as Guarino (1974, as cited in Gorton, 1980)
has noted: "In the area of leadership there Is no talent

re essentlal than " one's . ability to communicate"

(p.251). The abllity to communicate ls a characteristic
that'fhe rea“dlng coordinator should pbsseu: “If the
Y \ ‘sqpérvisor ‘wishes to Influence i}ribe'lv‘lf.luenced b‘y‘ teach-
i i ¥ ers hqls.ru'e m;.!;t communicate.’ C‘on;munlcathn' Is the means
i+ of learning and growth and therdfope a fundamantal slement

© .of the supervisor's effort" (Wiles & Lovell, 1983, p.92)
3, 4 1%

Perception Studies on the Role of the Reading Coordinator

*_Although the existing literature on_the role of* the :

reading coordinator is limited, studies have been con-
e i ducted t; dé;ternlne’ the most important functions| of the
. reading coordinator and the overall. effectiveness|of the

gonrdinator‘ ln"lnprovl';l'g school re;di‘n’g proénns.

Wylie (1969, as clt.eﬂ in Otto, Peters & Peters, 1977) %

E # surveyed elementary .classroom teachers and rud(ng/
5 is cons’ult‘an‘ts to dcl:/e}nlne. thel.r .respective parceptions o

' { “the consultant's 4tdle- Results lnd‘lca‘;cd .that‘ﬁ'd .

" his four: conclusl‘o‘ns described’ divergent opinions -among ' )

teachers and readln§ consultants regarding the role of the

reading consultant. '




1

§, . Elassroom: teachers saw_the consultant as a
su'p‘pller of materials, demonstrator of tech-
nigues, or director of dlagnostic and corrective
- procedures. By contrast consulcants placed

emphasls on adminlsttatlve needs - arganizatlon,

time allotments, grouping ~and the ' school
N -"nur.rlculum.» ] 5 i
2. .Teachers wanted covnsulgalqt aid t; be accomp-
lishei.i through personalized, informal, ;mall
group activity.( Consyltants favored involvement - _ '
with greater \numbers through grade level ‘_'
meetings, ‘orlentatlon programs or bulletins for
: ‘teachers. H . i

3. _ Teachers felt that depth of backgraund in

. reading. and rglg;ga areas, abl'u.tby to criticize
/ ’ constructively Jnd wllll?\gne‘svs to consult vne‘re‘ ° g
necessary a‘ttAri.butes of an effectl.ve readi‘ng \

consultant. Consultants felt thac being@able to
establish’ rappobc, to  offer constructlve
crltlclsm and to. be impartial were of 1mportance
In the order named. (p.225) i : .
Conclisions  from the Wylie study indicated that -

i . lnformati'an, matariah: and procedures. for helplng new

teachers produced the only area of agreement het\veen the
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two groups. Aso, s wadee priorization by classroom

teachers as the most important qualification of the

reading consultant ‘s an Indepth knowledge of the reading

proce;s. : ‘

Harker's (1973) “study outlined the role of the
reading consultant ‘as having two main functions. ‘the most
obvious role  of the consultant wds one of providing
Information to teachers regarding instructional objec-
tvlves, teaching methods, instructlonal materfals  and,
evaluation procedures. The second role of the consultant
Wi that of o SUPDOFELVE: ageRE o) tesSREEE aWd AdNL-
istrators who have feelings of uncertainty over imple-
menting new programs. :

Hesse, Smith & Nettleton (1973) attempted to obtain
clas;ré«;m teachers', reading consulta’nts“ and- school
prifcipals' views ‘of the competencies that specialized
pg!‘!onne(lbln‘l‘eadvlng should possess.. The results of this
# stu&‘iy indicated that there are differences in p;rcéptlons
regarding the role of the reading consultant among admin-
lstrator‘s, classroom teachers and reading Gonsultants.
While' classroom teachers wanted consultants to offer
diagnosis, instruction and certain kinds  of assistance;
‘consultants reported that. their mnstvimp’ortant functions
were dlagnovslng student weaknesse.s, assisting classroom

teachers and offering inservice.
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Ahern & White (1974) polled reading consultants from
forty-three states across the United States and four
Canadian provlnczs concernlng the eonsultant s role. in
influencing reading- instruction in their locales. Regylts

of the study Indlcatfd that: o g,

a ? — . 1. In some areas no -formal guidelines exlst_Eo gi;e’

L direction to thé reading and language arts program: - °
s 2. Consultants felt they ‘should declds  priorities
7 \ru education ‘in reading, thereby giving local districts

direction for improving reading programs. *
Burgy' (1974) studied the responsibilities of the

reading consultant.  She concluded, that the reading

consultant had fIve major arkas of responsibility.

1. Supervision of Instruction (65% of time) visita-
e 4

tion to classes and conferring with teachers about reading
prnbleis. .

2. 1Inservice Teacher Education (15% of time)

'
2 . : 3. Reading Curriculum Development (15% of time)

4. Public Relations (5% sf time) «

5.. Professional Growth and Development (ongoing
activity) - .~ T

Thl: study clearly lndlcated that supervision ‘of lns&ruc-

tion is. a very lmportant tespunslbluty of the reading

consultant.

5 peen T



Pikulski & Ross (1979) conducted alpo{cuﬁtlon' study
to try Mamd getermlne classroom teachers' percepuo;\s ?r
the reading consultant's .role.‘ The results of thils study
Indicated that: . v
' 1. 'Readlng consuitawts were sveen as important
necessary personnel. Overall only six /purcei"t
of all teachers surveyed felt-it unimportant c_‘;'
have a reading consultant. '
2. Teachers felt that reading consultants_

K should know their area well and.should respond

L well'in {nterpersonal relationship
Ce 3. The most important skills and attitudes one
could expect from a rgfliing condiltant, gould be
categorized into three primary areas: (a) Know-
{enge. (b) Interpersonal, (c) Administrative/.
organizational ~“skills. Overail the ‘kno;tledge
Tians waes clearly treated as most Important
with Interpersonal skills next and administra-
tive/organizational skills seen _as least
IRPoECaRE (PN i@ FORdLHY SUNOILERREy
Bean (1979), like Wylle “(1969) and . Pikulski & Ross
(1979) ‘conducted a study ‘to ascertain the functidhs of
reading consultants that were most .valued by teachers.

' Three of ‘the four. functlons most valued by 'teachers were




" skills.
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those 1n which the_reading consultant acts as a resource,

; P
to teachers. They were inservice training, development of
matecials, and conferring. Alsé; implicit inythe Bean
study Is that working in the classroom with l:he teacher is

one of the’ most dlff!cult rolés for the readlng consult-

ant. Knowledge of .reading and expertise in diaghostic,

Instruction do ‘not seem to ‘be ehough. In order .to work
3

with the classroom teache: . lt ‘is Important for the

consultant to possess lnterper‘sonal ‘and  eommunication

Mangieri & Heimberger (1980) analyzed the role of the

reading consultant in an attempt to discover whether the

reading consultant's perceptlon of .his/her role differed

significantly from the school administrator's ‘perception’

of ‘the reading consultant's role. Reading consultants and

= admlnlstratLrs were asked to rank seven functions of the

reading. consultant ln order- of importance. The results

led to two lists almnst in reverse order:

chhonl Administrators
$ Instructor -
Diagnosticlags
Evaluator
Adviser
Investlgato:
Inseryice Leader/
Résource Person

Reading Consultants

" Inservice Leader

Resource Person
Investigator
Adviser
Evaluator
Instructor

L
dlagpostictan . -
A (p.529)




It was concluded that school adminfstrators. and
reading consultants-do have widely varylng bellefs about
how reading consultants can best spend thelr time. How- -

ever, neither reading consultants nor admlnistfator,s

s expresseéd disapproval of any of the seven roles descptbed

for the reading consultant: o

Ngapdu & Strum (1981) conducted 'a study té discover
how 'the rea‘dlng“consx‘:lta’r_\’t‘s perceptlon of hls ‘role
compared to the school administrator's, ;p;clal educatlon
instructdr's a-ndvclasslroon} teacher's perception . of the
reading consultant's -role. The results of this study,
unlike those of the previously clted studies, ftndlcated
that roles rated in the top three positions by reading
‘coordinators were also rated in the i:np three po;ltlnr;s by
sduLnLtrators, shectal educatlon instructors, and olass:
room teachers. ‘

Another study which attempted to determl[\é percep-
tions of -the reading consultant's 'ro].e was the Rupley,
Mason & Logan study (1985). This study.tried to deternine
how much disagreement. existed ‘between adminlstiators,
reading consultants, and. professors -of reading regardling
the joh re‘sponslblvutl;! f.e., ‘(past,l present, and future)
of .reading cdnsultants. The categorlies of_ the readlng

coordinator's Job tffat were examined related to '(a)
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diagnostic, (b) inservice, and o 1n}s:ruc‘v1ona1 ob
responsibilities. In fregard tipas and p‘&’esenf‘ duties of.
‘the _ reading consultant there .were Yone: mhneral aneas: of
agrcvemént‘and disagreement among reading consultants,
admlnl‘strat;rs and - professors of reading.: The three
‘jro\‘np‘s' were tn very c'l;:se/a‘greement concer in;g pegceptions

of the future role of the reading consultan

N The Nefound 130 Supervisors® Spectal Interdst Council
“issued a special publication in 1981 entitled, "The
Progran Coordinator: Who ... Fram Where ..: agd What."
This publication included a brie? historical background on
the coordlnators, a profile of coordinators, and a model
of what the, rnl‘es should \;e. Babstock's (1961) article

®tates the major tasks of coordinators to be: |

.." diagnosing and ldentifying currlculumlneeds;
-inttlating, plénnlng, organizing, aﬁd c+rrylng
out Inservice; working with teachers who l:Teques.t
assistance wlth programs, or who ha\&e had
problems -identified by other pecssonel’s co-
ordinating subject offerings 1n schools, Systems
) ALSLFLGE Widej . Lnsstviatig® programs/ intro-~
duced by the Department of Education, ensuring
that these programs are properly followed, and

helping. to. obtaln  sultable supplementary




N - '

¢ \ — material. (p.18) - € 2

; ~ The Newfoundland Teacher's Assoclation (1983) qut- - ’

R lined - a role description for progrim coordinatprs 1:‘\ .
Newfoundland and' Labrador. They Vsup-arhed thr:; klzy.

. .functh;ns for prog’ran coordrlna»tors.‘ These funcvlons.aﬂr‘e e -5

. . N . . A

1 ,.‘ s as follows: * ; . N oS

‘ 1. General: Program coordinators should passesé'

expertise * im curriculum, curriculum implementation, : ta

teaching methodology, and curriculum evaluation. @Proéram 5

coordinators should possess functional authority within e

the areas 'of curriculum, currlculm\ lnplementatlon,

G
teaching methodlogy, and curriculum evaluation.  This »

o~ %
authority supercedes that of Department Heads and Curricu- _ . ¥

- .
lum Personnel functlioning at the school and school system

level. This authority in these areas Is held jointly with 5 ot

school principals.

2. Position in Administrative Structure: -Program.
coordinators are responsible” to the School Board through -
the-‘Dls‘trlc‘t su;;erlntendent. In the areas’ of curt"l‘culm, &
curriculum lmplemeutatlon, teachlng/w odology, currlcu- é
lum evaluation -and adminlstranva atters, the prognm
coordinator reports to and recelves direction from the

~ superintendent or His designate. & ¥ ' ,
ww 3. .Ditlest Prograw coordinators monttor, develop,




. «Program coordinators’ dutles lnclude'

) . Y

L b3 % : ¥ by pin =
refine and adapt sghool curricula and services as directed

by assessments of ‘the needs of “the school, school system
and district. Program coordinators have .adhinistrative ¢

responsibility Within the domain of " thelr expertise.

(ah ;dentuying; dl}gnaslng Snd assessing, curriculum

needs, - fam : ) ! i S .

'(h)_lnltlaclng, p1'ann‘1.ng, e'rganxzsng, and -delivering

lnservlca in response to these needs,

5 (e) dellvulng E nl.t[al ‘and ‘follow-up lnservice for ., o
'programs-xnuoduceu hy “the Department of. Educat!on,

and . ensurlng «that these prograns . ‘are ‘implemenped_ oy

'accnrdlng to Department dlrection, . . i

% L 9 ‘(d) assistlng teachers in cutrlculum dallvery,‘.v_ .
) coordknatlng\progra.ﬁ“&freungs at ‘the. uscuq, .
g system and school 1evels, . W 53 , ;" s B
9 . {n. asslstlng tf‘lev superincendenc or. Ms designate in o
. .ty{e' formulatlon 'and_ modl__ﬂca?lonh of dlstrlct B
N surctoulun ‘poliay, ~ , '+ &
. . (g) aulst.lng prlncipals and xeachersxln the ldent- e
- 1flcatlon, location and acquisltlon ‘of * suitable i I ;:a
g . supplementary materlag for programs. Y a gt forat ;
(hy evaluating school, school system, and Hi,r-‘.'tr'lc;;:
£ ” . 'programs, and '/ o ’ i :




) ~(1f,jssl’s}'l‘ng»‘_js required In the selection and

33 T formative evgl.uaiLon of 's.t’;ho_nl.-s‘taff.

Throughout the precedln 0 r;wle expectation

theury has been ‘examtied ', clear from j:nq

i rnle relatl o fum:ttnn ln the educatlunal

settlng there must be sdme_ dcgue of overlap in ‘the per-"

. nu:'unsg_n:s‘.

issaclated with the rola of - the rudﬁ progra

5. tor, as outllned in the uteratnre, has been presented.

VIt was nbted' that_ the readlng coordlnltor Should be a

:kuls and ls able to’
. 2

“teachers. . in. the. instructlonal
% ¢ o Wt .

.lmptovement process.

\

the cuo:dlnatnr ‘s role.

ceptlun of zxpectatlons by -several conple!en!ary‘ role .
A: '.desérlpuon of.. speclrlc. job responslblllllgs
rdina-"

a‘gent“;vh‘o po: " s _lnterpeljsona). and. communication .

Most of .the studles revlewed 1ndie|md that dlffer-
ences do exlst hutneen readlng coordlnators' percepuuns‘

of thelr rnle in cnmparison to teachers'. per,éqptl.ons ‘of |




‘The Locale of- the Study

vz ~
oA Chapter III i
Het’hodolog[
Inttoductlon \ : P A F |

. The methodolagy cnnslsts of two major parts. The

~first part descrlbes the locale ‘of the study; the. s3ble

populatlion of the study, the reséarch instrument used and

. the .p’l._lot study. The second part ‘concenttates on the pl&—

tribution and return of the questionnaire and the method
used for analysis of the data.

2
The “study.involved the entire province of Newfound-

land and ‘Labrador. The province is divided into 35 school

districts which 1nclude 21 Integrated School Distrlqts, 12

Roman Catholic School ‘Districts, one Pentecostal School

District, and one Seventh Day Adventist School District.

Although the provlnoe‘fhas 35 Schoz‘wl Districts, only 32
Ny

Sthool Districts were uséd in this study due to the ract

that three of. the school districts did. not have reading

program coordinators. - 3
The 19 Integrated School Districts in the .province of
Newroundland ‘and Labrador used in this study are given in

Tahle 1. o




104. Green Bay
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Table

Integrated School Distriéts Used in the Study

101y Vinland 112, Burin Peninsula

103. . Deer Lake 113. ' Bay D'Espoir-Hermltage-

- Fortune Bay

: RETE Port Aux Basques

105. Exploits Valley .11, 'Bay‘o}f‘ ‘Islands -
’ St. Georges

106. Notre Dame 116. St. Barbe South

107. . Terra Nova ' =~ = 117. Labrador East

108. Cape Freels 118. Labrador West

109. Bomavista-Trinkty- - 126. Burgeo

110.  Avalon North 129, Conception Bay South
111, Avalon ‘Consolidated . T T

It should be noted. that Integrated Board #102 Stralts of
Belle ‘Isle and. Board #12 Ramea Integrated were not used
in this study due to the fact that nelther of thes¢ boards

has a reading program coordinator.

The 12 Roman: Catholic School Districts throughout ti!e

province. of, Newfoundland and Labrador- used in the study

are ‘given. Iny Table 2.
’

~




Table 2

Roman Catholic School Districts Used in the S‘tud!
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501.

" 504

'506.
507.

Bay St. Gedrge

Burin Pénl‘nsul’é
Conception Bay
~Center
Conception Bay
,,Noxlth
Exploits-White Ba’y

Férryland

508.

509,
510,

511,

512.

“514.

Gander-Bonavista- -
- Connalgre =
Humber-$t. Barbe

Labrador
Placentia-St. Marys

Port ‘Aux Port

St.” Jokin's

ALl .Roman Catholic School Districts In.the province

of* Newfoundlind and Labrador were included in the study

becausé all of these school districts had reading program

coordinators.

The Pentecqgtal Assemblies. School Board was

f < y
tncluded in the study because they had a reading program

coordinator.

The Seventh Day Adventist School. District

.was not included In the study due to the fact that they

did not have a readlnd program -coordinator .

<
]
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Population of the Study
For this 'study a letter and a questionnaire (see
Appendix B) was sent, to 34 d‘lstrl(i reading coordlnators
for the p‘rimarylele‘mentf)‘ry Qrades. Also included in this
- study were -200 rar_uvioml.y selected primary andvqleme‘ntarr

teachers. from across the province of ‘Newfoundland .and

Labrador. The target samplé of. returns on the ‘questlon-

naire for prlmax"y”'ﬁu’.el_ementary\teapher; was 100 although
the larger number of 200 was used when randomly selecting

" .and selidl;\g‘ out questionnaires.

. : i g
The population of readlng coordinators for this study

\

L]
was obtained from the-Newfoundland and Labrador Department
of Education Directory for the school year 1986-87: There

was one School Bomrd that .had. two reading/language arts

program coordinators, one for primary/elementary and one -

for high schgol. ‘Since the s'tu‘dy focused on. primary/
? Y

elementary/’_xteachers' perceptions of the role of the

coordinators .(primary/elementary) was Included in the
study. The ' sample population of prlmary‘lelementary
teachers for the study was obtained from the. Department of
Education- ‘leachers" Payroll 1list for' the sc)}ool year

1986-87.

~réading. program coordinator only one of thesé reading




\

_reading coordinator in the Tﬁl)g!tng,aie
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Instrument and Materials N

A questlnnna;re (seé Appendix B) was compiled on the
basis 6f a study by Pikulski & Ross (1979) and by a rnviev_a
of the literature on the role of the reading coordinatar.

The questionnaire was divided into two parts. Part I,

which -contained 14 Aitems, was ‘a background information |

section in whlc-h _respdndents were re.quired to g’lve_ inform-
ation regarding thel.rv.pl:esergt positions, their age, sex,
the grade level 'being taught and the teaching certificate
“held. ) ' ’

Part II of th;a questionnaire contained 38 items and
focu:md on classroom teachers' and reading coordinators'

perceptions regarding the job competencies expected of the

ledge, (b) )\terpersona.l Skills and Attitudes and (c)
Administrative and Organizational Activities. A one
through six response scale®ranging from -strongly agiee
(1), to not apg;llcable (6), was used for each of the 38
Job competencies listed in the questionnaire.

~

The Pilot Study ’
A pilot study “was conducted to ensuré that ‘the

\ questionnaire was valid and reliable. A 45 item quedtlon-

\
\a\ne (see Appendix A) was ‘compiled on the bast€ of a

(a)_Know=__
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study by Plkulski & Ross (1979) and by a review of the
113 ature, The questionnaire was submitted to two
reading faculty members at Memorial Univer M‘:‘y of New-
foundland, three reading program coordln’ators; and one
vice principal-classroom teacher to verify the subcate-
gories i.e., (Knowledge, Interpersonal  and :Admlnii&ac{/e
Job’ Competencies) used in the questionnai‘i—e.“ C’hanges were
mide in the original qusstlonnaire on the basis of' this
pilot study. Decisions were made regarding the_deleuonj
of some Ltems, and some’.ltems’ which originally included
two duties of the reading coordinator were rewritten and
ambiguous language changed. Also, a chan‘ge was made in
the format of the questlionnaire. Orlginally there was one
questionnaire for reading program coordipators and_
primary/elementary teachers. The  questfonnalire was
changed to include two formats (e.g., one for cla's_sr‘oom
teachers and' one for reading program coordinators). 'The
revi'sed questionnaires each contained thirty-ekght ident-
ical {items. These questionnalr;s differed from the
original questionnaire in only one respect, in that the
instructions .ror‘ completion of the revised questionnajres
were woz:de,d so that  they -would allow. respondents to -
indicate their perceptions of the actual re’le of " the

reading program coordinator rather than the ideal role of




the reading program coordinator.

Distribution and Return of the Questionnaire .

Table 3.indicates the two ‘groups to whom question- J

naires were mailed and by .whom returned.

Table 3

N Distribution and Return of Questionnaires

Reading Classroom -
: Coordinators Teachers Total »

* Questionnaires :

sent 34 200 234
Usable Returns. T } 100 129
Non-Usable Returns 2 20 22 E
jPétccntﬂge of * -

Usable Returns 88 50 1

Questionnaires were malled to each subject in late .
\ _April, '1987. An introductory letter, a -stamped, self-
b F: s :

addressed envelopé and a request to return the completed

questionnaire as soon as possible were also lg\cl\]ded. * Tha

‘ ' N




introductory TekkEE for reading program coordinators,
teachers and principals explained the purpgose of the study
and assured confidentfality of individual responses to.the
questionnaire. On May 29, 1987 one hundred of the teacher
questionnairés had been returned in usable form. Another
twenty questlonnaﬁg’é'h‘aﬂ been . returned but .were. unus-
able. Also, by Ma§ 29, 1987, cwency-ni.né of thé reading
program coordinators surveyed had returned their uestlop-"
naires. Four reading program coordinators h\ not
responded to the questionnaire, so telephone calls were.
oTaced to ENe Teadlag cusrdinatera on Jund 1, 1960 M ing
for thelr cooperation in completing and recui-%?ggzhe
questionnaire. ‘Slnce the end of the school year was
approaching It was assumed that teachers and coordinators
would be busy with reports and other year-end"nnlshxn?
activitles, ‘therefore June 10, 1987 was set ds a -Gut-off

date for incoming questionnalires.
’ E t
‘ ~ '

The -data collected in thls study was an?lyzed to

Treatment of the bata -

determine the following: .
1. Does the reading program coordinator's perception
of his/her role differ significantly from the classroom

teachei"s perception of the reading program coordinator's
N
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.role? The questionnaire was analyzed for each of the
thirty-eight tasks and differences found between the two
groups regarding the reading. coordinator's role were
reported. .Fq'r each of _the thlrty-‘exg‘ht tasks the fre-
quency and the mean were calculated for each or‘the tw;v.
groups of respondents. Alsg, ‘a T-test was conducte'd on
the . thirty-elght. tasks to se& -1f any  statistically
significant differences existed b&tween 1tem resp;unses;for‘
each of the two groups of respondents. :

2. Cross vabulatiens: and chi-square coefficients
were used to examine a possible relationship betwoen the
fmpértance of the reading. coordinator's position and
classroom teachers' and reading coordinators' perceptions

B )
regarding the importance of. the role of the readin
. 9

" coordinator.

/
3.. Cross tabulations. wade used ‘to: determts: Lt any

relationship existed between_\classroom teag‘lers' and
reading program coordinators' perceptions regarding the

distribution of the rfeading program coordinator's time .8




Chapter IV 1~

A ysis of the Data
) - .
This chapter analyzes primary/elementary teach‘ers#
. and r;ading program coordinators' pcrcaptlons of the
feading: program coordinator's role in the province ofs
Newfoundland and Labrador. 0,

Classroom teachers and redding program coordinators
participating in this study were asked to examine thirty-
elght.possible tasks or skill areas of the rean:llng program
coordinator and to indicate thetr perceptions of the
'readl'ng coordlng_tor's.pérfnrmance in each of the. skill
area.s 1dent»if1ed. .‘-l

This chapter is divided into five sections. The
first section contains a population description of the
primary/elementary teachers and they reading. program
coordinators who participated in the study. The second
section presents an item by item, area by area analysis of
the ‘three skills areas identified In the questionnatre.
Perceptions of the péadlng coordinator's performance hela
by classroom teachers and by readi‘ng coordinators are
re?or/ted, ‘tngether with dlffex‘zr;cea found between class-
room teachers' a‘nd r;adlﬁ‘ cco‘nﬂnatet's' perccptlpn;




Tskills Allste_d, one of six responses concerning thel

followed . by a summary analysis. The rémaining data
. 7

E -~
regarding the reading coordinator's role.  The thfrd

Lo -
section~ presents the responses of reading program -~/

. N
_coordinators’ and classroom teathers regarding the

importance of having a reading program coordinator at the

atstrictMevel.  The fourth section exan{xnes,classruum

teacheTs' and readlng program coordinators' peréeptions in 4

reference to the gﬂstrlbutlon of the read’lng 'p-;'ogram

coordinator's time., The fifth and final section is a

summary of theigfapter. -
« T~

Questionnare.

The respondents who received this m_s_e_zstlonnalre were
asked to circle, for each of the thirty-elght tasks or_
perception of the exteft to which the reading coordinator o
was performing that particular task: (Le.g. 1 - Strongly
A?r:‘e; 2 - Agree; 3 - Neutral; 4 - Disagree; 5 -'Stn‘)ngly
Disagree; and 6 - Not Applicable).. The data for the popu-
latlon description 1is presented ln clght tablcs in the
l’lrst secuon of this chapter'mnd.ls followed by a summary
discussion. The data for the item by ‘Item analysis Is
presented 1in - three . tables c‘orrespondlng ‘to the t‘htee
ipteqorles within the questicnnalre.. Each table - {s

v . W -
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contained in the study regarding the Hmportance of having

a reading coordinator at the district level and the

distribution fof the reading coordinator's time 1s also’, .
. " préesented in tabular form followed by a summary analysis.

. *

Population Description _

Presented in this section is data which describes the E

reading coordinators and the primary/elementary classroom ’

v . teachers Who partfcipated (n ghis study. Thisgsection ;
includes a discussion of the following:

1. Sex and age of respondents. ' -

. 2. Level of education of respondents.
3 . .
¢ 3. Level of education In reading. i )
& : . “n
- 4. Total years {\paching of respnndents. owy sy Wz =
“3

5. Teaching certification Level of n;pundenu.

o 6. 'Current teaching level of teachers. '

7.4 Tota¥.number of years as a.redding coordinator.

Sex and age of respondents. P
Table 4 Indicates that 72 percent of the rean‘ilng'
~

program coordinators - surveyed. were male with, ’the :
_remaining ZB percent being-female ‘The classrnom teachers /

surveyed were 72 percent female and 28 percent male, N
T A '
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Table & . 5 . i &
Sex of Respondents c . ! i ’ ‘ﬁ :
= Readlng Prugra- l;lassroom §
2 Sex JE Cuordlnators Teachers
Male. . - - 21 w1
. ety .
: o’ = 29
. L
. .', 3 g = : 1 3
Iahle 5 inuuatu that " the’ majority of respondents b :
2 3 v Ny ¢ g
TR (53 percent of reaﬂlng progtam coordlnators and 88 percent - L
- of c].assroml teachers) were between 30-49 years of«age. 4
P S 2 5 ar o e o . . e 2
% ‘Table s # ’ s . s Rt
¥ = i . . =
Age -of Respondents
‘ = - .
R 4 1 & - L eFer s,
k . . Reading Program .
) Coordinatorss

. 3 20

w29 . ; 5 vy
“ 30-395 7 e, !
oy w0-b9 A
’ . \\ 50 or more years i
J/" . . ¢
[T G A PR L
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Yoy ‘ chel of edncatlg .
é _Talile.6 indicates that 3 percent of reading program
o coordinators who résponded to this survey had dne degree;

4z ’percent' h-ad ‘two or more degrees; 45 percent had a

_Instructlon and

degx‘ee 1r|

masters

. Classrdom

* Reading ‘Program

R Coofdivia:ﬁofs.‘ Teachers

\ ‘had

“'ercent had two JOF! more degtees,

the

.3 pegeent”
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»
had a masters degrée in education, while the remaining 18

percent had no degree completed.

Level of education in reading.

Table 7 tndicates that 55 percent of the readlng
ptogram coordtnatcrs surveyed had a .masters degtee wlth a_
uoncentratio_u in reading; another 36 percent of reading

program cau'r‘dlna:ors' had, -completed. between 19 'graduaé'e

cnurses in., ;eadlng, 6 percent of reading program coordina- 2 i

B

tors had -6 undergraduate courses\ in fedding ‘and only 3

1ab1e 7 J o :
Level of Education in Reading . &
T 2 " at
5 " : ) Reading Class-
o Program goom
Level of Education in Readlng Coordinators Teachers
5 "M.Ed with concentratfon .in reading 16 3
I * . 7-9 graduate courses cunceht.ré'tlon . : i
in reading * ! . M5 B,
4-6 graduate courses concentration
in feading . . 2 2 =
© . 1-3.graduaté_courses cuncentratlon s 4
in reading 3 3
b-6 undergraduate’ courses in reading 1 32
1-3 .undergraduate courses in reading 1 ‘39
" Mo concentration in reading’ 1o, 18: |
s B : 5 " N.z 100 )




s sy N
percent of reading program vcoordlnat‘rs ad no concen-
tration in reading. /‘

" In reference to the classrooa teachers who responded
to the questionnaire, 3 percent had a masters degree with
.a concentration in reading; anothem 8 percent had
completed between 1-9 graduate courses In reading.  The
‘majority of classro’om teachers (71 pércent) had completed
between T-6 under‘g:’aduate vcourse‘s. in réadl.ﬁgv while the

+ remaining 18 percent had no concentration 1n reading. ©

Tota‘l years te:ch.fng. ] ) .

Table 8 indicates that 55:percent o.' reading p‘rogram
coordinators who participated in thls study had bgtween
10-19 years teaching zmervlence, while another 42 percent
of reading program .caord};natnxs had twenty or more years
Table 8 B ’

Total Years Teaching of Respondents

P

! Reading Program  Classroom °

Total Years Teachling " Coordinators = “Teachers
S0 - 4 years - ;. 9

5 - 9 years 1 12

T 10~ 14 years 9 30
15 - 19 years 7 V22

20 or more years, 12 34

N =29 . N=100




teaching experience and the remaining JP;p\ant qf reading
program coordinators had between 5-9 yeirs teaching
experience.

Of .the classroom teachers surveyed, 52 percent” had
betveen 10-19, years teaching, 31 percent had 20 or more
ye‘;rs t:.eachlng experlence'a?rd'the_,i‘emglﬁlng' 17 pgrcent had

between 0-9 years teaching-experience oy

Level of teachin cettlﬂeate.

“Table 9 lndicates that 24 percent: of - readlng prograll
coordinators who responded vt.o U\is,questlonnalre had a
graae VI teaching certificate 'and’th': remaining 76 percent
.of reéading prngrail coérdnatnrs'had a grade ‘VII teaching

certificate.

Table 9
Level of Teaching Certificate of Re”sgondents

“Level of Teaching —_Reading Program .. Classroom

* Certificate”  ° - »Coordinators..  Teachers

Grade I . - ; C-

Grade II - 3

Grade TIT ‘ g 1

" Grade IV . - 22

Grade V i - ’ 46

Grade VI 7 i o2

Grade' VII 22 4

e N = 29 N = 100
- . >

1




In. reference to the classroom teachers surveyed, 68
percent had efther a grade IV or grade V teaching certifi-
cate; 24 percent had a grade VI teaching certificate and &
percent had a grade VII teaching certificate. A total of
96 percent of classroom teachers had- a teaching certlfi-

" cate ranging from grade IV én grade V!!.‘quemalning 4.
_percent of c.l.;uro_olp teacherd Aad eltn.en’-‘ a, grad“el 1I or

grade III teaching certificate.

" vgu.runt teachl/ng level. ¥ g

ALl teachers who participated 1n ‘this- study vere
primary  and elementary teachers, teaching. q}ades K-6.
Table 10 indicates that 46 percent of thie: ‘tedchers part-
Table 10 o 2

s

Current Teaching Level of Classroom Teachers

\
Current Teaching Level Classroon Teachers
- =

Primary 2 46
Elementary ! 47
Primary and Elementary ' S 7
Junior High ® oy s ) =
Senior High & # i > u
Junior and Senlor ngh» . b Y

All' Grade e,
S : N = 100
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fcipating in the study were prlmary@geachev{l.a, (K-3),
47 percent were elementary teach;rs i.e, (4-6), and the
remaining 7 percent were primary and elementary teachers
teaching (K-8).

Total years as a reading coordinator.

Table 11 indicates ‘that 66 percent of reading program
coordinators. who participated in thi's study had been

reading coordinators for 1-9 years; 28 percent had been -

’readl_ng coordinators for 10-14 ye‘ars; and the remaining 6

percent had been reading coordinators for 15-20-or more:
years. '
Table 11

Total Years as a Reading Coordinator

Total Vea:s as Readl:ngv ’ 1 .Readlng Proél:am
Coordinator E ‘ o Coordinators
0 - &4 years o 9
5 - 9 years ) : 10
10 - 14 years - ‘ 8
15 - 19 years - ‘ 1,

'20 or more K
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Iten by Item Analysis of Knowledge Area

Analyzed in this section is data concerning the per-
ceived role of the district reading program coordinator in
the area of knowledge items. Knowledge area include
tasks/skills whigh required that the reading coordinator

have information (generally of a tecm‘\l;ﬂ-professlonal

‘nature)- available to dispense ‘or apply to teachers as .

needed .

) . Table 1é shows the mean score and pereéntége for each
of t’he is items. in this area as: pei&elved fy readlnq
program coordinators, by classroom teachers and by the
. total group. The mean score for each lte;-, as given by
the total.group, indicates that.all items rccel;u:d a mean
score between 1.71 and 3:22 . The mean scores for the
total group ln;‘llcated that r:‘;nns;s tended to range from
agree to neutssl in regard to whether reading program
coordinator ue;e performing tas‘ksls?dlls in this area.

Both classroom teachers and reading program coordina-
tors ra\ted Skill 4, "has a broad understanding of the role
of reading in the curriculum", as the skill which .readlng
coordinators demonstrated most in the knowladgc‘araa.} The
reading coordinators rated Skill 6, "is up to- date

,regarding research findings and new theories l;l reading",

as the - second skill which they demonstrated most. = The




Table 12 .
Mean Score and Percentage of Each Task in the Knowledge B
Area as Perceived by Reading Coordinators and by Classroom

Teachers

Reading _Class-

Program ®  room
Tasks Coordinators Teachers TOTAL
1. develops a district wide s 1,75 0 2.59 2.17 .
- reading philosophy with SA-A (97) (60)
the help' of teachers, - N (20)
~administrators, remedial D-SD (3) (19)
" instructors and @ther = - NA 1)
specialized personnel. .
© 2. . translates the district 1.55 2.1 2.13
philosophy of reading SA- A (100) (55)
Into a working program (23)
consistent with the needs D-SD (22) 2
of the students, the NA i
teachers ‘and the 5 |
community. . .
3. knows th@approprl,ate, 1.51 1.98 1.74
materials and equipment ‘SA-A (93) (81)
needed to support the N (7) (12)° 2
defined district readlng D-SD (7)
program. NA . L4
"4.  has a broad understanding 1.32 1.91 1.61
of “the role of reading in "SA-A (100) (85)
\'the curriculum. N . (6)
D-SD (2
NA . : A
5. keeps the parents 2.82 3. 3.22
. informed of the goals, SA-A (48) (14)
needs, and rationale N (24) (28)
of the reading program. D-SD (24) (57) »
\ 5 NA ‘(&) “)




; 4 ) -
v = :
'
Reading Class-
2 Program room -
Tasks Coordinators Teachers TOTAL
} -«
6. s up to date regarding 1.37 2.05 1.1
research findings -and —— —SA~AAS7)——(76) ——— e
new theories in reading. A @ (19).
> D-SD (3) (5)
. NA
7. dlagnoses specific,: J 2.34 3,17 2,75
reading abilities and' .SA-A (76) (37) 4
deficiencies of N (7) (21)
students. * D-SD (10) (40) 7
i NA (7). (2)
8. helps teachers to ¢ 1.86" 3.14 -2.50 -
diagnose reading SA-A (90) . (36)
strengths and N - (23)
weakness of students. D-SD (7). (40) )
. ¥ NA (3) 1)
9. 1influedces the quality " 2.87 2.28
of a school system's SA-A (90) (43)
reading program so that N (7)" (31)
all students move D-SD (3) (26)
toward their full < NA
‘potential in reading.
10. encourages teachers to 1.44 2.24 - 1.84
use several strategles SA-A (100) (70)
such as Language N (14)
Experience, Individual-  D-SD 16)"
ized Reading' and Directed NA
Reading Thinking Act-
ivities in their
reading instruction. . 2
11. is familiar with a 1.51 2.07 1.79
‘wide variety of SA- A (97) (71)
children's books. N (3) (21)
. sD-D - (7)
NA - )
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Reading Class- R
Program room
Tasks Coordinators Teachers TOTAL
) s ;
‘has an indepth knowledge 1.51 1.95 173
of the reading process. SA-A (97% (81)
N = (12)
. sD-D (3) (7)
NA T \\
has a broad background 1.96 2.13 2.04
in reading courses. SA-A (79) (67) -
_ N (7). - (23)
~ SD=D (14) (9)
% NA 1)
consults regularly gith- 1. 3.1 2.27
classroom teachers on SA-A-"(100) (38)
matters relating to N (19)
reading instruction. SD-D (42) &
NA 1)
‘knows the important 1.48 - 2.19 1.83
approaches to the © SA-A (97) (72)
teaehi%ﬂ reading. N (3) (19)
SD-D (8)
NA (1)

Note: Numbers in brackets refer to % of responses to an

item.

- Strongly Agree SD - strovng Disagree
- Agree D - Diagree
- Neutral NA - Not Applicable




classroom teachers rated Skill 12, "has an Indepth ‘know-
ledge of the reading process", as the second skill ‘which
reading coardinators demonstrated most I i knowledge
Ltems. The mean score of the total group, 1.71, Indicates
that Skill 6 was rated by both reading pro“‘am coordina-
tors and classroom teachers as the second ‘skill demon-
strac;d most by‘ raad‘ing program cgordinators.

@he two skills fin the knowledge.area which' were:*
p'ercelved ‘as demonsti‘ated“ most by the reading program
coordinator as indicated by the mean scores -of the total
group were Skill &, "ha's a broad understanding of the FoTe.

of reading in the curriculum", and Skill 6, "is up to -date

regarding research findings and new theories in reading".

Classroom teachers' and reading program coordin;tors'
perceptions of the reading program coordinator's perf«;‘rm-
ance (as indicated by mean scores) dlfferedvln regard to

certain tasks in the knowledge arear The" reading program
—

coordinator's perfotmance, as rated. by classroom teachers,
was conslderably less than that rated by reading pregnm
coofd¥nators on' 6 of the 15 task.’-\/skllls& in the knowledge
area. The six tasks which classroom teachers rated:the
reading program coordinator as performing least were Task
7, Task 8, Task lfa, Task 9, Task 2 and Task 5.. A dis-

.cussion of each of the six tasks follows:.
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I
- o .
- . . (AY Task 7, n"diagneses ;peel'lcfréading Bhll‘ltlés and
deficiencies of students™, The reading coordinator’s N
performance as percelved. by classruom teachgrs was |

less than that percexyed by readlng program “¢oordina-

uuag:eed that C ‘

Tadk 7.0 Haweve
N 5

nrdsnators lndlcated by theﬂx‘ stronély agree or agree :

Xy 76 betcent af uading program “co.

e rrespcmse that they perceived themselves ‘a3 pel'fotming'

(8 Ta:k lr. "helps tgaehet: to dlagnose r‘eadinq strengtns

o " - and;v‘-‘e,aknesse;‘ o‘ tudents". The” reaning conrdlna- ),

'pen;el‘\}':d by classron‘m'teachvehs, )

that ;percelved by  reading \program

cnorﬂlnator:. ! Only 36 percent vr classroom teaoheu

. lndln'ated, by their agree or strongly. agree responsn, -

):N:'at"‘ they. percelved reading’ opordinators. to' be:’ ;. . t

# i ; + 5 ; S AT e s
7. Sl perﬁomlng Task 5‘ Another ;23 percent of classrtoon - . ¢

neutrd] . responses in. regard to,

'Task 8, nhue AO rnree'nt of clas'stoom “teachers




disagreed of strongly disagreed that reading co-
ardinators ' were perromin'g Task * 8; whereas, 90
percent df reading program coordinaters agreed or

strongly agree@d ‘thit they were'performing Task ™

) Taskdﬁ, MConsults regularly ulth- classron- temher:

L on - -an;ers relating to- readlng &r\utruetlon" "lhe,

reading

program 'ccnrdlnatm‘ S, performance as,

°

percelve¢ by reading program coo(dinators. 'only 38

percent of . classmom"teachers indicated, by thelr'

. stromgly agree 'or agree tespnnse, that they percelved

readlng program coardinators to be per(orming Task

B T P Anotl}er» 19 percent of qlassroom gcachers

.. .*ind{cated .neutral respanses In regard to Task 14,

while 42 percent of classroom teachers ‘disagreed or
:t~roﬁ§1y‘ dlsagreed that readlnd-program coorjdinators

were pepférming Task 14, whereas, 100 percent’ of

eading pru_(!ram ' coordlnaturs “agreed or strongly ¢
dgredd .that they. weils’ perrnmtng Task 14, 4

(D) Task 9‘ "influences the Quaucy of a school‘syste

_readlng«prpgr«a- so  that - all students 'move toiard

etr full pntentlal in reading". The * rfad-ing

cnordlnator s perf?rmance as petcelv&i by classroom .

t&acher's “was’

Toss than .that! perceived. 'by- reading -

=

5
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o A e ;
program coordinators. ‘ Only 43 percent of classroom”
teachers agreed or strongly agreed that reading

program coordinators were performing Task 9. ' Another

" percent of the classroom teachiers indfcated
neutral respoﬂses regardlng Task 9  while ,the.
remalnlng 26 percent of the: classroom teachers dis-
agreed o; strongly disagreed that readlnvg ‘.program
cogrdinators were performing Task 9,  whereas, . 90
percent ‘of- reading program coordlnators ‘strongly
agreed or agreed that they were performlng Task 9.

Task 2, “trapslates” the - district’ ' philosophy ot
readlng into a working.program ceﬁ.sintént _-!i:h the
needs of the itud.ents!,' the taanhers‘ and the
_community™. The reading progran‘coordlnator s pers’ ¢
for-aﬁce‘!‘s percelyed, by classroon teaehus was less
than u\at percelved by r:adlng conrdlnators. . Only- 55

percent of c.lassroon teachers _agrged or strongly

_agreed that" reading  program coprdinators . were

performing hsk 2. .Anothér 23 percent of classroom )

.teach‘rs lndlcated neutral responses ln‘regu"d to .

Task 2, wmle ‘the rumalnlng 22 percent of classroom

teaahen dlsagrepd of strungly dlsagreed that readlng

prnqram coordln tors | were perfomlnq Tusk 2, \vhereas,

s




strongly agteed that :hey were’ performlng Task 2.

S(F)' Task 5, "Keeps thc pa\-ants ‘Informed  of tha goals,

\
needs and ratlonale of the reading vrogra » Nelther

readlng program coordlnators nor: classroom . teachers :

rated the reading coordlnatar highly on performance
of Task 5. Only 14 percent of classroom 'teachers
strengly agreed or- agreed that reading cnorﬂlnators
were performing Task 5. Another 28 percent ,of cla§s~

room teachers indicated a neuvtral respon'se to Task 5,

while 57 'perce-nt of cla:sroovh’j‘:eachers disagreed or

'strongly disagreed that reading program coordinators,

were performing Task:5. -
In summary, it appears that ‘(has,ea/on mean scn;‘es and

perc"en:ages) reading coordinators rated themselves highly

“on perfurmdnce of 110 of the 15 task$/skills llstcd in the

Knawiedge: section 6f he-questlonnaire. Fhe two ‘skills

which reading coordinators rated themselves as demon-

/strating most. were Skill 4 and SK1l 6. The task which

reading coordinatdrs gated themselves s par;l“-ormlng. least

was. Task 5, f'keeps__‘ the parents {nformed of the goals,

needs and rationale ‘of the reading program’.  Only 48

o
perccnt of reading program cuordlnators perceived ’

“themselves as performlng thl: task. . 4
i

In contrast, classruom teachers pbrcelied reading




. J i 2
program caordlnators as performlng to a - greater degree

only 9 af the 15 tasks/skuls in the knowledge seccion ef

the questlonnalru. . The two._ skills which ‘class;oomﬂ_'

‘teachers rated rea«_ﬁng‘-'program coordinators -as ‘demon-
by b ‘

. strating most weré Skill & and Skill 12.° - The six tasks

which. classroom teachers rated readlng zoordlnators as,
perfornhng least, were Task 2, “Task 5, Task 7, Task 8,

Task 9 and Task 14.

Item by I'tem Analysis. of Interpersonal”Skills and Atti-

tudes - i »

Analyzed in this' sectlon 1s'data concernlng the

. perceived. role of 3 reading prugnam coordlnacor ln the

area of Interpersonal Skills and Attitudes. Interpersenal
.skills and attitudes sectlan lncluded items on personal- »
soclal qunutles and attltudes that ‘could ailow -the
cnox:dl»nator to 1nteraet more effec'.lvely with clas.')room
teachers. Table 13 g!’wws the mean score and percentage
for eac\l‘t'"of"'.ti\e elght “skills listed under "Interpefsonal’
Skills ‘and . Atucude'a‘" as perceived by’ readlng prngram
coordlnatnrs, by claJsroom teachers, and the total group.
The _mean’ scores..for the_skills ln this.area for the
total. group were betweeq 1.76 ar\d 2.0'1. ‘T.he mean. ‘'scores

for the total group {indicated that re’apﬂn:es tended to\




‘ Table ‘13 PR U AR

Héan Score-and Percentage of Each SKI11 {n the Area Inter-

Eersonal Skills “and Attitudes as Percelved by Rendlng g

Coordlnators and Classroom Teachers

+ Reading

“Class-

Program room
Tasks Coordinators.. Teaciters. TOTAL
16. has confidence in. his/ 175 - 1,94 1.76
her own ability. SA-A (93) (79) a0
g . .. N (&) (17)
D-SD (3) (%)
' NA
" et 17 has the ablllty to 1.62 2,37 1.99
' e b -criticize SA-A (97) (65)
constructively. N (3) (23)
i D-SD 12) .
L NA . : - .
18. establishes rapport! 2.’&3 1.97
. and open communication SA-A (100) \-(-61) :
with teachers. (19)
‘ . . R 0.5 . (20) :
NA
19. .avoids conveying the 2.51

impression of having

1.51° i -2
SA-A ((9%) (50) >
7

K ; . the answer to-all N (22)
k problems faced by * D-sp \ (18)
' teachers. = NA- D i
: < g n i
2p. “encourages the . 1.48% 2.28 1.88
b implementation of SA-A" 97 (65)
N promising ideas. v (3) _(26) v
W \p-sb - (9) >
% = b CINACLL T {
21. Works effectlve\y S reas 2.59 2.01
.in one to one | .. s . SA-A"(100)  (51)
relationships. ! N (33)
S : D-SD .'(15) .
5 - NA ) .




Reading Class-
b s _ "~ Program room
Tasks o e . LCoordinators Teachers TOTAL -
== | 22.. works effectively , 1.69 2.3 2.0
. ln group settings.” = . SA-A (93) (68)
3 . N (7) (21) .
0-5D Can
‘. J . =
‘23, perceives his/her 1.81 " 2.37  1.89 ' &
' primary role as SA-A (93) (64) &
being a helper to “N (7) (20) _. . P .
’ teachers. Pl D-5D - (16) S
L . : , NA i, &
3 ! & '
* Note: - Numbers In brackets refer to l of re;'ponses to an_ %
T item. * o : i -
SA - Strongly Agree _SD - Strongly msagree i
A - Agree D - Disagree :
N - Neutral NA - Not Applicable

XREL TN

s

&
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{ range from strongly a‘gréé to ajree.
“ ) ot Rea}ifng"program coordinators rated Skill 23, "per-
celives ‘hl?lhet primary role as belng. a helper'_tu
.+, teachers", as the foremost skill which they were demon: |
- ' stratlng and Skill -21, "works eHectlvely in one Jjo one
relatlonships", as the second skill nhxch'tney were demon-
\ strating most. ‘C}assroom }eache.rs rated Skill 16, "has'
. : ' confidence 1;1 hisltler own ability", as: the foremt;s.t skill
demonstrated by reading ‘program coordinators, and Skill
R 20, "encourages the implementatloﬁ ‘of promising ideas", ‘as
\: : ¢ the second skill which raading program cuordbnators demon-
. strated mnst. : Y 7 )
bR e

e ‘two skills h\ the -n-ea of Intetpersonal 5kllls

'and Attltude: which readlng coordlr\ators were perceived by
-

. both;reading coordinators and classroom teachers as demon-

SR own ablifty", and Skill 20, "encourages the implementation -

\ 2 cf promising. ideas". . . 1

" Classroom teachers'. and readl\ng pragram coordinators'

formance dlfreud (asrlnd

'Att&tudhs. On Skill 21, "norks‘e(fectlve!.y !.n_one to one.
5 “~ it %

relntl‘oqqﬁlp‘s"., tﬁe r_e‘adlng program cpordlnacpr"niy.erform-

% ‘‘strating most were Skill. 16, "has confidence in..his/her '

. perceptions of the ré\dlngv program coordinator's. per-
ated by mean suoras) in rugard‘

‘to certain skuls in cha area‘of - Interpersunal Skllls and.




ance as rated by classroom. teachers was-considerably less

than that. rated. by reading program coordinators. .’ only:s1

percent of classrooml
agree or. -agree response ‘that - they perceived ‘reading
progtam coordinators as ner?orming Skill 21... Another "33
percent of classroom .teachers indicated neutral, responses
tn regard to Skill. 21, wh;reas, 100 pe"rc::nt of reading
progrvam ‘coordlnators‘ agreed or strongl’y agreed that they
were performlng Skill 21. : v

: 'Readlng . coordinators rated” themselves highly o
pex;l’ormance ‘of “all the skllls'\);isteﬁi‘under“Interpersor!al
Skills 'and Attitudes. The -two  skills ‘which reading
coordlnators rated themselves as demonstratlng most were

Skill 23 and Skill 21. )

In contrast, classroom ‘teachers percelived reading
progtam‘cuor‘dlnators as performlng to. varying- degrecs,
seven of the elght skllls listed ‘in this sectlon of  the

questlonnalre. The - two. sKills which classroom “teachers

rated’ readlnq .progran coordlnatnrs as demonstratlng most_'

o
. T'ge skill whlph claasrogm.

were Skill 16 and Skill 2
teachers rated the r,eadlng coordinator -as demanstratlng

least. was Skill 21. &8 L
{ 3

eachet: ‘mdicated by a--str’éﬁﬁly.
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! B
Item by Item Analysis of Administrative and Organizational

" Activities, . 5

“
” " £ow
“Analyzed in this section {is. data "concerning the.

perceived role of the reading ‘program coordinator in-the

© .task area of ‘Administrative and Organizational Activi-

«"Administrative .and - Organizational Activities",

. ties.’ Administrative anqe organizational activitles

included ‘tasks relatéd to.the organization, guidance “and

direction of the reading program.. Table 14 shows the mean

;coref'and perceéntage for ‘each of the 15 ‘tasks listed under

as -per-
ceived by Teading program coordln‘atn‘rs_, by classroom
teach‘ers and by the total gioup. o
The mean .score for ‘tasks in' this area for the to_tal"
group were between 1.71 and 3415.1 The mean .scores_ for the

total group indicated. that responses. tended to range from

_agree to neutz:al in’ regard. to ‘whether reading .program

_coordinators were pérforming tasks in. this area.

The. two tasks in the area of Administrative .and
organlzatlén:a‘h Activities whlc‘h‘ c’lassruo_m‘ tg;cher_;.
reading prqgra‘m conx;dinai"ors a.n,d the ‘total group perc‘e‘lved
th; ;eading ’pr’ogr‘zm conrdln.avto_r as _performing most, were
Task 35, "at‘:t:end; and participates in local,rruglonak ang L

‘ .

national v}orgahups, conferences and  meotings concern'ed

with the improvement of reading instruction", and Task 31,




Table 18- o 5y ) )
Mean Score-and Percentage of Each Task in the Area of |

Ad-inistratlve and Organizational Actlvltles as Percelved
b! Readlng Coordinators and by Classroom Teachers '

L3 Reading : Class-
Program room
Tasks Coordlnatots Teachers TOTAL
. - B
24, orients beginning 1.58 2.84. 2.21
teachers to the phil- SA-A (90) (34)
osophy, procedures ‘and N (10) T(44)
materials for the school. D-SD N (21)
reading, program. NA (1)
25. hds reading materials - 1.93 2.66 2.29
available for the ©-SA-A (86) (52)
teacher - to supple- N (10) (21).
ent reading programs. D-SD (4) (27)
i 2 -NA
‘26. 1initlates and supervises 2.06 2.78 2.42
‘experimental and - "SA-A (79) (44)
innovative ' N (14) (31)
- instructional D-sD (7) (25)
strategles. NA ¥
27.: previews and evaluates 2.06 2.50 2.28
. the selection of SA-A (83) (53)
reading and language ...° N (10) (33)
arts texgbooks, tests D-SD. (&) (%) .
. and otl\'er med.ia. . " NA (3)
28, dlrects dlstrlct wlde~ . 3.24 3.04 o B L
o tesélng prograns SA-A (28) (38), "
inv8lvirg reading N, (28) (34) .
i auhlevement. D-}SDl (&1) .. (26)
) - NA (305, (&) d
29.. compiles and interprets L3 2.97
. profilgs of Standardiged SA= A (31) 77 ko
réading test scores.. ' NI 34
% .u-s: 43 11 2 i
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Reading ' -Class-

~ Program . room i
Tasks . Coordinators Teachers TOTAL
) 30. conducts evaluation 2.79 3.15 2.97
programs that . SA-A (52) (32)
-~ accurately determine N (24) (31) -~
* the effectiveness of D-SD (21) (34)
the ‘existing reading NA.(3) (3)
program. ¢ ot i
31. organizes inservice . 1.58 2.37 1.97
sessions that give SA-A (93) (70)
teachers a better N (7) 15)
understanding of :the .- D-SD (15)
reading process and NA
how to teach reading.
32. arranges for short term, _ 1.62 . 2.76 , 2.19
» : informal workshops in SA-A (90) (52)
U 3 which groups of teachers . N (10) (17)
5 ik « ‘may give specific = D-SD G 31)
attention to certain T NA
problems that may arise
in carrying out the
instructional programé
in reading. .
33. evaluates inservice 2 1.75 2.88 2.31,
programs to see if they SA-A (86) (41) 2
are achieving desired N (7) (33)
ends and to discover D-SD (7) (26) -
ways~of improving NA .
future programs. -
b, . 34. "heads ‘committees to 2.00 2.68 2.34 ¥
. Wi develop guides, SA-A (76) (49)
& 4 * curriculum or oourses N (17) (30)
A " of 'study in reading. - D-SD (4) (19)
i X ) NA (3) (2)
- 3 L. .
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K .
! Reading Class-
o B Program room ! /
Tasks E © Coordinators Teachers -TOTAL :
. - - - 7 .
35." attends and partiei- 1.44 1.99 1.7
pates in local, SA-A (97) (78)
reglonal and -national N (3) (19) -
workshops, conferences D-SD- L(3)
and meetifigs concerned NA .
with the improvement
of reading instruction.
o 36. provides leadership in 1.79 2.92 2.35
. getting cooperation from SA-A (86) - (40)
parents, teachers, admin- N (14) (29)
istrators and other . D-S5D (31) P
specialized personnel for NA . "
the reading program. .
37. spends funds allocated to179 2.82 2.30 .
for reading materdals SA-A (86) . (35)
wisely. . N (7) (52)
. N D-SD (4) (6) ‘
NA (3) (7) -
P 38. prepares an annual ; 1,65 3.17 2.41
. report for the.School SA-A (86) (27) .
Board summarizing the N (10) (55)
year's activities and D-SD (4) - (3) -~
makes recommendations NA (15)

for change 1f necessary. i e

‘Note: Numbers.in brackets refer to % of responsesko an
‘.oitem. (r ! .

. SA -.- Strongly Agree ", FTN\SD - strongly Disagree T
A - Agree ) : . D .- Disagree
. N - Neutral 2 NAN- Not Applicable
. 3 f VLo
i N
| i [
] .
Ao B h
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"organizes inservice sesslons that glve teachers a better
understanding of the reading ﬁrocess and how “to Ateach
r:adlﬁg". . . .

’ Classroom teachers' and reading program coordinators
perceptions of the reading program coordinator's perform-
ance differed in .regard to certaln tasks in the atéa of
A\_iminlstrauve and Organizational Actlvltl;s. The reading
pragram’ cooidlnator‘s performance, as rated by classroom
teachers, was considerably less than that rated by reading
$rogram coordinators on 6 of the 15 tasks In the area of
Administrative and Org‘anlzatlnnal Activities. ,‘The six

tasks which classroom tegchers rated . the readlng program

-coordinator as performing least were Task 38, Task 36,

Task 33, Task 24, Task 37 and Task 26. A discussion of

each of the six tasks follows:

©(A) Task 38, "prepares "an annual report for the school

board summarizing the years activities and makes
}ecollendatlons for change 1if nece;sary{. “Only” 27
.percent of classroom: teachers 1n‘dlcat.ed, by'Athel!:
’strongly agree, agree response that' they percelved
readlng program cocrdlndtor: as pcrformlng“Task 38.
Anotherlss percent of classroom tuachers lndloated a
neutral response regardlng Task 39, whereis, 86

percent of reudxng prngram coordlnutnrs lnAXcated by




: thelr s:rongly agree, agré respon;e that they per-

celved :hemselves as’ perfnrmlng Task 36

(B) . Task 36, 'provldns leadu:shtp ln gettlng coopération

§ N 7
L P only 40 percent of classroom teachers strongly agreed

agreed that reading program coordinafors were
. performing this. task. Another. 29 percent of class-

room teachefs indicated'a neutral Tesponse to Task

"j‘ from parents, teachers and other speclalized perg

sonnel for the reading. progras". Regarding Task 36 °

h ; . 5 R
Yok d s 36; - while the remaining 31 percent of classroom -

teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed that reading .

program coordlna‘tors were lberformlng Task 36, where-
§ ¢

as, 56 percent of the reading program coordlnators

g agreed or strongly agreed that they were perfurming

Task 36.

are achieving desired ends and to discover ways of

improving future programs". Oply 41 percent of

," (cy Task 33, "eiral_uates'lnlservgce programs to see if they

classroom: teacher's strongly agreed or agreed that’

- read‘ng coordinators were perfnrmlng Taslé 33. Another

”cldssroom teachers indicated a ‘neutral

LBy : "33 pereent

e o -resvonu regarding Task 33, tile 26 perce\\t of
I\

(I . classruom teacheri dlsagreed o stru gly di:agread

¢

|
|
%

!




% .7 \-"("f

L. e

Task '3!,." whei‘ea‘s, 86 percent of readlng program
" - o »
Pt ... coordinators agreed or strongly lagreed tha& they were ;

) 8 performing Task 33. ? £ # 3

v 9 . s o
(D) Task 24,  vorients beginning 'teachers to .the phil--,

& ©sophy,  procedures and -ater'la‘ls‘ for the .school

reading .p!;ogra'l;". only 34  percent of classroom
. . , teachers :ag"rua or stg’qngly agreed: ‘tna’t reading .
e e program 'coordbnators were perfbrm.lng. Task — 24. ‘
’ Ansther 83 pcrcent of classroom teachers indicited

. reutral’ responses. regarding Task 24, whilé 21 pércent -
| 3 ,

bf classroom teaéhers disagreed or strongly disagréed
tnat readlngl program coordlnators were performing
Task 24 whereds, 90 percent af reading coordxnéwrb
wy L .Y agreed {sv;rongly agreed that they were perform[ng
: Task, 24.: o & ; ’/" . %
o (;ﬁ} 37, " spend:

aterlals y!sely"' dnfy 35 petccnt of classroom

. . teachqr‘s aqreed or stgongly agree/d cnnl they. per-

R : " cefved read!ng program cnordlnators “as "performlng

% 1a=k'37. Andther 52 yercent of olassroon teachers -

dicated a neutra,l response regardlng the u\erfurm--

o R ‘ance of Task 37, whereas, B§ percen't val;_ readllng
Sk e S

4 J T . program. ' cg mlnators 1ndlcated by[ their strnng‘y .

% %o g } FR O ag_re_eb or 'agree, _yequn;e ,that’| they: percelvcd

o

flﬁ‘fhr’ al)ocated ‘fo‘x‘, reating. =




themselves as, performing Task 3¥ 4

TR Task 26, "initiates and’ snpervlses ‘experimental and.

innnvatlve lns-bructlonal sttategles" O{Uy 44 per=

- -‘;ent of classroom teachcrs“ agreed or sttungly ag}eﬂ

- t:hat readmg program cunrdlnatnrs were perrormlng

Task 26. " An the‘r 31 percent\uf classroom. teachers

1ndlcated a neuttal response,regatdlng the perfutm-

ance. of Task 26,

“teachers disagreed or, sttongly disagreed that reading

program c%nators were perrormlng Tdsk’ 2’ where-

»as, 79 percent of reading program coordlnatnrs
et

= "+ . 7 v indicated by their strong(ly agree o _agree respon:e

that they pex\ceivsd themselves as performing Task: 26:

e, In summ Ty, J.t aupeats that (bascd on mean scores and

g - percéntages) readlng coordlnlt\ors ‘wére: very posltlve in

whue 25 percent oF classroom .- -

= ¥ . the. ra\lng\f theh‘ performante on. the maJorlcy of tasks ‘
\\ ln the. Administratiye and orga lzatlonal sectlon of the, &
; % i questlonnaire. In concrast, )he readlng‘ cnordlna&or s &
-“ '.' \__ performance as ‘rated .by classraam teach'e?x was conslder- . -

< ab.ly 1ess than that rated, by" reylng program cuordlnators

on' 6 of tha 15" tasks ln the area of Adminlstratlve and

Orgamzatlonal Actlvltles. Thu six tasks whlch clasaroom

teachers rated .readlng p ogram coordinator: as pe'rfnrming

e - o least were Taak 36, 1ask 36, Task 33, Task’ 2‘1, Taak 37 fnﬂ
Task-26. - © e ) 5 -




% vrole of. reading\ n\the curriculum" asm\foremast skul

- was Slglll 6. "ls up’ to date regardlng re‘search

»_‘.. As prevlously stated, Tgible“lslindica‘tes the differ- '

.-' TablLﬁ shows 'the mean score rank\ﬁ,qg of- the :hxr%

elght task: as percel>ed by classroom teachers ﬁnd reading

praqram coordlnators. Tablée 15 ’indicam that readlng

program coord!nators' and’ classroom teaphers‘ perceptlon

i .

S exg‘ﬁrtaaks dxrfeud. 1 ¢ ST AR . S e

/

B Bn\th class{-oom teachera and readl/ng/ﬂ:ogun’l coordina-

anked Skill ’i, “has a, broad understanding ‘ohythe
X @

demonstrated by . cne.rea}h ptogram coordinatat.‘ _'"',9 s T

second ' skill demonstrated ‘most by -the readlng program .,
cnordlnator “as ~ranked by the classrnom eacher was, skiu 0

16, "has. colr(ldence ‘ln his/her ‘own- abuity“ ~

“second 'skill demonstrated most “by the readlng ™

:coordlnator as ranked by she readlng program coordlnatnr\\

indings

ar\d new theories in réadlng

ainas Ln teadlng ptngtam coordlnatc;rs' and ‘classroom " - o
oy g /




dableas g . N T T
* .Mean Score Ranking for Each of the Thirty-Eight Tasks'as
- Perceived by Classroom Teachers, and Reading Program

Coordlnators £ e e . oy

_Classroom Teachers

7 Ta_;ks Reading C'ootdlna_cors_,




on -atteu relating to readlng instructlon"_ was ranked Eehd

_" differently by cllssrool teachers and readlng connﬂ.nas—,.

tors: -The mean: score ranking of 'I’ask 14 for classroon A
teacher;_ﬁ'a: 33, whereas, readlng c.nordlnators' ranklﬁy of 1
s thase tlaak w(/n, Vi v, o o 2 ,\ : W (-\

i 3
' Mso Skill 21, "able to work e"ectlve.lj 4n. one to.- D™
o i . 3

\ cl‘ass’raom . »

one relanons_hlps" was rankod dl.fferently

"eachzx‘ﬂ and reading contdlnato:s. ‘The mean sco‘{ ranking

© of Skul 21. for classroom teacheré was 19,‘ whereas, - s 3

- reading prognm coordlnators' ranking of tnls task was: 4.

= Skill 23, "perqel»ves hislher pri-a.ry role a: belng._.a -

helper to teachers", ‘was ranked dlffere‘ptly by qlassroo-

—teachers and reading-program—coordinators. The mean score. . -

. rafiking of Skill 23 for classroom Fedlers was A5, wheres. ' - .-

’IS, readlng program - coordlnators' nnklng of r.hls ‘task was
2% . ~

In summary, the mean score ranking of ‘the thirty-

elght tnsks "did indicate’ dlrferences in reading prug‘hu

coqrdlnatota' and classroon teachers‘ peroepuons of. the .

rndlng progum coordi.nntor A T perfurmanca of the thibty-

~ alnht tasks. ‘Although both groupa .of respnndents rankad

_‘tna ruadlng vproqran coordinator™ Mghly on. knowlng their e

area -eu. reading pro!ra- can:dlnators, unlike .elassro.on




tzachers. ety :nemsuves,ﬁu‘:ly on belnm work

. effectively *1n’ one .to ‘one relationahlps, ~as- ‘being. - el

»primar’ﬁ‘y a hélper "to, ceacharsh and - a's cnnsulunb

. Reading.Coordinator ‘at the District Level L
‘Anabyzed: 1n. this section -1s datd_concerning Gthe o

'17npor£ance of having a read}ng program conrdlnat;u-' at .the

dlstrtct level.b Table 16 indicates thay teachers ‘were

g ‘gel\erallyrpoﬁ{i—ve with——respecc-—tv tﬁr—i’mmml_ﬁ‘rif"
R >
‘ = Jhavlng a teading program cnc}dlnator'at the dlstrict i)
. B “Be

rau, only 3 percent of the elauroom tea‘bhers

level. Ove
felt it was of m}hor importance to have a reading prngram

x L cfrdlnato.r at the district 1cvel.. Forty-six percent of

| the teachers lndlcated.;t

lt» was ‘important to have a '

reading program courdlnatur at’ tha district level. Anothor .

21 percent “of . the- teachers iz\dlcabed ﬂlaf_ it was vury

g important to have a  reading progu coordinltor‘ at, the. |

‘qn_ordlnatar a>‘ he district level.
3 o G




Percent and Freguam:x nf RPC and ‘et Imﬂcatlng the

I‘Eortance or Ihving a RPC ‘st the Dlstr!ct Lever A
= k3 L) i . i b- 3
- F N T ] ] X
' _ Regdh\?Prcgram‘ £ Classroom
. Coordinators " t&aéheis

l] ‘ Fr %' " .Frequency ’~6. .
Unimp‘o;tant\" = = o., -0 [
s 5z g T o 5y 5
Minor Importance G -0 < 3 3
mrpon;ant o e o 46, g
¢ s - - 7
i purtant N | 7 ceh 21
Essen;lal a8 - Lie3 30 30
iR
- i e iy i
o TP 2
Table 16 1:{‘1cates that’ reading program coordinators
were 'very positive vw‘lth respect to the importance  of
.ha‘vlnb .ra reading vz-og‘ragr coordinator " at . the dlvs’trlnt * i
i .lev}/ ' ‘Seﬁemtée;\Véi:cent bol_’ reading \.“prog'n;m coordinators i
vy i v w Py B W et * Wi '
Indicated ‘that 1t-was very important .to havef'a reading Yook
‘program cdordinator .at. the district level ant; sfifipicent ‘
v
of!' the nadiny program coordlnatou indicated that 1t was
.

essential to! have a readlng ptogram coardlnatar at the




| , AT e . gt
v f"du:r{ct level: “Results indlcafed that reading oordina- ./~ * |

_tors were perceived as 1mportant, and necesaary personnel

5 by classruom teachers and by readlng cool’dl atots.

e Readlng prog.ram coordlnators aﬁ prima;y/alementary
: "

classrncq féqchers were L‘s-lud tn lndlcate the percentage

“of nme they felt the reading.

gram ?ordlnﬁ:or should
e ... spend on each of “the followlng thtee activities: worklng

_ : dlrectly'wlth chlldten in the classroom; yorking with

teachers un an - indvldual bas{s' anq working with teachers

- ‘on_a group basis. N v

"Tablesa#7, 18, and 19 fidicate the percentage of" time

‘reading progi‘am 'coordlnétuts' and | c}-éuronm Yuachets

a‘ss[ggned to each of. thé three activitiednss?
] 4y to) 8 s hreg an Ay

o Analyzed "tn' this section 13 data com:e.Nzng reaung

program cnordinators‘ and clauraom teachers' h‘ceptlons e -

Vi | rcgardlng t'he amount of. time readlng coordlnators should

o .“, spend ‘workj.n.g dlrectly with, chudren in the‘ clasuoam.‘.

AR (T L

Table™s, shuws the frgquency aj\d percentage of thau .




B

Fesponses. Responses to these quutinns utgqést that.

eadlnq program cogrd%lnators felt bhat the)’ should: apend

mom teacbeu felt reading program coordlnators.should S

_' spen@ a sugl\tly hlgher percencage -;)f tlme worklng' L -

d.lrectly wl%chdldren in Qe al‘Ssaroonr. ,—7 ’ . X B

. - % ~ L
Table 17 TR . SR S S
Percent ‘and Fregueney of RPC and 1 Indlcatlng Pereent of . (‘

L. i~

Reading. Prngram =" Classroom

\' . . ¥ Coordinators Teachers
% Percent of Time ;" Frequency -, % .  Frequency . -

grosnt. ot 1 v 'y :
& 7 e T 5 —
3 g 5 on 1 § 0= T 2T 0 Rigs ¢ 18
‘ ' 7 26,1 17
L EE ~y s L, 16
2. 6.9 16
L ENER PR sl

18




e ..+ Results mdxcaced that 35 percent of thé reading

7 “if program coord,l @ f:lr that they “should - spend "0-9 .

P~y bercent of -their. time |working dlrectly -,un chlldren dn =

\
: the chssrno- nheru

only 18 parncnw classron,'

tedche:s felt that re’adlng program coor ors should

snand that yunun

cheir tine no!klng qiractly_ w‘lch

: " — -
chudren “1n the clusr om. fty nine ‘percent. of re inql /~

program co\dlnatotxl dlcated that 0 19\ percent. of ‘the
reading .progra coordinator!s tlnevshould‘ be+spent workng 5

dl‘revct..lx with ‘childre in’ the, L:‘lusl"ﬂoll, .-heréas. 35

percent uf classroom ‘teacher;. felt thlt 0- 19 per‘&nt of- |

the readlng program” cbonﬂnhtnrs time should be spent *
5 wnrklng dlreccly with ch!.ldren ln the classroo.. A totll

B : of 83 percent of relding\ progral «coordirators felt tl\uy A

% (7 s should spend 0-39 percent of “their time -orklng dlrcctly

. wlth chi¥dren 1n thc T asscoom: conpned to 67 percent of

assroom - teachers  who

/coordlnatars should Te"d 0\ 39 parcent of thelr u-e

elt that reading p}ogul

working dueedy wnh :Shudren in _the classrnon. " The

, xemaining

rognll courdlnators ﬁ,& e

7 peruent 01 rnad].n

that 40-69 peruent of- . helr tlma\ should ba spent ’ waz‘klnn.

duaetly mn ohudren\\n the olaurobu.» ,TwenCy-uven ) \

tnachan indicated “that req‘dlnq
J A

4 -spend _‘,Ii,atween”'w-ﬂl e



i A ‘ -~ c gt e
Py of thelrytime working dlrectly wlth chdrcn in. the class-

room. ~Only 6 parcem: of classroum teachers\lndlcated that

) readlng ‘progmm coordlnators should spend\ 70 percent or
\
more of .their time wur}ing‘ directly - with chylldren ~in -the-

classroom. “ g
W It appears that the. majorlty of respondents would not - ()
want the teadlng nregram conrdinator to rspend more than 29 ::

percent of thelt tlmq,workiqg digg\ctly with chlldren in X

the classroom.  Responses differed In that classroom

teachers favoured slightly higher percentages of time for .
tadling prngram --coordinators 'v{orklng directly . with

children than read!ng program cootdinatot: ‘did+

: -2’ rogram enordlnltorl"ihodld{u]‘l‘:'dlrg‘ft‘lx ."'lth “teachefs on B '
+% Y an individual basts ) i i s - . )
| Anal;zed 1n -this 'section is data ‘cc;ncernling reading **
¥ ; program coordinators' and c!v.a_s,sl-nio‘m, teacher: perceptions .~

"l{egardlng the' il’lount_‘q‘f time the read“h'\g‘ ﬁyogram eo’-‘ ¢

. - o\'rdlnatur should's;n’ndﬁr’or}king ’wlti\ classroom teachers on ;
; & .lndividual ha:ih Table 1‘é sh‘nvié‘the frequency and . %
i‘ s percsntaqc or these Zespn‘nsas. )A Reapon {Af,to ';Hese 8 "

f~ . questlnna suggest’ that ‘the majar!.-ty of remng prognm‘

e oobrdlnatou‘ (90 vercent) and classroom teachers (95




\ : e
Tihl;_ 18 v.>; 7

Percent and Freghene!-of RPC_and CT Indicating Percent of

Reaﬂlng,?rognni ’Ciassrnn-
% & s ed

[Coordinators Teachers ’
Percent of Time / Frequency % )

: = P o
it G- 95 87 : 2 é.? i 35 35
. L0 ) . 6 L2007 21 21

. 20 - 29 12 41.4 - 10 ‘_J.B s

30 39 - : “ 1.8 s om
" 40 - 49 A 2. 1 6.9 Lon 1"
5 o " 59‘\.: 59 // ) = z 6.9 3 3
) 1 XN 0 9
i 0 [ 1= 9
; 0 0 0 0
[ 0 0 0

percent) lniluted that between 0- h9 percenL of ‘the
reading . progrg eoordlnator's time should be spont working

directly wu:h 'tanehun on_an 1ndlvldual bula. © B




"' basis, _whereas, only 28 percent ~of réading program-

. - i . LN
Only 7 percént of reading program coordinators felt ,
that they/'\should spend -0-9 percent of their time wurklng

-un tedchers yn an lndlvldual bnsls, whereas, 35 percent

of clussrool teaehers'lndlcated that reqding p:ogran

coordlnatou should spend that amount of time lorklng witn

classroom teachers *on af __unuvmuall basis.  Over !56 -

‘classroom .'c‘enchers lndlcated\tut uadll;g

parcont o
program/'ém dlnators should spend 0-19. percent’ of theLr £

time /working pith classroom teachers on an lndlyldual

coordinators Indicated that“they :html.dv spend that ilou'nt ———-
6t time working with ‘classroom teachers on- an individual y
basis. - Sixty-two percent of reading progr:: cnouf}nators I i
lndlcated chat they should ‘spend bet-een 20 49 percent or
?} u- u-e -orklng -lth classtonl tucheu on an’ indiv-
idu basls, -herus, 40 percent of classroom teachers
lndlcned that raca.ing program coordlnators should spemt i
20- 49 pereent df their t;he wru_,ng with ~classroom
teachers on an lndlvldua’l‘hasls.'

Both groups’ of respondents lndxcatéu':nat between

2

0 49- peruent of qhe readlng prognm coordlnator LS time

1ndivnl;1 P bnls. lt ls alsn evldant ,from. the dac. prg’“ 7 g
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i t" Analyzed ln thls sectlon 1s. data cohcetnlng readlng -

progx‘am coordinators' and clfsroom tgachers“perceptlons

il concernlng the percentage of time rea7t_ﬂng nrogram co_-

. L b, . e .
—~—~— ' ordinators'sheuld spend working wifR classroom. teachers an * .
. g : Chllvar N .

g ; S~ ¥ . .
a group Qasui Table- 19 shows the frequency and ‘percent- -

age of ‘these responses. Resyonses o thes"e uestions’
suggesu ‘that the majoru:y of reading« program coprtAnators /_‘,J

'(97 _percent) and cLassroom teachers (96 pernent) Jeel that

betieen 049, percent of ‘the “reading prpgram coordinator s Sy

-time should' 'be spent wgrklng dqu_ctly wl;h_,cl.assruom

& o teachers on a group basls. Fotty five percent of req,dlng

7 *'program coordinators  who partlcipated i, t_he study\‘

'lndicated t‘hat they should spefd_ betwaen 0-19 .percent of .

their time working with telchers on a group basls. Also

i ) ﬂ57 percent of classroom teaeheta lndlcated ‘that . reading

prognm coordlnarors 'should spend heénen 0 19 percenq_ r

i their time’ n&uung ntf—teachau on a-group asis. Pafc




Percent and Freg y of RPC_and CT Indicating Percent of

Time ‘RPC Should Work With/CT-on a Croup Basis

e v N 7 il
Reading Program © -Classroom
e L4 Cobrdinators., 3 ."Teacl’ers,
Time . %2 ,,: ‘
5 N
wa st AT DR
a1 25 25

they '8 ould apend hetwun 20~ 9 percent, of th_eir Mme

o0

uorklnq nu:h taachers on a; group basis. ~“Also, 39 perdent -




of . ‘classroon 'teachers indicated ' that reading program

coordinators should spend between 20-49 pq‘éent or thelir
/

o L tlme working’, vdth -teachers on a group basis. T e
.'i S ) It appeal‘h that both‘ groups of respondemts agreed % i .<

that reading program; euordxnacnr; should spend;ip o9

percent of thelr ‘time vmrqub‘ w:L.th‘ teachers on' a -_’group‘u

basis.

groups of ~-school. personnel - completed . this

que}tionnalre indicating their perceptions of ghe

performance o_f thc.distrlct reading program c’nordlnatorv ‘j N

% Thesé‘ two groups' ";sre readlnq program enordinators and
g ’
prlmarylelementary teachers. B

-_‘, The” Chaater s main flndlngs regarding the verfarmance 2,

af the " reading program cnordlnAtor -as pel‘c:lved hy class- N R

room ceachars and readlng program coordlnators will; be i : '

summat!zed ‘1a the fol].uwlng olnts- . Lo S

e . 'T Thc role of the d!strlcfi reading program cndrdin- B ‘,
J - ey .

acor\ was ‘seen as 1mportant and necessary by a ma,jorl.ty of.

classruom teachers and reading program coordinators. s ¥

c 2. Botﬁ readlng progranﬂ coordlnators and classroom %

e N A .Hteachets percelved Sklll has, ’g\broad understandlng of. ”

SRS fhe rolc_»qf rgad;ug:in the, cure! u lum" wt‘hve ‘foremost it .




. ; . .

skul being demonstrated "by reading program coordlnatprs,

and suu 6 "is up to’ ggte regdgding research find!ngs

“and new’ theorles in reading”, as the second skill helng >

«demansérated mast by reading ptagram canrdlnators ln the * i '

knowledge s\:cuan of the questionnaire.

¢ , & T The: reading program coordinatpr's »’p rfnrmance as -

"rated by- classruom teacheisiias, conrsldetably le s than.;

that nat:ed by, reading program coordinators on 13 of the: 38

ta,sks/skuu listed in 't ‘the questlnnnaire. e hopw Sty E

,"‘~ The 13 tasks\rated by classrnum teachers as belng -

least performed by reading program coordlnatnrs comprise 6 ) 53

f the'15 tasks in the knowledge ‘avea. They 1nclude.
(a) ‘Task 2, "translates the district phllosophy-of & x
readlng into a. working program conslstenb with™ the

,ﬂeeds ofvthe students, the teachers, "anvd e L

. " g o
= col munny' A

(b) Task 5y "keeps the parents lnformed of the goqls, &

needs _and ratlonalc _of the’ reading program" | vl

(c) hsk 7, "diagnnses speciflc read!ng abilities’ and

dents™, -t . = i

- .dcflclencles of

(d) Task 8, "hélps " tedchers  to. diagnose’ reading .

% S " strengths and weaknesses of students".

y y 8 CREER € Task ‘9, "1nf1uences the \quallty of. 'a school

< by T0a Systems readlng -program so,that‘ all- students move i




" ’ toward their full potentlal in reading."

() Task ¥, "consults - regularly with 'cliga‘:qm o

‘teachers on matters relatlng to- readlng lnsttuct'ion"

» ) 5. ‘Readlng pragram coordlnators, rated themsel'v s

in “the :\ 3

"."knowledge - atea. .A’ majority of rgadlng n’rng:é'm :

thhlyv on’ thsir perfcrmance of 14. nf the ‘IS ﬁlsk

coordinators’ did not - pérnelve themaelves as‘ performing

5 -\\ .Task 5, "keeps the patents lnfomeu o" the goals, ne:_qs
S ' ;

_and rationale of the: reading programt.

I ’6. Results of mean scores and percentage: “on know-

ledge ltems indicated that readfng program coordlnators

were very posltlve in’ thelr'perceptlons of thelr per’nrm-

‘ance on knowledqe items, nhereas, classroom teachers vyere .

vl less positive ‘in their perceptlons of the - readlng ~prugram\‘~ by »
5 3 2
courdlnator s performance of tasks in the ‘knonledge area. .

n;suus [of _the T-test: indicated -that. staty .

'1sc1cauy significant lﬂfference: exlszed between :bo'th

groups of respondents in their p‘erceptlons ‘of the reading .

program coordinator's performance on 14 of :ne 15 tasks/

" skills in the knnnledqe section of the queanomhﬁu. N, S
statlstlcally ‘significant. difference exlstad betnoén

'responses pf classrqom teache.rs and readlng coardlnatcrs

onIaskU.v e o i . § o g

.8‘ C!assroom Z {eq’@hers ‘percetved ‘reading. program




W Skill 21,' "able .’to; work eflectlvely An one  to

coordlnatots as performing to varylng degrees seven of the

esgn: skllls in the lnterpersbeal skills and attltudes

seqtion. of .the guestivnnairé’. pla;srnom teachers rated

B

relat!on;hips", aa the skill least demanstrated hy readlng‘

coordlnators.

: r‘;'adln‘g progran’ coordinators. In Nehe az‘e-aJof Interpersnnal_
“$kills  and M:tltudes indicate that reading program:‘co- i

" dvdinstoes Were. vasy positive in’ ‘their perceptions o

their perfﬂmance o\' 'these skllls. Readlng program- coor-
dlnators petcelved themselves as petforming elght of. the
elght_skllls in' the .Interpersonal .Skflls' and Attltud_es

area., . Y

s 10. While both groups of re'spondents percetved c'néb

reading prngram coordinater as perfnrmlng the" ‘skills in

the lnterpersonal Skllls ar;d Atmtudes area, thete was ‘a

signlflc.ant dlscrepancy in t‘he . ratlngs of - classrnom 8

teacheu and reading caordinatou regardlng the degree to‘ 3

which these ski.l!.svwere peﬂormed by readlng rugram
ooordlnatnrs. ’Classroom teachers, unllke teadlng pragram'
coordlnaturs. were 1355, ;wsltlva ln 'their perceptiona of

the raading program -»cnordlnator!a porf’ormance of the

: skills 'tn this section of‘ the questlnnnalre.

‘79.‘ Results of ! " mean, scores and perceucages for |




LT 7\11.\~Statlstlcally significant "differences. existed -

N between i‘espu‘nses of ‘claagroom teachei‘s and read(ng
. progtam coo:dlm‘tors on eight of the eight skllls J.n \:he )
Y A xncerperscna’i Skills and Attltudes area: . = ¢

Fegs 12. The, reading program: sosrdinator e ek forn,

i O pepcel\{ed by classroem tzachef: wa.s censlderahly/\éq/than

| that pcrceived by. reading program coordinatnr; on 6 of\ the

section of ‘the quesuonnalre., They are as’ follows:

{0 (a) Task - 38, "prepares an’ annual report for’ the
st %

h Br 1 5 school board summ\rlzlng the ysar s aetlvitles and

makmg recommendathns for»chanq;, 4f 'nevcessarty“.

_tlah frnm patents, teachers, admlnistrat“nrs and other

speclalized peraonnel fur the reading program".

i
i -._they are achlevlng deslred ends and

©of .lmprovlng future prcgrams"

O (d) Task 24, Yorients Beglnnlng teachdrs, to ,'th'e

che school

y philosophy, procegures and ‘materials -for

o reading progra

I 2 £
“(g) Task 37, "spends funds -allocated, ‘tor. reading

3 e mater;als wisely"..

©(£) Task. 26, "initlates and supervisk

/aﬁd‘ innovative ;nst'ryéclonal struteq es“

~ (b) ' Task 36, "provides leadership in bet‘u‘.ng.coopera-

15 tasks; usted An the Ad)‘.uﬁstrative and Qrganhational T




/

. . ! .
3. . Reading program coordinators-fated themselves as

u‘fo’mlng"a’ majopity of. the “tasks. Th the area of admin-’ : »
p Fity of

3 lstratlve and organizatlnnal actlvltles. (G .

1 ! Results: of  the mean’ scores and percentages for e’ G

‘reauing.program coordinatofs ' and clissroom teachers

1nd1cated that difrerence: existed in classroom teachers'

and read!ng program coordlnators' perceptlons of th‘e_

- reading prégran cbordlnatot s performance in the -area of .. it

y Adqinistratlvev’and organlzatlonal Activlt_ies. - —

15. Statistically significant differences exlsted

. - between responses of c.las'Aroom teachc‘rs\ and readingy
3 /

Sy .-~ .program coordinators on 12 of the 15. tasks in-the Admin-
R . Astrative, and Organizational ~segtion. of the question=

naire. No statlstlcally slgnlficant duferences existed

o on' Task 28, Task 29, and Task 30. . < . .

s . © 16.. " Both groups of respondents indicated that reading . R

program coordinators should spend 0-49 percent of their

time workl'ng with teache}s on -a group basis ‘and -0-49
percent ‘of thelf time working with teachers ‘on .an e

lndlvldual basis. In regard to the amnunt oi’ time reading

program coordlnators should spend worklng dlr:ctly w!.th

_chudren, fa .majority of.‘v.:l_asu:oom teachers and rea,dlng

“ program. ‘coordinators indicated that they‘ would' not want "

the ‘reading . program coordinator .to spend 'more' than 29




percent of their tlms “working directly with children in ’
| the olassroon. 5
Sk Results of ‘the T-test lndlcated that no stat-
s, ‘} lstically signlﬂcant difference exlsted be’tnew classrnnm

" teachers and reading ‘program coordinatars’ pr- 4 of the. 35

tasks ' llsted-_ln the questionnaire: The four taska.were'

Task.13, Task 28, Task 29 and Task 30.
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i - . : .Chapter V
o el - . .
: § ' ~ Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations. *

- This Chahter {s diyided into two majbr s:chons, 'n.e

first section summarlzes the prohlem &nd the findings ﬂf

the study. The second sectloﬂ contains recommendations
.and 1mpllcatlon: for further research.
$ ' . . . x / g
o B ) Summary nf'the Probrlem )
= ; The major purpose of this stlidy

s to ‘analyze: the
role of_\t_‘hc reading program coordinator in an';ttgm‘pt to
& de‘t‘ermine whether ;he reading 'pr‘ogram .coordinator's
perception of hls/i‘;er role dif\'err‘:d signlf!can’tly ‘from the
primary/elementary clas:room teacher's .perception of _the

rcading program courdlnator"s role. The overall aim of

the study was to--help clarify the role of the reading
program coordinator. in Newfoundland ‘and " Labrador - by

examlnlng the perceptions of primary/elementary classroom

taachers and reading program coordlnators regardlng the |

role of the reading program coordlnator and by examining
resharch relevant’ to the role. of the r'eading program

coordinator.

S




ConclusTons . |
. Anal);ais and synthesis |of .all data from the Jitera-
/i

ture .and r?search 1€d to :na\f.’ulowing findings:
B

It was)otcd |that the reading coordinator sl\ould

be a ehange agent” who posses%es interpersonal and commun--
ication skills ‘and 1s able c‘ guide and auecc teachérs IR

l

the 1nst_ruct.lonal improvement procgss.g " The readlng

',cqordlnator _is” reéponslble for planning, organlzlng,

coordinatln‘g and’ appralsing i the totai reading/language:
arts program of a—school d!strict. i ’ “

2. The ‘responsibilities most often reported for
Vr.eading 'cobrd.inators' were: | »ireadlng curriculum deve}ép-‘

ment; . knowledge of  the reading process; leadership ' in

‘ inservice teacher 'eaucauon-‘ expertise in dlagnostic «

instructlon‘_ supervision of instrucuon (which “Mcluded

-conferring with teachers) ~an4 cnntlnued\professlonal"

growth and developmeny
Anal’y:ls and’ synthests of, all data from the pcrccy-

'
tions o-f vclassroomy teachers and reading .program

coordinators w‘ho'partlclp;cefd in the‘stuldy ‘led ‘to the 4

o L
following findings: ~

1. A. majorlty of reading program coordlnators and -
classroom teachers indicated that the role f the-district.

readlng_ program ceordinator was pe‘rce&)'e’d'fasy important and

N




Le ,

necessary.
= ! ~ .‘2. ung classroom' teachers the most perfurmed
tasks/skl.ﬂs af the teading prugram coord!nator were ih
-‘the areas uf lntetperib‘nal skllls and attitudes and the
kr:owledge grea. The least perfomed tasks of the readlng

program coordi ator as perceived by classroom. -teachers

were 1in .the farea of"admin@sttatlve and organuational'w

activities. * i

a " .3..-Anong reading pFogram coordinators the most per- .
formed tasks/skills' of the Feading progfam 'c;brdinatér
were in the ateas of 1n(‘.erpersonal skills and att!tudes

ans owledge area. The least performed tasks of “the

A\

reading (coordinator wéremrea of administrative and .

‘organizational activitles.
- 4. Regarding distribution of the reading . program
. - coordin_ater's time, cla;sroom teachers felt that readlng

. program - coordinators should spend _a ‘slightly higher

percentage of time: working directly with children. than

readtng program c

nators did. Mowe‘\/e}, a‘majorlty of

reading ﬁt;)gram _oor‘dlnators and ¢lassroom taapheré were' " EE .

z & ln'-agreement' hat reading’ p‘togi‘am coordlna,tor.‘s _should
) spend 0-49 percent of their time working with teachers on

;4 group hasls and 0-49 percent of their tlme worklng with

teachers.on an individual basisa




~ 7 co i :
* Results of this study 1indicated that' ‘there are 2
s Ced,
. differences ~inm-perceptions -regarding the role of. the
readlné_ piégram coordlna\:or between primary/elementary
’ teacners and readlng prngram c‘éordlnators-. Reading ; b

program coordlnators were very posltiv: in theh percep-

] tlons of their performance of the majority of, task: usted £

" © Y in. the quesunnnnh;e. However, classroom teachers were.
more oritical’ in their perceptions regaFdTRythe readlng

program Mcoordlnator s pe!‘fol’mance of the tasks listed in
the questionnaire. While there was agreement ‘among both
groups n" respondents that reading program cnordlnatot:/‘ .
- . .did pet,‘fo!‘m to some degtee all of the tasks listed in the - . - T
" giestionnaire, there were distfnct differences in"class-,

'. ‘room teachers' and regdlﬁg program coordinators' perceps; -

- tlons regarding the degree to Which the reading coordina-

v - .t tor performed the tasks assoclated with his/her r{au, :
E ® ) _.._/‘\ e : .
Recmlendatlnns ¥, ’

= : % 'lhe researcher recommends that the Department of.
Educath‘)n 11\ Newfoundland and Labrador de".ne the Lrole of

. » I:he raadlng program coordlnator oucllnlng as :pecl“cally
_' as. possible the duties  and’ responslbultles assuclatgd

vilth thls role. . This. ro!e de:criptlon shou}d ha].p to .

4 o e clarlfy the role of .the readlng program coux‘dln_qar and‘




“ 1ncre'au the awareness of teachers, administrators, and

other school pe nhel of the a(}—tual services- the reading

progran cooruxnato;r‘ should. piov—i’db: Accnrdlng to. Rupley S
(1985) the identlricatlon of exlsting Job responsibilities o VVE. -
i-m' Feading’ coordlnators skould enable the more ‘acourate’.
spcclf!catlon of thelr role ln education thus enhanclng

che training of readlng coordlnatnrs and maximizlnq tce’ir
benefit:to the school readln program. ) ',

Z

‘2, The rolé of -the reading program rdinator as

tdentified “by the, -Department of. Education .should be

iy A examined - by individual school boards® throughout ‘the

province and adapted té sult the needs of their particular - -
distilct. Y Temie ow 0B iy he TR A

«Tl\e school hoard, wlth the help of teachers, v, 3

. prlnclpals and othet school persounel involvcd with the
- »readlng program ' coordinator

L By f\yuld"fcrmulate a 'role ol

désc ption for the readlng program coordinator that m‘eets ' e Y

the needs. of thelr‘lndlvidual dlstricts. As Wiles & -

Lovell (1953) argue; while Lt might not be pdssible -.to

'd‘eve;lup:a "universal tole" nhlch is apprnprlate l'or all

'v'superv.;s,nrs, a vulety of’. roles should be d.eflned at the 2 v

systems level in  order to" eil.m.lnateA much .of- the

‘ndefh\ltenau‘ and’ ladk  of under'standing gurzently

usochted with the role of lnstruetlonal 5upervisor. The




v

role of the readlng prngra- goordrnaior 1s one of the “most’ ‘_

- . important in coday s educatldqil sys(e- 1f Lts main goal, s
» the ilptove.ent of lnstrucﬂon, 1s carrlad uut. _Thé
uad{ng coor‘dlnator should be aware of ghe perceptlona of g
y

elassroo- taachers for $iis/ her rnle in ordar to acconpush

v thls goal., As, outllned in the..sectllon on role expectatlon ™ b,

theo_rj, the :‘reading ' coordinator's ro,*‘b -reflects ‘tl\a.
“ . demands and expectations of others. What a reddlng o To-
| . ordinator does or does not do isvlnilual\ced by the percep- ~
2% walbis ang N expecns}lons of ocr-eu for hid/her role. . -

Reading program oooruna:ou afe Lnstructiondl sipervisors

wh se prlnary purpnse is instructional .l.-grovenenl./ They o

ln a pnslunn to lnfluence and shups directly a schnal .

o S ul-lct‘ readipg -program an to !lnfluencu teaching)
behaviour. in such a way as ‘ta, improve learning. opport- &
7. - & . 5 . 4
2 unities for students. ‘Iherefure, reading profam

cogrdlnators should ascertain how thelr role is percelved

By teachers 1In comparison to how they percelve thelr own
¢ > -

. role. ,This would enable reading program coordinators to

uet‘ve more effectlvely in their lnstructlonal l.udershlp

: 7
role . i - -




o

T . L Y
5 o & 3 ~ .
replicated by reading program coordinators in ‘their
individual districts to determine the perceptlons of the

teachers he/she serves regarding his/her role., \
2. 'i’hls study .- l'oci‘sed . on prln’lary/elementary»

taachers' perceptions of the reading program cnardlnator s

role. " A sim’&lar study could be conducted -in urdcr to

deternine 3un(or/5enlor Hiqh teachers' perceptidns o the ,

role, of : the reading ptogram conrd!natar. .

3. This sntudy attempted vt'o:‘ determ!ne . c.léssr oni

Sy )
t;eachers' and readlng coordl ato perccptlons of the

accual "Tole of the reading cuordlnator. A ‘study’. could be -

eptions of the actual and l.deal

conducted to cnmpate ]

role nf the reading progtam coordinator.
s Further research could be c,nnducced to determine’

p:rceptlons of " school_;admln!st.rators, speclal education.ﬂ

_ll\structors, and other school'personnel 1nvolved ~with the.

< g
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‘the" sub-categories df knowledge, interpek

February 26, 1987

Dear Fellow Educator,

I am a graduate student in Curriculum and Instruction
at Memorial University of Newfoundland. At present, I .am
preparing a questionnaire for my thesis research on the
role of, the reading consultant as percelved by classroom
teacherg and by the reading consultant.

This study 1is under the directiofw of Dr. Marc
Glassman of ‘theé Department. of Curriculum and -Instruction
and Dr. Leonard Williams of the Student Teachlng Division
at Memorlal University of Newfoundland.

The purpose of this study is ‘to analyze the role of
the reading consultant in an attempt to determine 'whether
the. reading consultant's perception of his/her role

.differs significantly from the classroom béachers' per-

ception of the role of the reading consultant.

I should like to request your assistance in deter-
mining content valldlty of the questlonn‘lre and “to verify

al and admin-
istrative job competenciés- of readlng consultants  which
are used in the questionnaire

The questlunnalre has been compiled on the basis of ‘a

study by Pikulski and Ross (1979) and by a review of the

literature. The questionnalre is divided into two parts:
Part I: Background Information ) >

Part II: 'Classroom .teachers' <and reading consult-
ants' perceptions - regarding the Job
competencies expected of the reading

L col\su_ltant in the. followlng areas: .

1. Knowledge ‘items

2. Interpersonal Skills and Attltudes

3. Administrative and organizational
activities S




1.

- Your
appreclated.

: Your. part in the study will include:

122

Indicating whether the items are relevant tc the

three areas  (knowledge, lntel:;ersonal and

- administrative), investigated. ,

g . 2
Indicating any changes necessary in construction.

so- that  each ‘'item Iis wotdqd ln .a c,lear‘ and
unambiguous fasﬁlon. N
Adding any .commeﬁ\ts or' iﬁ; whlch you (eel would
improve the questlonnalre.

Sincerely. yours,
’ *

Theresa Jarvis

assiseance and _cooperation.yill be greatly’
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The “total Instrument consists of two parts: Form A
and Fofm B. rE

“In Form A, T would adwreciate 1t 1f you woul

Scrutinize the items ancoz’dlng to readabllity,
semantic ambiguities, possible confusion, etc.

2. Respond to ‘éach Kfem' according to the tnstruc-
tlons to Form A of the instrument.

i . ) . 3. Classify each ltem on. the sheet marked APpendix It
g & according to the categories: identified for the
study. .-‘The three categories are -(A) Knowledge,
(B) ‘Interpersonal skills and attitudes, and (C)
. . < Administrative~ * skills and organizational
" 5 activities. Y @

.

In Form B, I would again appreclate your scx!gli of
the items, paying particular attention to semantic ambig-
. .uitles and possible confusion. Please make appropriate
comments in- the space provided. 'If you are satisfied with
the ‘wording of the.items, please place a check (- ) in the
space provlded. » -

Your cooperatlon is very much appréclated. Please
respond at your eSrllest convenlence. - N




Quastloﬁnairc. The role of the reading consultant as
perceived by\classrnom teachers and by the

,reading consultant. Lo %

This questionnafre 1is divided into. two parts: Part
I, Hackground Information. N
~
Part II, classraam teaghers' and read'ing consultants'
perceptions regarding the job competencies. expected of the
reading consultant in the following areas:
(a) Knowledge

(b) Interpersonal skills and attitude

(c) Admipistrative and organizationdl activities
L

o




+. 5 AT - ey Do ME S gk Tt
° X >
' ¢ ' i
4 . # .
N % B ‘ 125 .
% . ) g .
¥ . Paét 1 Background Information . S B s
& . pe
% 4 ) Fleaseq‘;‘espnnd to huestinns 1
t
d 1.4 Séx, ‘, w - !
) S -1, Male ' , B2
; ) g o 2. Famale - o & ‘.t
g 2.0 Age’ D
= 1.7.20 = 29 years . .
B 30 - 39 ‘years
- 49 years 2
50 or. more years: -
T “Total years. in the teachlng pmressxon "
. . 4 years  : . ! fir il
o v BB 9 years ¢ . . e g B
3 . : 3.. .40 - W years - * sl .
g v g 4, r15 -.19 years . i . i
5% ;.20 oF are years i * S ' - ]
o ' \ Level of teaching eertificate , N R Bl
= ! z " . g, o
1. Grade 1’ s sy ' £
©. 2: ‘Grade II" G G = 2
Y 3., Grade -III | T B )
!‘ (M. Trade IV i s N 7" .

Y5, grade V
;- 6. Grade VI'. . <
7. Grade VII \

Job- Title

1. Principal -
. - 2.4 Vice principal . E
' 3. ..Classroom teacher ** ta ¥
4 . . " 4. Reading/Language 'Arts Program Coordlna:or

5. ‘Other (please speclfy) “




& School sue : @ ) : i,

Fewer than 100 students T,
.. 100 -:299 students.
'300.-- 499" students

Prlmary and, Elemtntary ol
Junior MHigh

Senlut Hl -
‘Junior and Senlor ngh
de |

Han lmpottant do yon thlnk it is to hava“ r:adl g A
consultants available dt the bpard-level? * N

unin\poxtant
minor ‘importance..’ — . .
Somewhat 1mpo’hxt @ e Y .

Very. importdnt
,absulutely essen

1al.

me 46 you think. .
hildren Ln.the..

9 Huw much of, the rfeading consul\:ants
" 'should be, spent vmrking directly wi
blas,sraom - .

con;ultants time da you think’
should ' be. spen: wor! im;’ directly - with  classroom
..teachers'"both'son- an, individual® basis (4emonatruuon
lesdons) and on a group basts (inservice ses:(ons)‘l :




8. .
9

80-89%
0-100% -

127
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Part II 3 . i v v R
The following statements express feelings ‘that the

classroom -teacher and ‘the reading consultant might have
about the role’ of the reading consultant at the board

level. Please .give your owh . feeungs by circling the

'approprlahe polnt on the scale.
1,0 strongly agree Y
. 2. -agree: "
3. neutral » = ®
4.. disagree ' v g “
5. strongly disagree *

Knowledge: . . e g 5
The competent reading consultant:

1. Should develop a dlstrict wide 1.2 3 4 5
reading philosophy with/the help of
teachers, admln!stratol‘s, remedial
instructors and-other speclalized,
personnel. \ .

2. Should translate the diftrict philo- 1.2 3.4 .5
sophy of reading into a working
program consistent with the needs of
the students, the teacher and the
community. .

\3.  Should identify approprlate materlals 1.2 3 4 5
and. equipmént needed to support the
defined dlsttlct reading program.

'S Should have a broafl understanding of 1.2 3 4 5
curriculim "and evaluation with special
attention to the role of reading in
the curriculum.

5 Should keep the’public informed of 123 45
J the' goals, needs and rati hale of
the reading program.

6. , Is up-to-date regarding research 1 23 4 5
findings and new theories In reading.




can dlagnou}peclfic reading abili-
tles and,‘de”clencle: of students.

Should influence the direction and
quality of a school system's reading
program,so that all students move "
toward their full potential in °
learning to read. .

Should ‘encourage teaghers to use -
different strategles such as
language experience, ‘programmed ¢
reading; etc., in the!r reading

“Anstruction.’

A6.
17,

Should:‘have a depth of background 123
“in ,reading and related areas.

Should help teachers to diagnose 12 3
reading strengths and weaknesses

of students.

Should consult .regularly with § ?1 2 3
cldssroom teachers on matters
.gelating to-reading tnstruction. . .
Should knoy the f{mportant approache-s -1 2 3
to the teachlng of teadlng. s
Intergeuonal Skills and Attitudes

-

The competent reading con)sultant:

Comijunicates well. 1 2 3
Is experienced in group dynamics 1.2 3

18. .

Is familiar with a Qld'; v,ariety of
children's books.

. Should have an indépth knowledge of

the reading process.

and human relatlons.

Operates democratically rather than
Lautocratically.

1.2 3
1.2+3
.2 3

=129
4 s
45

4.5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5

4 5
4 5
4 5




“19.

20.

21
22.
23!

24.

25.
Y26,

27.

28.
29.

" 30,

31,

Has confidence in his/her own ability.

Has the ability to critlcize
constructively. w s

can ac‘pt and deal with other
people's feelings as ﬂell as thelr
ideas.

JEstablished,rapport and open commuii-
catlon,. with teachers.

Avolds ‘conveying _the. impression of
having the answer to all problems
.faced. by teachets.

Encourages the implementation of
promising. ideas. )

Is adaptable’.and flexible. -
Should possess those personal traits

of warmth, friendliness, patlence and
a sense of humor ,

Is Interested In helping, people, both
. children and adults.

Should be an idea petson,-one who
starts persons thinking about ney and
improved ways of doing things.

Should be able to vm_rk effectively
in both one to one relationships |

. and.group settings\

Should concéive his primary role as

being a helper to teachers. "

Administrative and Organllatlnﬁal Actlvltles’/

The ‘competent ‘reading consultant:

.Orients beginnipg teachers as to the
philosophy, ‘protedures, and materials
for the school’'reading program.

1

5

1

2

3 4
3 4
3k
3 %
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
®
3 4




41.

b2,

Can make reading materials to supple-
ment reading programs, readily
avallahle to teachers.

_Initiates and supervises pilot,

experimental. and. innovative
lnstrucuonal stta.tegles. 8

Previews and evaluates the selection
of reading -and language arts text-

.books, 'tests and other media.

Directs 'schoolwide testing programs '
involving reading achievement. and
capaclty. E

Conduéts an e\valuatlun program that
accurately determines the effective-

.ness of the existing readipg program.

Organizes inservice sessions that
glve teachers a better understanding
of the 'reading process and how to
teach reading. .

Should prepare an annual report for
the schbol board summarizing the ..

years activities and make rpcommend-
ations for change.

Arganges for short. term, informal
workshops in which groups of teachers
may glve specific attention to certain
ptoblems that arise in carrying out
the, instructlonal prugram in reading.

Evaluates inservice programs to see
if they are -achieving desired ends
and to discover ways of improving
future programs.

Heads committees to develop guides,
curriculum or courses of study in
reading.

Compiles- and lnterprets profiles of
a&andardlzed readlng test scores.

o~
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3 4 5
3 w5

3 4.5
3 45
3% 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3.4 5




43.

b4,

45.

Attends and participates In local,
regional, ahd national workshops,
conferences and meetings concerned
with the improvement of readlng
Anstruction.

$ends funds approprlated for reading
materials wisely. <
Provides leadership in getting'-
support from parents, teachers,
administrators and other specialized
-personnel for the reading program.

E |

» s
132

2 3 & 5
2 3 &S
2-3-4 5
N




Definition of Terms

s wa The following definitions of terms are to -serve as -«
guidelines for the classification of .the items in the LA
enclosed Instrument. ' . i ,

. ‘s Knowledge - ~information generally of. a tech-

~ nical-professional nature that the consultant s
A should have available to.dispense or apply as » 2

A needed. - s . i

. 2. 1Interpersonal -. personal-social qualities ‘and’
attitudes that should allow the consultant  to
Interact ‘more ‘effectively' with .students,-
\ gteachers, administrators and people in general.

~¥~ Administrative - skills that should allow the 3
consultant to contribute actively to the organiz-
- ation, guidance and direction of the reading
program. S =
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Appendix.I to Accompany Fora A of the Instrument /

, Please check the apprnpr!ate block accurdlng to ltem
.classification.

Item No.

Knowledge

\interpersonal | Administrative

1

<

R




et Ag‘nendli 1 - continued
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R {ItemNo.| Knowledge -

Interpersonal

Adminisfrative

21

22

S e 23 . - .
NI

-




- Appendix I - continued. ' v
) Iten No.| Knowledge ' .| Interpersonal | Administrative
s BRI k

a3 !

[ : ;
Y 45 ~
b = -
. \

§ ; ,

v

&=




wk / , Form B f‘ |

\ L

* The following statements are presented to .you  for
your “scrutiny. Look for possible confusion, semantic .

v E ambigulities, etc.’ Respond to “the. items as If -you;were.to

4 rate them on a -scale from strongly agree to strongly
. di'sagree. Please  state your comments n the space, :

" provided, .- If you are ‘satisfied with the wording of the . ’\
itéms,. please place a check ( ) in the space |provided. .
g . \

I Item _ & v Culégt

The competent Reading Consultant: ,

Directions

17+ Should develop a district wide . w2
‘reading philasophy with the help "
of teachers, administrators,” .
-~ remedial instructors and other
. “\ speclalized personnel. () o

2. Should trdnslate the district W
philosophy of reading into a . __
_ workin@\ program consistent with
\ : the needs of the.3tudents, the
N * teacher and the“community. () ¥

3. Should‘;dentlfy appropriate
S materidls and equipment needed to
e support the defined district
. reading program. _- )

4, Should have a broad understanding ¢
of curriculum and instruction with .
speclal attentlon to the role of |

. ] reading in the curriculum. ().
5. . Should keep the public informed , —-- |
. of the goals, needs and rationale |

of the reading: program. £}

6. Is up-to-date.regarding research
findings and new theories in
reading. " " ) .




v

’
Can Magnase\speclfic reading 2 2
abilities and deficiencies of = . Q@
~students. L) e e

Should influence the direction ’

and quality of a school system's

reading program so that all- . T - %

students move toward their full N % . p

potential in learning: to read. () - a-
¥

Should .encourage teachers to use .,
different strateglies such as ¢ -
language gxperience, programmed . ) !
reading, etc: in their reading . 3 ot
instruction. - Q) ?

1s familiar nlt}' a wide vailcty,' =
of children's books. Q) - >

Should know the important™ o E e
approaches to the teachIng of ¥

reading. '( ). o vy S

Should have an indepth knowledge
of the reading process. ) &

. Should have a depth of background = g
.in reading and related areas. o ) “

Should help teachers to diagnose
Eeadlng strengths and weaknesses
of students.

,Should consult regularly with
classroom teachers on matters
relating to reading 1n\strycunp.

Communicates well.

Has experience in group dynamics ’
and human relations. ({8)

Operates demucratléally rather - -
that autocratically. g ¢ 9 iy s

"Has confidence in his/her own ~
ability. %

w




20.

21.

2.
25.

26.

) 30.

32.

53"
‘problems faced by teach

29.

31.

Has the abiIity to crlticize v -
constructively. . . €. J P)
Can accept and deal with other ek A * 3
people's feelings as well as .
their ideas.

Establishes rapport and open . | -
communication with teachers. - ) . i

Avolds conveying thg imp esslon et e
of ‘having the answer to/‘ll. o e P
: % 5 : 2.5t A i

Is adaptable and flexible. 5 .
Should possess .thnse personal o e

traits of-warmth, friengliness, - . - S r
patlence and .a V“se of humor., . () .* -

Is interested in’ he.lping ‘people, > .
both children and ad () 5 5 %=

Should be an J.daa _petson, one- # s oF 2
who starts people thinking : - - o} oL
about new and improved ways of - 7 N to.
doxng things. . - () R A

Should be able: tQ woik-effect- 20 A P “
ively in both one ‘to oie < . T
rel‘atlnnshlps and group settlngs. (G s P p i

Shoul.\concelve his primary rnle.

as being“a ‘helpet to ‘teachers. ) o o BEE WH %

Encouragan the: lmplementatlan St Wiy N !

of promising ideas, (0 ¥ %
Orients beglnnlng teacheu T - T

to the philosophy, procedures and * = N i,
materials for'the school program. [ e

Can maka raadlng matetlals to 3 A i £
supplement _reaging programs, 7Py gt e
readily available to teachers. \( ) oy




33.

348

35,

“38.

‘39,

° 3 s
Initlates ahd supervises pllot,

experimental .apd Lnnovative
1nstrd‘etlonal s«:rategles. .

Previews and :valuates the
selection ‘of eadlng and - Ianguﬁge
arts’ taxtbonk ¥ tests and ther

'med‘la. A

Dlreits school wlde testlng
‘progpams -1 voLvlng readlng

* Conducts ‘an evaluatlm\ prugra
that accurately dctarmines the
effectlveness uf the ex

organlzcs inservlce sesslons that
give teachers a better under=
Standing -of the réading process
+ and how to - teach readlng.

Should preparé an annual report .
for the school board. summartzing
the years activities and. make
x‘ecommendatlous fovr change.'-

Arl\ange; 7or shart ‘term lnfurmal N
workshops, in.which groups of .
“:-teachers may give 'specific

" attentidn .to certdin.problems that':
_arise tn carry'lng out the instruc- g

815

Tw2,

tiona‘l ptogram in readlng. *

Evaluates 1nservh:e progtams to-
.see 1f they are achle\ilng desired
ends-and to discovér ways.of _ *
‘improving§ future’ programs.

Heads committees ;to develop
guides, curriculum or ;courses of
study in readlng. _—
Compiles and lnterprets pro(ues
of standardlzed reading test
“scores.




43.

44,

45,

"Provides leadership in getting

Attends and participates in
local, ‘regional a national
workshops, conferences and

meetings concerned. with the

lnprovelent of reading. ()

Spends funds appropriated for' .

" reading materials wisely. L |

support from parents, teachers,

administrators and other specxal-'
ized personnel for reading

programs. M 3 2
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Questionnaire I
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For Reading/Language Arts Program , e
Coordinators
- .
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5 B
Reading Coordinator's Role Survey
" This questionnaire 1s to examine the role of the
reading coordinator at the board level as perceived by
classroom teachers and by reading coordlnators.q
i 1
It is'divided Into ‘two parts:

Part I: ‘Background.lnfom-atlon

“ k s o
- Part II: Classroom teachers' and reading -coordina-
. tors' ~ perceptions. regarding the Job
cgmpetencies of. the reading coordinator in o o
- :L—v-..(a; of (a) Knowledge; " (b)' Inter- s

personal skills  and - atittudes; and (c).
Administrative and organlizational -activi-
ties.: a S . ¥

vl
A




- ) ~
» \'
Part I Background Information.

B Please respond ‘to questions 1 - 14 by circling the
number of the appropriate response.

. 1. Sex
B
1. Male .
2. .Female
"2, Age ' "
1. 20-29year‘s»~.‘ ‘ « £ o »

2. 30 - 39 years
3. B0 - 49.years'
4. 50 or more years

3. Level of Education it
=

1. Degree not completed
2. B.Ed (Primary)
3. B.Ed (Elementary)

4. B.Ed (Secondary) . ’
5. B.A.(Ed) ’\//
Other Bachelor Degree, e.g. B.A., B.Sc.

7, ~M.Ed (Curriculum and.Instruction)
/a. M. Ed (Other area,. e.g. Ed.Administration,
Ed.Psychology) '

. - b Level of Education’with concentration in reading

1.. M.Ed with concentration in reading

- 2. 7..- 9 graduate courses with concentration in
* reading . . 5
3. 4 - 6 graduate courses with concentration in
reading
41 - 3 graduate courses with concentration in
reading - %
5. 4 - 6 undergraduate courses in reading Q

6. 1 .- 3 undergraduate courses in reading : i
7. No concentration in reading
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5. Total yearesvln the teaching profession
| . 1. 0 - & years i
3 2. 5 - 9 years -
5 * 3. 10 - 14 years 2 ~
. 4. 15 - 19 years {
- 0 5. 20 or more years i
. N ~" Level of teaching certificate
v Grade I ) » : N
3 Grade II
Grade III
] Crade IV
Grade V : &
Grade VI .
: Grade VII ; v ‘ f
o vl
° Title B

1. Principal \/ ¢ o
2. Vice principal
3. Classroom teacher
4. Reading specialist in the school
5. Remedial Reading Teacher
N 6. Reading or Language Arts Program Coordinator
7. Other (please specify)

8. School Size

1. Fewer than 100 students

2. 100 - 299 students

3. 300 - 499 students

4. 500 or more .

9. Current teaching level

1. K-3: Primary ,

2. 4-6: Elementary

3. K-6: Primary and Elementary

. 4. 7-9: Junior High 4

5. K-9: . ’

6. 10-12: Senlior High
©7.  7-12: Junior and Senlw&/mgh

8. All Grade
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-

. 10. How important do you think it is to HKave reading
/ ecoordinators available at the board level? 5 .

1. Unimportant : .
.2. Minor lmportance .
. Important- .

Very important
3 _Essential -
" . o A . \
11. How much of .the reading coordinator's- time do you
- think should ‘be spent working directly wlth children
in the classroom?
1 1. 0 - 9% ok g
2. 10 - 19% - [
3. 20 - 29% | .
4. 30 - 39% %
5. 40 - 49% .
6. 50 - 59% @
7.- 60 - 69%.
8. 70 - 79% . ;
9. 80 - 89%
10. 90 - 100%
12. How much of the reading coordinator's. time do you
. thirnk should be spent working directly with classroem
teacher's on an - individual, basis (demonstration
lessnns)? % ; °
1. 0 - 9% T
,2. 10 = 19% ,
30 20 - 29% .
4. 30 - 39%
5. 40 - 49% '
@ 6. 50 - 59%
7. 60 - 69% e
8. 70 - 79% -
“ . 9. 80 - 89%
- 100%

13. How much of the reading coordinator's time do you
think should be spent working directly with classroom
teachers on a group basis (inservice sessions)? °




1. 0- 9%
2. 10 - 19% +
3. 20 - 29%
4o 30 - 39% £
: 5. 40 - 49%
6. 50 - 59%
~ - 7. 60 - 69%
« . 8. 70 - 79%
9. 80 - 89%
10. 90 - 100%

y 14. _If you are ‘a reading or 'language arts coordinator,
please lsdlcate the number of years you have been in

this position. ., 5 .
.00- & g % \ 4
Dos- 9 : : '
3. 10 - 14 ;
. \lo1s - 19 ) -
5. 20 or more - : ~: % ?
.
>
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(/‘1‘!9

The following statements express job competencies of
the reading/language arts coordinator at.the board 'level.
Please indicate your perception of what -you are doing by

circllng fhe appropriate point on the scale.

1 Strongly Agree - -SA
3 2 .Agree Y
3. Neutral . N
4 Disagree . DA ~J
5 Strongly Disagree SD f
6. Not Applicable NA®
Knowledge
.+ As a readi’n:glianguage arts coordinator ..
- SA A N
1. I develop a district wide 12

reading philosophy with the help
of teachers, administrators,
remedial instructors and other
specialized personnel.

2. I translate the district philo- 1 2
- sophy of reading into a working
program cansistent with the needs
of the students, the teachers and ™
the comminity.

3. I know the appropriate materials 1 2
and equipment needed to support
the deflined district program.

4. I have a broad understanding of 1 2,
the role of reading in the
curriculup _~

5. I keep the parents informed of 1 2
P the goals, needs and rationale
. of the reading proébram.

6. I keep up-tn date regarding 1 2
. research findings and new
theories In reading.

so,

NA




7.

I diagnose specific reading 1 2
abilities and deficiencies of
students.

~ \
I help tdachérs to diagnose 1 2

reéading Strengths and weak-

.nesses of students.

‘I influence the quality of a 12

school [system's reading program
so that all students move toward
their full potential in reading.

1 encourage teachers to use 1 2
several strategies such as

Language Experience, Individual-

ized Reading and Directed Readlng
Thinking Activities in thelr

reading instruction.

- §
I famlliarize myself with a 1 &
wide variety of children's books.

I have an indepth knowledge of 1 2

the reading process. -

I have a broad background in 172
reading courses.

I consult regularly um class- 1 2
room teachers on matte
relating to reading xnstructlon.

I know the important approaches 1 2
to the teaching of reading.

l;lterpersona.l Skills and At‘tltudes

As a reading/language arts coordinator

I have confldence ln my own L | 2
ability. g

I have the’ ability to criticize 1 2
constructively.




18.

19.

20.

T BTy wnalile: 56 WoFE effectively 1.

2.

23.

24,

25.
¢

26.

27.

28.

I establish rapport and open 1
communication with te‘achers.

I avoldconveying the impres-. 1
sion of having the answer to
all problems faced by teachers.

]

I encourage the implementation 1
of promising ddeas.
in one to one relatlonships.

I am able to work effectively =~ 1
in group settings.
Evs

1 perceive my primary role 1
as being a helper togteachers.

Administrative and Organizational Activities

~
2

2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
-~

As a reading/language arts coordinator

I orient beglnning teachers to 1
the philosophy, procedures ana
materials for the school readbng
program.

I have reading materials avail- 1
able for the teacher to
supplement reading programs.

I initiate and supervise exper- 1
imental and innovative
lnstructloni.l strategle_s.

I preview and evaluate the 1
selection of reading and .
language arts textbooks, tests,
and other media. . .

I direct district wide testing 1
programs involving reading
achlevement.

2

3
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«
5 6
5 6
5 6
5 6 ' .
5 6
5 .6
[
5 6
% 6 i
' 4
5 6
5 6
o
5 6




29.
30.

31.

v
32.

33.

34,

35.

36.

I compile and- interpret pra- 1 2 3
files of standardized reading
test scores. 7

I conduct evaluation programs 1 M2 3
that accurately determine the
effectiveneds, of the existing

“reading programs.

I organize inservice sessions 1 2= .3
that give teachers a better
understanding of the reading

process.and how to teach

reading.

1 arrange for short term, 1 2 3
informal workshops in which :
groups of teachers may give
specific attention to certaln
problems that arise in carryling
out the instructlonal program

& In reading.

I evaiuafe inservice programs 12 3
to see if they are achieving -

desired ends and to discover

ways of improving future programs.

I head committees to develop 1 2 3
guides, curriculum, or courses :

of study in readinf.w o

I attend and participate in 1 2 3

.local, regional and national
workshops, conferences, and
meetings cencerned with the N =
improvement of. readin
instructlion. . ®

I provide leadership in getting 1 2 3
cooperation from parents, -
teachers, administrators, and. . ‘ &
other speclalized personnel for

the reading program.




37.

I spend funds- allocated for 12 3 4 5 6
readlng materials wisely.- :

I prepare an annual report for 1 2.3 & 5 6. 4
the school board summarizing .
the year's activities and make -
recommendations for change, if - .
necessary. g B . R =



Questionnaire II

& 34

For Cl s_srn‘T T;a’eh‘or‘:
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Reading. Coordinator's Role Survey
This questionnalire 1s to examine the role of the
redding coordinator at the board level as perceived by
classroom teachers, and by reading coordinators.
It is divided into two parts:

Part I: Background Information

Classroom teachers' and reading coordina-
tors' perceptions regarding the job. compe-
- tencies' of the reading coordinator in the
areas ‘of (a)  Knowledge; (b) Interpersonal

Rart II

tive and, organizational activities.

skills and attitudes; and () Administra-




Part I -Background Information

Please respond to questions 1 - 14 by circli

number of the appropriate response.
1. ' Sex

1. Male
2. Female

1. 20 - 29 years '
2. 30 - 39 years
3. 40 - 49 years
"'4. 50 or more years --’

3. Level'of Education

1. Degree not completed

1 2. B.Ed (Primary),
3. B.Ed (Elementary) '
4. B.Ed (s:condary)
5. B.A.(Ed)

6. Other Bachelor Degree, e.g. B.A., B.Sc.

7. M.Ed (Curriculum and Instruction)
8. M.Ed (Other area, g.
Ed .Psychology) e

»
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£ e

Ed. Admlnl:tratlon,

4. Level of Education with concentratlon in reading

1. M Erwith concentration In readlng

2. - 9 graduate courses with concentration in
r:adln S

3. & - 6 graduate courses with concentration in
reading

4. 1 - 3 -graduate courses with concenfration in

reading
5. & - 6_undergraduate courses i’ reading
' 6. 1 - 3 undergradudte courses in reading
7. No concentration in reading




S. Total years In the teaching profession

1. 0 - & years

s 2. 5 - 9 years
3. 10 - 14 years

© &. 15 - 19 years

. —5. 20 or more years

4. Level of teaching certificate

1. Grade I 5 :
2." Grade II . ) @ y ‘
) 3. Grade III | ] 7
“ % 4. Grade IV J ¥
5. . Grade V e
= b . 6. Grade VI
“ g 7. Grade VII/; b .

7. Job Title’ : S

Principal

Vice principal

Classroom teacher

Reading specialist “in the school >
Remedial Reading Teacher

Reading or Language Arts Program Coordinator
Other (please specify) >

8. School Size

1. Fewer than 100 students .
2. 100 - 299 students .
3 3. 300 - 499 students

*,4. 500 or more
9. Current teaching level

1. K-3: Primary

a“ 2. 4-6: Elementary I .
= R N 3. K-6: -Primary and Elementary
) A &, 792 :lunlor ngh .
5. K-9: ' 3 -

‘ 6. 10-12:. Senlor High .
f 7. 7-12¢ Junior and Senior High g
. 8. ALl Grade .




12.

s

, How important do you think it is to have

158

reading
coordinators available at the board level?

1. Unimportant

2. Minor importance

3. Important

4. Very important

5. Essential ¢

How much of the reading coordinator's time .do—ybu
think should be spent working directly with children
f

in the classroom? . 4
1. 0~ 9%

2. 10 -719%

3. 20°- 29%

b 30 - 39% -

5. 80 - hox! £

6. 50 - 59%

7. 60 - 69%

8. 70 - 79% d

9. 80 - 89% ¥
10. 90 - 100%

How much of the reading coordinator's time do you
think should be spent working directly with classroom

teachers on an individual basls (demonstration
lessons)? »

1. 0- 9% b

2. 10 - 19%

3.. 20 - 29%

4. 30 - 39% ,

5. 40 - 49% Ve
6. 50 - 59%

7. 60 - 69% i
8. 70 - 79% N

9. 80 - 89% L

10. 90 - 100%

How much of the reading coordinator's time do you.
think -should be spent working directly with classroom
teachers on a group basis (inservice sessions)? gk
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1. 0- 9% b i
2. 10 - 19%
3. 20 - 29% »
4, 30 - 39%
5. 40 - 49%
6. 50 - 59% #
- 7. 60 - 69% -
8. 70 - 79% *
9. 80 - 89%

10. 90 - 100%

14, If you are a.reading or ianguage arts coordinator,
lease indicate the number of years you have been in
this position. . ' E

2. 5- 9 ¥
3, 10 - 14
4. 15 - 19
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Part 11 *

The following statements express job competenclies of
the reading/language arts coordinator -at the board level.
Please indicate your perception of what your reading
coordinator is doing by circling the appropriate polint dn
the scale.

J

1 Strongly)Agree SA
2 Agree A .
3 Neutral N >
& Disagree_ DA 7
5 - Strongly Disagree  SD
6 Not Applicable NA .
' Knowledge &

The reading/language arts coordinator ...
' SA A N.DA SD NA

1. develops. a district wide 1 2 3 &4 5 6
reading ‘philosophy with the help
of teachers, administrators,
. remedial instructors and other
speclalized personnel.

2. translates the district philo- 1 X« 3 4 5 6
sophy of reading into a working
program consistent n_itythe needs

= of the students, the téachers and
the community.

3. knows the appropriate materials 1 2 3 &4 5 6
and equipment needed to' support
the definéd district program.

4. has broad understanding of the. 1 2 3 .4 5 6
role of reading in the %
curriculum. &

5. keeps the parents informed of 1 2 3 4 56
~ the goals, needs and rationale
of 'the reading program. “ -




6.

-7,

8.

9.

10.

1.
12.
13.

14,

15.

1é:

is up-to-date regarding
research findings and new.
theories in reading.

diagnoses specific reading
abilities and deficiencles of
students.

helps teachers to diagnose
reading strengths and weak-
nesses of students.

influences the quality of a
“school 'system's reaflng program
so“that all students move toward

.;helr full potential ln reading.

encourages teachers’,.t‘g use
s€veral strategies: such as
Language Experience, Individua'l-
ized Reading and Directed Reading
Thinking Activities in their -
reading instruction.

l‘s familiar with a wide variety
‘of children's books.

has an indepth knnwledge af
"the reading process.

has a broad background in
reading courses.

consults regularly with class-
room teachers oh matters
relating to\_x’eadlng instruction.

knows the ‘important approaches
of the teaching of reading.

Interpersonal Skiils and Attitudes

;

1

2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 8
23 8
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 8
2 3 8
2 3 4
2 3 4

The reading/language arts coordinator ...

has.confidence in hislhn own
ability.

1

2 3 4

5




20%
.
21.

22.

24,

25.

26.

27.

13

has the ability to criticize 1 2 3 &
constructively.
establishes rapport and opan‘ 1 2 3 4

communication with teachers.

avoids conveying the impres- 1 2-3 &
sion of having the answer to
all problems faced by teachers.

encourages the implementation 12 3 4
of promising ideas.. | . .

works effectively in one.to one 1 273 &4
relationships.

works effectively in group 12 3 4
settings. < [N

perceives his/her primary role Tas 2 3.4
as being a helper to teachers. .

Administrative and Organizational Activities

The reading/language arts coordinator ...

orients beginning teachers to 12 3 &
the philosophy, procedures and

materials for the school reading

program. v

has reading materials avail- 1 2 3 4
able for the teacher to
supplement reading programs.

initiates and supervises exper- 1 2 3 &
imental and innovative
instructional strategies.

previews and evaluates the “ 2 3 ‘h
selection of reading and

language arts textbooks, tests,

and other media.

5 & T




28. directs district wide testing 1 2 3 & 5 .6
programs involving reading
achievement.

29. complles and interprets pro- 12 3 4 5 6
e — . files of standardized reading
test scores. "
.

that accurately determine the
effectiveness of the existing
. Rl reading progranms.

30. conducts evaluation programs 1 2 3 & 5 6 \

2 31. organizes inservice sessions 1 2.3 & 5 ¢
. that give teachers a better s y
: understanding of the reading i

proce3s and how to teach

reading. L

32. arranges for short term, 1 2 3 4 5 6
informal workshops in which
- . *groups of teachers may give
specific ‘attention to certaln ’
problems that arise in carrying
out the Instructiohal program
¥in reading. "\

33. evaluates inservice programs 1 2 3 & ] 6
to see if they are achleving
desired ends and to discover >
5 ways of l‘n‘provlng‘ future programs. . e
34, heads committees to develop 1 2 34 5 6
* guides, ‘curriculum, or courses
of study in reading.

35. attends and participates in 1 2 3 4 5 6
local, reglonal and national
workshops, conferences, and
. _ meetings concerned with the
improvement of reading
* insteuction..




provides leadership in getting
cooperation from parents,
teachers, administrators, and
other specialized personnel for
the reading program.
spends funds allocated for
reading materials wisely.

prepares an annual report for

the school board summarizing

the year's activities.and make

recommendlations for change, if
-+ necessary. .

1
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St. John's, Newfoundland =

Dear Col.league. 4 « T & W
I am a graduate student 1n the Depannent n\' Currlcu—
lum and 1nstructlon at Heuor!al University,of Newfound- ° N
1and. I am nonducung ) study on. the role of _the reading ) &
,cu&rdinator as pereelved by :hs classroom teacner, aﬁa\hy - %
Qhe readJng coordinator. 8 . B
TRis research L5 betng eonductéd under the direction ' E o
cof, Dr. Nare Glassman of the Department of Curriculum and
lnscru,puon at Memorial University of Newfounﬂlaqd
' ‘Enclosed 1s a copy of the questlonnalre. a form
“letter “to tanoilers, sl Giewn Eavelopes oF -ssldsted
teAaqher; in your s‘ch(;ol. Each b:ownkﬁveiope contatns the ) -
questlnl‘nal‘re, the ‘letter, and a st‘alped self-addressed
- envélope." Would you please ‘distribute the‘se' to the
' teachers to who’n they a‘rev addre’s:;d? ‘Becausé ‘t‘ing‘ téachefs
v‘ere s:;evcbed” raﬁdnnly theie may be sgn;e teacher‘s to lhon-_
this ql;es&\n'nna‘ue <is not applicable k.g. a’ Muslc k 0.3
t:acher., If cbﬁu occurs at youp Qchnal, would‘ym’: please

Cglve. the ques-ﬁlonnuru to' another clautoom or reaujlv{b/’ i

language teacher.- g r ! * 1 i n !

" The' information will be ‘sérigtly 'confidentlal.
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. . of
aE, B © Questionnalre responses from your school will be combined . b
% ... with those fkom othek schools. No attempt will be made to
' identify individ eachers, or schools. = ) = . S )
. . .1 would apprecigts your time and ass{stance. £
B . L o, . Sincerely y;)urs,
. . - <5 . N '
v % _ P
‘y issens §
! Theresa Jarvis
. .
“ u . o
2 .- S
- 2 o .
.
i . R Y .
o © n p
i ¥ 5 . =%
. L - !




Dear Colleague, B

2. 8th :lol'g‘n' s, _Newroundxanﬁ'

I am a graduate student ln the Department of " Currlcu-
lum and Instructlon at. Memorial University of Newfound-
land. As part of the requirements for, my Masters de ree,
I am‘ co’nductlng thesls research concerning the role of the
reading program coordinator at the school board’ level.

- This research is being cohducted under the direction

of ‘Dr. Marc .Glassman-.of the Department of Curriculum and

‘Instruction at Memorial University of Newfoundland.

1 w‘ould' like to request your assistance in. my
research project. I am enclosing a questionnaire on the

role of the reading program coordinator. I would apprqbl-

" . ;
T ate it if you would complete the questlonnaire and returh

it to me at your earlle;t convenlience. y
The ‘information will be strictly canf!dentla’i.

Questionnaire responses from your school will be combined

.with those from other schools. There will not be any

possibility  of identifying individual ,teachers, or
sc!\ools; s W ® /
‘Yours cooperation will be greatly appreclated.
Sincerely yours.'

Theresa darvis




OOVERNMENI‘ OF NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

P. 0. BOX 4750
ST. ]OHN 'S, NFLD.

. x AlC

March 19, 1987

s
Ms. Thereba Jarvis . Lo
Apartment #304, Building #1A
Valleyview Apartments
St. John's, NF
. MB 162

Dear Ms, Jarvis:

This is in reference to your letter of March Srd
inguiring about the: job descriptions for District Language.
Arts Coordinators.

The role of the Department is to set the qualifications
and experience required: for certifiggtion of Coordinatérs.
The actual job specification is the pferogative of the respec-
tive District Administration keeping, of courseg within the
general inténtion of the purpose for Coordinatd which is
to coordinate the work of the respective subject area within
the schools under its jurisdiction.

At the present time, & Committee is working- on the
revision of the qualifications and identification of subject
areas for Coordinators but it is unlikely that the Department
will make any ‘changes to. the current -policy with respect‘
to autonomy of the Districts. i oy
. T trust thls information will be cf help to you in your
_study.

Sincerely,
: o
Edna Turpin-Downey, Ed.D.
Assistant Deputy Minister
Educational Programs )
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