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ABSTRACT 

School districts across the nation are hiring literacy coaches, but there is little empirical 

evidence with regard to the effectiveness of coaching influencing teacher practice in literacy 

instruction.  The purpose of this study was to examine the role of literacy coaches in seven Texas 

Coastal Bend school districts and their perceived influence on the self-efficacy of teachers for 

literacy instruction.   

The literature review is organized in three themes: (a) the literacy coach defined; (b) the 

evolution of the role, responsibilities and qualifications of literacy coaches; (c) teachers’ sense of 

efficacy.  The data tools for this quantitative study utilized telephone interviews of 11 elementary 

literacy coaches in the Texas Coastal Bend and an online survey, Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for 

Literacy Instruction Scale (TSELIS), to determine the influence of literacy coaches’ work with 

teachers as perceived by the teachers.   

The results of this study indicate that literacy coaches influenced teachers’ overall 

literacy instruction and ability to provide differentiated instruction (M = 3.60) but did not provide 

enough support in writing strategies.  These findings have implications for the need to hire 

qualified literacy coaches who spend more time providing job-embedded coaching for teachers.  

The results also show a need to provide formal training for literacy coaches in reading and 

writing instruction to have a better impact on instruction. This study provides information to 

school administrators, because in this time of resource challenges, it is important for 

administrators to know how to use elementary literacy coaches in the best, most efficient 

manner.  Recommendations for future research include examining the long term effects of 

literacy coaching on student achievement, and what kind of training is most effective to develop 

a successful literacy coach. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Educators have searched for ways to improve reading achievement in elementary through 

high school, usually by targeting the materials, programs, or instructional practices used by 

teachers.  The recent emphasis on coaching represents one more attempt to improve reading 

instruction.  Coaching puts the focus on improving the quality of classroom instruction with 

coaches supporting teachers in content-specific curriculum.  There are still unanswered questions 

about whether coaching actually makes a difference in teacher practice and student achievement.  

While there is some research which examines teacher efficacy, there is little evidence that 

coaching changes teacher practices or improves student learning (Brown, Stroh, Fouts, & Baker, 

2005).   

 With the significant focus on reading achievement at federal, state, and local levels in the 

United States, the role of the reading specialist has changed.  A variety of new titles have come 

with the changing roles such as reading coach and literacy coach.  Some coaches do not have any 

specific training in reading, whereas others are school district employees with master’s degrees 

and reading specialist certifications.  Ideally, these reading coaches would meet the standards for 

reading specialist/literacy coach in Standards for Reading Professionals, Revised 2010 and hold 

a reading specialist certification.  But some states do not have reading specialist certification 

available.  Those school districts may hire candidates who have other qualifications, such as an 

in-depth knowledge of reading processes, acquisition, assessment, and instruction (International 

Reading Association, IRA, 2004).   

Literacy coaching provides job-embedded, ongoing professional development for 

teachers (IRA, 2004).  This approach to professional development is rooted in cognitive 

coaching, peer coaching, and mentoring (Costa & Gramston, 2002; Toll, 2005).  This job- 
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embedded approach for teachers is a result of specific evidence that one-shot, workshop-oriented 

professional development sessions do not result in changes in classroom practices or in student 

learning.  Yet, determining the effectiveness of literacy coaches to meet their ascribed duties has 

become a topic of interest and current research studies. 

 There are many differences in how literacy coaches work in schools and in the 

perceptions of teachers and administrators about the coaches’ roles.  But what are the specific 

qualifications, activities, and roles of literacy coaches?  The International Reading Association 

(IRA) in Standards for Reading Professionals 2010 states that the reading specialist/literacy 

coach candidate must be able to support teachers and provide leadership to teachers as well as 

work with struggling readers.  Reading specialists/literacy coaches must also be able to 

administer and interpret various assessment instruments, support teachers in administering and 

interpreting assessment instruments, and lead professional development sessions that provide 

teachers with the knowledge and understanding of various assessments and how they can be used 

(p. 68). Another important aspect of candidates fulfilling the coaching role is that they “should 

have the experiential background that would enable them to gain the trust and establish the 

credibility necessary to support the work of teachers” (IRA, 2010, p. 68).  

In 2005, I was excited about being hired as an Elementary Literacy Coach.  According to 

the job description, the position required a bachelor’s degree, Texas teacher certification, and a 

minimum of three years exemplary classroom teaching experience at more than one grade level 

or content area, so I decided to apply.  More than qualified, with a master’s degree in reading and 

reading specialist certification, I felt confident in my new position.  Yet, I had no inkling about 

what the job as an Elementary Literacy Coach completely entailed.   
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In preparation for my new role, I read Cathy Toll’s The Literacy Coach’s Survival Guide 

(2005), which discussed lesson planning with teachers, observing lessons, and modeling 

instructional reading strategies.  I was optimistic yet naïve about the complexities of working 

with adults.  I had no formal professional development with regard to the role of being an 

Elementary Literacy Coach, nor was I trained in how to work with adults.  I was confident as far 

as pedagogy, but unaware of andragogy, which required working with adults and doing 

professional development training sessions.  

 My job as an Elementary Literacy Coach started whether I was ready or not.  Being 

assigned to 14 elementary schools and finding enough time to work with all of the teachers, Pre-

kindergarten through fifth grade, was a dilemma.  I had little guidance about how to undergo 

such an enormous task.  My colleagues and I had no formal training or mentors to guide us.  

Although my content knowledge in reading and elementary curriculum was very strong, my 

difficulties arose when I tried to work with reluctant teachers.  I went from being an expert in 

pedagogy to a novice in andragogy.  Working with adults is different and sometimes as 

challenging as working with children.  

 In 2011, my title changed to Elementary Instructional Coach, and I worked with six 

elementary schools, Pre-kindergarten through grade 5. It was a relief to work with fewer schools, 

but I was uncomfortable working with all content areas, including Math, Science, and Social 

Studies as well as Reading and Writing.  The reason for the change was due to district budget 

cuts. Those budget cuts were reflected all across the nation in education.  My colleagues, the 

Instructional Coaches who had previously been Math or Science specific, felt very 

uncomfortable coaching outside of their content specialty.  They often contacted me when faced 
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with questions from teachers dealing with reading and writing.  Likewise, I sought them out 

when faced with Math or Science questions.  

The school district provided training in Instructional Coaching by the Jim Knight 

Institute.  All of the newly assigned Elementary Instructional Coaches received a copy of his 

book, Instructional Coaching: A Partnership Approach to Improving Instruction.  But I 

continued to evolve in my role as an Elementary Literacy Coach.  The three-day training was 

conducted by a national trainer from the Jim Knight Institute, and online videos were provided as 

follow-up training.  The training focused on the Instructional Coaches’ role in assisting teachers 

with effective instructional strategies, providing feedback, modeling lessons, and lesson 

planning.  Although the training was beneficial, my colleagues and I continued to feel 

apprehensive about coaching teachers in all content areas, especially content that was not our 

specialization. 

In 2011, my role changed again, I became the Elementary Literacy Coach At-Large.  My 

duties were to oversee all 37 elementary schools in the district. Needless to say, I was happy 

about returning to content-specific reading and writing.  My concern was trying to be effective 

when working with so many schools and teachers.  Challenges occurred when administrators and 

teachers were unclear of my role.  But I continued to evolve in my role as an Elementary 

Literacy Coach. 

The roles and responsibilities of an Elementary Literacy Coach (LC) in South Texas were 

not clearly defined, and my only resources for understanding my new job duties came from 

articles or books on the topic.  Most of my learning came from first-hand experiences and on-

the-job self-training. 
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Time spent with teachers is essential, not only for student improvement in reading but 

also essential in building the collaborative relationship between the elementary LC and 

classroom teachers.  Literacy coaches must establish trust, maintain confidentiality, and 

communicate effectively with teachers.  According to Toll (2005), when the coach and teacher 

establish a collaborative relationship built on respect and trust, the teacher’s sense of efficacy 

translates into a knowledge base that positively impacts students’ reading instruction, which 

translates into students’ long-term ability to read critically and make meaning of what they read.   

Elementary school classroom teachers are asked to master and deliver curricula in 

reading, writing, math, science, and social studies.  Researchers such as Hoffman and Roller 

(2001) contend that elementary teachers are poorly prepared to skillfully teach all of the subject 

areas upon completion of a teacher preparation program.  Since 2002 and the implementation of 

the No Child Left Behind Act, a more specific focus has been placed on reading instruction. 

In a position paper, the International Reading Association (2003) stated, “Only if teachers 

are well prepared to implement research-based practices and have the professional knowledge 

and skill to alter those practices when they are not appropriate for particular children will every 

child learn to read” (p.2).  Unfortunately, researchers have found that many elementary teachers 

are not fully trained in the intricacies of reading instruction, especially at the K-2 level (Joshi et 

al., 2009). 

Literacy coaching continues to be a very hot topic (Cassidy & Cassidy, 2009) because 

there is a strong body of evidence to demonstrate that collaborative professional development 

increases teacher effectiveness and results in higher student achievement (Darling-Hammond, 

1999; Joyce & Showers, 1995).  Many studies focus on the roles and responsibilities of reading 

specialists/literacy coaches that lead to higher achievement.  Bean, Swan, and Knaub (2003) 
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focused on schools that have won the IRA Exemplary Reading Program award, Title I schools 

that had been identified as having exemplary reading programs, and schools that were identified 

as having “beaten the odds” based on student demographics.  They found that the reading 

specialists/literacy coaches served as change agents who made an impact by being a resource to 

teachers.  They provided materials, modeled instructional strategies, conducted professional 

development, and oversaw assessment development. 

Literacy in South Texas  

 South Texas is home to 11.2% of Texas’ 4.7 million public elementary and secondary 

students.  These schools provide early childhood through grade 12 education for more than 

500,000 students (Combs, 2008).  The region’s public school student population reflects an 

increasing Hispanic population that is now nearly twice as large as the state average, at 91% of 

the area’s population.   

 Texas is a state known for its emphasis on state standardized tests, but according to the 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), reading scores for Texas eighth-graders 

in the school year 2008-2009 were 41 percentage points lower than the nationwide scores.  

Purpose of the Study 

Although literacy coaches are common in many schools across the nation, there is little 

empirical evidence with regard to the effectiveness of coaching in impacting teacher practice.  

The purpose of this study was to examine the role of elementary literacy coaches in the Texas 

Coastal Bend schools and their perceived influence on the self-efficacy of teachers for literacy 

instruction.  The following research questions were investigated:  

1. How consistent are the primary responsibilities of elementary literacy coaches across the 

Texas Coastal Bend? 
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2. How do the elementary literacy coach’s perceptions of his/her self-efficacy for literacy 

instruction influence the teacher’s sense of self-efficacy for literacy instruction? 

3. What are teacher’s perceptions of the elementary literacy coach’s ability to influence 

their sense of efficacy for literacy instruction? 

Significance of the Research  

 This study provides insight into the current status of elementary literacy coaches in the 

Texas Coastal Bend and their influence on teachers’ sense of self-efficacy for literacy 

instruction.  It also provides information to school administrators, because in this time of 

resource challenges, it is important for administrators to know how to use the elementary literacy 

coach in the best, most efficient manner.  Other terms used by school districts include: reading 

specialist, reading interventionist, instructional coach and lead teachers who are serving as 

literacy coaches.  This study examines the roles and responsibilities of educators assisting 

teachers in their learning in the field of literacy instruction. Finally, the results of this study can 

be compared with other studies, such as Dr. Rita Bean’s study (Bean, Draper, Hall, 

Vandermolen, & Zigmond, 2010), which are critical in terms of determining the job functions 

and qualifications of the elementary literacy coach. 

Definition of key terms.   

For the purpose of this study, the term Literacy Coach was used when referring to 

individuals whose major emphasis was working with teachers to improve their literacy 

instructional skills, such as: instructional coach with an emphasis in reading, lead teacher, and 

reading interventionist/specialist. 
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Administrators-- principals or assistant principals as well as those administrators at the 

district level supervising achievement assessment, reading, professional development of faculty 

and paraprofessionals, and curriculum development. 

 Classroom teacher-- a teacher at the elementary level teaching any or all content areas, 

i.e., English, language arts, reading, math, science, and social studies. 

 Instructional Coach with an Emphasis in Reading-- a term synonymous with literacy 

coach. The major goal of the Instructional Coach with an Emphasis in Reading is to work with 

teachers to improve their literacy instructional proficiency.  As instructional coaches, they also 

assist teachers with other content areas, such as math, science, and social studies. 

 Lead teacher-- a teacher at the elementary level who has been formally trained in best 

practices for literacy instruction, one who also models reading and writing strategies to other 

classroom teachers and provides campus staff development.  For the purpose of this study, Lead 

Teachers must have a Masters in Reading. 

 Literacy coach-- a term synonymous with reading coach/specialist.  The role of the 

Literacy Coach/Reading Specialist remains as one role because IRA expects to see evidence of 

both in this candidate: literacy coach and reading specialist (IRA, 2010, p. 50).  For the purpose 

of this study, the term literacy coach (LC) was used when referring to individuals whose major 

emphasis was working with teachers, coaching, and leading school reading programs to improve 

their literacy instructional proficiency which includes reading and writing.  

 Perception of role-- “Way in which a person views his functions as these functions are 

conditioned by his environment, interaction with others, abilities, and personality” (Davis, 1976, 

p. 15). 
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 Professional development-- instruction of any kind which targets improving the 

instructional literacy skills and abilities of teachers or paraprofessionals. 

 Reading Coach-- a term synonymous with Literacy Coach and Reading Specialist, a 

reading coach is a reading professional “specifically focused on coaching classroom teachers and 

supporting them in their daily work within a specific school building or buildings.  These reading 

professionals do not supervise or evaluate teachers but rather collaborate with teachers to achieve 

specific professional development goals” (IRA, 2004, p. 2). 

 Reading Specialist-- a term synonymous with Literacy Coach and Reading Coach, “The 

reading specialist is a professional with advanced preparation and experience in reading who has 

responsibility (i.e., providing instruction, serving as a resource to teachers) for the literacy 

performance of readers in general and of struggling readers in particular” (IRA, 2000, p. 1). 

Theoretical framework. 

 Constructivist theorists state that learning is active and occurs when individuals integrate 

new knowledge with existing knowledge (Tracey & Morrow, 2012).  Learners construct 

knowledge based on their personal experiences and continually assess this knowledge through 

social interactions.  Past experiences and cultural factors attribute to constructing and 

interpreting new knowledge.  The teacher can directly tell the student new information, but in 

order to internalize the new knowledge, the learner must be an active participant to gain a better 

understanding of the information presented.  When applying this theory to adult learners, the 

literacy coach’s work involves social interaction with campus staff, especially classroom 

teachers.  The literacy coach is the teacher who helps teachers with learning and understanding 

new teaching strategies for literacy instruction.  The classroom teacher must be an active 

participant in order to understand and implement the newly acquired knowledge with their 
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students.  The literacy coach helps the teachers construct meaning by being available to answer 

questions and interact with them as they incorporate new literacy strategies into their teaching 

pedagogy.   

 This study is also based on the Theory of Cognitive Coaching (Costa & Garmston, 2002).  

The theory states that learning occurs when cognitive processes are the focal point.  The factors 

of cognitive coaching include: consulting, mentoring, peer assistance, supervision, coaching, and 

evaluation.  Through this process, teachers have opportunities to receive assistance from a 

literacy coach to collaborate on literacy instruction to improve their teaching skills.  Teachers 

can consult with the literacy coach and receive advice and feedback on literacy strategies 

implemented in the classroom.  This model also focuses on the coaches’ ability to guide teachers 

as they reflect on their own knowledge and help them determine their goals for literacy 

instruction.   

Summary of Introduction 

There is little empirical evidence with regard to the effectiveness of coaching in 

impacting teacher practice specifically in the Texas Coastal Bend.  The purpose of this study is 

to examine the role of elementary literacy coaches in the Texas Coastal Bend schools and the 

coaches’ perceived influence on the self-efficacy of teachers for literacy instruction. 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 

 The literature review is organized in three themes: (a) literacy coaching defined, (b) the 

evolution of the role, responsibilities, and qualifications of literacy coaches, and (c) teachers’ 

sense of efficacy.  

Literacy Coaching Defined 

There is extensive research about the roles and qualifications of literacy coaches (Bean, 

2004; Bean, Cassidy, Grumet, Shelton, & Wallis, 2002; IRA, 2010); however, there is little 

research regarding the perceived functions and responsibilities of literacy coaches and how these 

roles align with district, state, and international standards in the delivery of quality reading 

instruction.  

Gauging the effectiveness of literacy coaches to meet their ascribed duties has become a 

topic of interest.  But what exactly are the ascribed duties for the literacy coaches?  According to 

The National Research Council (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998), along with the International 

Reading Association (IRA) (2000), the literacy coach/reading specialist provides support with 

instruction, assessment, and leadership.  The ideal reading professional would possess the 

qualifications as outlined in IRA’s (2004) Standards for the Reading Professionals.  According 

to this document, reading specialists should have previous teaching experience, a Master’s 

degree in reading with a minimum of 24 semester hours in reading and language arts, and six-

semester hours of supervised practicum.  The roles and responsibilities of the reading specialist 

include: instruction, assessment, diagnosis, and leadership.  In a study conducted by Mraz, 

Algozzine, and Watson (2008), administrators, classroom teachers, and literacy coaches had 

conflicting perceptions regarding the roles and responsibilities of literacy coaches.  A deeper 

understanding of the multifaceted role literacy coaches play in today’s classroom and their 
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impact upon teacher self-efficacy as perceived by classroom teachers and administrators (Mraz, 

et al., 2008) may begin to bridge the mismatch between the ideal, the perception, and the reality.  

The IRA (2004) identified five requirements of reading/literacy coaches: (a) 

documentation of successful teaching including positive outcomes for student achievement, (b) 

in-depth knowledge of reading processes, acquisition, assessment, and instruction, (c) experience 

working with teachers to improve their practices, (d) excellent presenter, skilled in leading 

teacher groups and facilitating reflection and change for colleagues, and (e) experience or 

preparation that enables the coach to master the complexities of observing and modeling in 

classrooms and providing feedback to teachers. 

The IRA also released a position statement, “The Role and Qualifications of the Reading 

Coach in the United States.”  The position statement used the term reading coach and delineated 

the roles of the reading specialist and reading coach.  While the job descriptions for reading 

coaches varied, coaches typically acted as reading specialists.  Although both roles serve to 

provide professional development for campus staff to improve reading achievement, the main 

difference between the two roles is that the reading specialist may also “supervise and evaluate 

staff.”  The role of the reading coach is not to supervise or evaluate teachers but rather to 

collaborate with them to achieve specific professional development goals.  

The position statement also identified three levels of coaching.  Level One Coaching is a 

basic relationship between teachers and coaches which consists of providing instructional 

materials and recommending books.  Level Two Coaching is more formal and includes helping 

teachers analyze student work.  Level Three Coaching is more intense and includes modeling, 

co-teaching lessons, analyzing a school’s literacy program, making recommendations for 
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improvement, writing a grant proposal, and making professional development presentations for 

teachers.   

The International Reading Association (IRA) revised the Standards for Reading 

Professionals in 2010.  The role of the Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach remains as one role 

because the IRA expects to see evidence of both in the candidate: reading specialist and literacy 

coach.  Reading Specialists/Literacy Coaches are professionals whose goal is to improve reading 

achievement in their assigned school or district positions.  Their responsibilities may include 

teaching, coaching, and leading school reading programs.   

Reading Specialists/Literacy Coaches may also serve as a resource in reading and writing 

for educational support personnel, administrators, teachers, and the community, provide 

professional development based on historical and current literature and research, work 

collaboratively with other professions to build and implement reading programs for individuals 

and groups of students, and serve as advocates for students who struggle with reading (IRA, 

2010). 

The IRA further explains their roles and responsibilities: 

• The Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach may have primary responsibility for 

working with students who struggle with reading and may provide intensive, 

supplemental instruction to students who struggle with reading at all levels in pre-

K-12. Such instruction may be provided either within or outside the students’ 

classrooms.  At times, these specialists may provide literacy intervention 

instruction designed to meet the specific needs of students or instruction that 

enables them to meet the requirements of the classroom reading program, or both. 
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• This specialist may have primary responsibility for supporting teacher learning.  

These professionals, often known as literacy or reading coaches, provide coaching 

and other professional development support that enables teachers to think 

reflectively about improving student learning and implementing various 

instructional programs and practices.  Often, they provide essential leadership for 

the school’s entire literacy program by helping and creating long-term staff 

development that supports both the development and implementation of a literacy 

program over months and years. Such work requires these specialists to work with 

individuals and groups of teachers (e.g., working with grade-level teams and 

leading study groups). 

• These specialists may have primary responsibility for developing, leading, or 

evaluating the school or district pre-K-12 reading and writing program.  These 

professionals may assume some of the same responsibilities as the specialists who 

work primarily with teachers but have additional responsibilities that require them 

to work with systemic change at the school and district levels.  These individuals 

need to have experiences that enable them to work effectively as coordinators and 

develop and lead effective professional development programs.  As coordinators, 

they may work with special educators, psychologists, and various teachers to 

develop plans for meeting the needs of all students in the school (e.g., grouping 

arrangements, assessments, and instructional approaches) (p. 49-50). 

The Evolution of the Role, Responsibilities, and Qualifications of Literacy Coaches 

Over the last 70 years, reading specialists have witnessed an evolution of their title, 

ascribed duties, responsibilities, and qualifications as they gained prominence in the field of 
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reading and evolved into literacy coaches.  At the start of the 1930s, the reading specialist 

entered the educational scene as an individual responsible for advancing the teaching of reading 

by working with teachers to enhance the reading program (Robinson, 1967).  It was not until 

after World War II that reading specialists became fixtures in public schools throughout the 

elementary and secondary grades.  At that point, reading specialists worked with individuals 

and/or small groups of struggling readers.  This remedial role dominated the next several 

decades. 

The New England Reading Association (NERA) was created in the late 40s-early 50s.  

The association was conceived by Donald D. Durrell and J. Louis Cooper.  Annual conferences 

were held; the theme of the 5th annual conference was “Roles of Staff Members,” and the 6th 

annual conference theme was the “Role of Effective Leadership in Reading Instruction.”  The 

members of NERA were the first of their kind to offer insight into what might have been a 

primary role of the reading specialist during the 1950s.  

 Cooper’s research (1952) focused on the informal reading inventory (IRI), which was a 

“new” tool for reading specialists to use to assess individual students’ reading achievement and 

difficulties.  Co-founder of NERA, Donald D. Durrell, created the Durrell Analysis of Reading 

Difficulty (1955), one of the earliest IRIs.  Another “new” tool developed to measure readability 

was the Cloze Procedure (Taylor, 1953).  Reading specialists used these tools to assess and 

diagnose reading difficulties.   

 The International Reading Association was founded in 1956.  The roles and 

responsibilities of reading specialists during this decade were as remedial reading teacher – using 

tools such as the Cloze, IRI, and the Dick and Jane basal series (Gray, Monroe, Artley, & 

Arbuthnot, 1956). Yet, at this time, few of those reading professionals had specialized training in 
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reading, and their roles and responsibilities were so wide-ranging, no distinct pattern could be 

found (Robinson, 1967).  

 The 1960s introduced the reading consultant whose primary function was to work with 

teachers, administrators, parents, and other school personnel to prevent reading failure and 

strengthen the teaching of reading and/or the reading program (Robinson, 1967; Robinson & 

Rauch, 1965; Stauffer, 1967).  Reading consultants, at times, directly taught students but 

primarily served as a resource and support to the overall reading program developing and 

maintaining all aspects of the school-wide reading program and curriculum.  

In 1968, the IRA defined the roles, responsibilities, and qualifications of reading 

specialists which further diversified the tasks of a reading specialist and added to the mounting 

ambiguity surrounding the title.  Bean (1979) described the functions of a specialist existing on a 

continuum which ranged from working with children to focusing on teachers.  Pikulski and Ross 

(1979) suggested that specialists would have a more profound effect on reading instruction if 

they spent more time consulting with classroom teachers.  While certain institutions developed 

arrangements that functioned in the middle of these extremes, information was lacking in regard 

to the numerous roles and responsibilities of reading specialists.  

In the 1970s, evaluations of staff development that focused on teaching strategies and 

curriculum revealed that as few as 10% of the participants implemented what they had learned. 

Joyce and Showers (1980) discovered that even if participants volunteered for the training that 

the rate of transfer was low.  In a series of studies beginning in 1980, they tested hypotheses 

related to the proposition that weekly seminars would enable teachers to practice and implement 

the content they were learning.  The seminars, or coaching sessions, focused on classroom 

implementation and analysis of teaching, with an emphasis on student’s responses.  The results 
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were consistent.  Implementation rose dramatically whether experts or participants conducted the 

sessions.  They recommended that teachers who were studying teaching and curriculum form 

small peer coaching groups that would share the learning process.  They hypothesized that staff 

development might directly affect student learning. 

Joyce and Showers’ findings have influenced the field of literacy coaching (International 

Reading Association, 2004).  They asserted that only 5% to 10% of teachers implemented 

strategies learned in staff development sessions, while they incorporated the strategies at a 90% 

level if provided coaching.  Their conclusions indicate that in order for teachers to transfer new 

knowledge or skills in their classroom practice, they need professional development designed 

with multiple components: theory, demonstration, practice, feedback, and coaching.  However, 

in later research, Joyce and Showers (2002) indicated that utilization of coaching involves 

collaboration.  They removed “feedback” from their coaching process altogether.  They have 

found that when teachers try to give one another feedback, their collaboration is not as 

productive. Teachers shared with them that they began expecting the cycle of first the good 

news, then the bad news.  However, omitting feedback in the coaching process has not depressed 

implementation or student growth (Joyce & Showers, 1995).  They suggested that learning to 

provide technical feedback requires extensive training and time.  As a result of the research, now, 

the one teaching is called the “coach,” while the one observing is the “coached.”  There is no 

discussion of the observation in the technical feedback sense.  The one observing does so to learn 

from their colleague.  Joyce and Showers (2002) continue to encourage peer teams to observe 

one another’s teaching, although they structure the experiences so that they are learning from 

each other.  This theory has influenced the widespread adoption of coaching as an integral 

component in the new paradigm of job-embedded, ongoing professional development. 
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During the 1980s, reading educators engaged in what has become known as the “reading 

wars,” in which reading professionals argued which approach was more effective and beneficial 

to reading growth – phonics or whole language.  During the same period, the International 

Reading Association formed a partnership with the National Council for Accreditation of 

Teacher Education (NCATE) to review reading specialist teacher education programs that lead to 

initial licensure in this area of teacher certification.  The IRA’s Guidelines for the Specialized 

Preparation of Reading Professionals (1986) clarified ten roles of reading professionals into three 

main categories:  

• Classroom Teacher  

o Role 1: Early childhood/Elementary Teacher 

o Role 2 Secondary School Teacher 

• Reading Specialist 

o Role 3: Diagnostic Reading Specialist 

o Role 4: Developmental Reading/Study Skills Specialist 

o Role 5: Reading Consultant/Reading Resource Teacher 

o Role 6: Reading Coordinator/Supervisor 

o Role 7: Reading Professor 

• Allied Professional 

o Role 8: Special Education Teacher 

o Role 9: Administrator 

o Role 10: Support Service Provider. 

 The 1990s saw the role of the reading specialist evolve to a classroom consultant and 

collaborator who functioned within an interdisciplinary network to share perceptions, identify 
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problems, and seek viable solutions for effective classroom instruction (Jaeger, 1996; Vacca & 

Padak, 1990).  Rather than serving as an outside expert, the reading specialist joined with 

classroom teachers to share ownership and management of learning problems.  The recent 

decade has supported such collaboration, and in light of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

(NCLB) and the Reading First Initiative, reading specialists have become an integral part of the 

reading program providing the additional professional development and training required by the 

mandates. 

 The role of the reading specialist shifted away from direct teaching and toward leadership 

and professional development functions.  The International Reading Association’s (2000) 

position statement titled Teaching All Children to Read: The Roles of the Reading Specialist 

stated three major roles of the reading specialist: (1) instruction, (2) assessment, and (3) 

leadership.   

 The research conducted by Lyons and Pinnell (2001) indicated literacy coaching requires 

both analytical and inferential skills.  Their research highlighted specific skills of effective 

coaches including clear understanding of the reading and the writing process, the ability to 

identify critical aspects of an observed lesson, the ability to identify important learning points, 

skill in stimulating reflection on the part of teachers, and the ability to establish interpersonal 

relationships based on trust.   

In order to provide effective job-embedded professional development for teachers, 

coaches must spend their time observing, modeling, conferencing, and co-teaching in the 

classroom (Bean, 2004; Feldman & Tung, 2002; IRA, 2010).  However, many coaches spend a 

great deal of time on other duties, such as organizing book rooms, participating in district-level 

meetings, and making benchmark assessments for the district.  A study by Deussen, Coskie, 
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Robinson, and Autio (2007), found that on average, coaches spent only 28% of their time 

working with teachers.  Can students benefit when coaches work with teachers only 28% of the 

time?  The answer is “no” according to the results from the Valley District Study (L’Allier & 

Elish-Piper, 2006).  The Valley District Study indicated that the highest average student reading 

gains occurred in classrooms supported by a literacy coach who “engaged in the most 

interactions with teachers” (p.547).  Conversely, the lowest average student gains occurred in 

classrooms supported by a literacy coach who spent the lowest percentage of time with teachers 

(L’Allier & Elish-Piper, 2006). 

Carroll’s (2006) study indicated that the coaches who experienced the most difficulty in 

their roles were those who met resistance from teachers or whose principals misunderstood their 

role and assigned them to other duties, such as substitute teaching or administrative duties, which 

ultimately kept them from working with teachers and developing their skills in literacy 

instruction. 

Past research indicates that most coaches are spending relatively little time in classrooms 

and that their time is taken up by other school related tasks according to Bean et al. (2010).  

Mraz et al. (2008) found that administrators, classroom teachers, and literacy coaches had 

conflicting perceptions regarding the roles and responsibilities of literacy coaches.  Through a 

single research question, they gathered multiple perspectives with several data sources. Six 

metropolitan elementary schools within one school district were sites for the research.  The 

school administrators labeled the schools as high-risk and comparable to schools across the 

nation involved in efforts to support, reform, and improve literacy instruction of low-performing 

students.  Six principals, eighty-five classroom teachers, and eight professionals providing 

literacy coaching from the six schools participated in the study.  The grade levels ranged from 
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kindergarten through fifth grade.  Participants’ teaching experience ranged from one year to 

more than fifteen years. 

 The participants completed a survey that listed specific behaviors of a literacy coach’s 

role.  Using a Likert-type scale of one to five, the participants indicated the extent to which they 

believed that each behavior should be part of a literacy coach’s role.  The validity of the survey 

was grounded in the importance placed on the previous research on these roles in schools with 

exemplary programs.  The researchers, Mraz, Algozzine, and Watson (2008), also used 

naturalistic inquiry for a portion of this study. They completed semi-structured interviews with 

the six principals, the lead literacy coach from each of six schools, and one classroom teacher 

from each school.  The purpose of the interviews was to determine the perspectives on how 

literacy coaches could best contribute to the success of their school’s literacy program.  The type 

of support and resources needed were also taken into consideration.  The researchers also used 

the literacy coaches’ schedules for the study. 

Analysis of the mixed-method inquiry of the perceptions of the role of the professionals 

providing literacy coaching in elementary schools indicated no difference from the respondents 

for the total survey scores.  All three participant groups viewed the coordinator of the reading 

program as a key part of the literacy coach’s role both now and rightly in the future.  All three 

groups indicated that literacy coaches currently engaged in activities such as modeling lessons, 

observing, mentoring, gathering resources, and professional development for teachers.  The 

principals who participated in the study indicated that they could no longer accomplish their jobs 

without the literacy coaches due to the high accountability being placed on the schools.  

Therefore, the results of the study indicated that the literacy coaches are bridging the gaps 

between administration and classrooms. 
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A two-year study by Walpole and Blamey (2008) of a literacy initiative in Georgia found 

that principals identified their coaches as directors and mentors.  Director-coaches may be 

responsible for leading efforts to implement state and district change efforts, coordinate 

professional development, as well as facilitate the interpretation and use of data in their schools.  

These responsibilities go far beyond the literacy instruction development of teachers and 

working with struggling readers.  When principals use their coaches as director-coaches and 

mentors, teachers might view them as administrators, which might, in turn, affect their ability to 

build a trusting relationship.  Effective coaches must be seen by teachers as colleagues rather 

than as an administrator-teacher relationship. 

Teacher Sense of Self-Efficacy 

Guskey (1987) defined teacher efficacy as “a teacher’s belief or conviction that he or she 

can influence how well students learn, even those who may be difficult or unmotivated” (p. 41). 

Bandura (1995, 1997) defined teacher efficacy as a teacher’s belief in his/her instructional 

efficacy or capability to support students’ academic achievement.  He continued the 

conceptualization of teacher efficacy by writing that while teachers may believe that certain 

teacher behaviors will affect student performances, they may not believe that they can execute 

those behaviors.  Teacher efficacy measures the extent to which teachers believe their efforts 

have a positive effect on student achievement. 

Self-efficacy theory is based in social cognitive theory and emphasizes the importance of 

observing and modeling behaviors. (Bandura, 1997). Three principles associated with social 

cognitive theory include: 

1. Individuals organize and rehearse the modeled behavior symbolically and then enact 

overtly to achieve the highest level of observational learning.  
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2. Individuals are more likely to adopt a modeled behavior if it results in outcomes they 

value. 

3. Individuals are more likely to adopt a modeled behavior if the model is similar to the 

observer’s behavior and has an admired status or if the behavior has functional value. 

Adhering to principles and influences associated with efficacy, the perceived and fulfilled 

roles of the literacy coach are dependent upon the individual’s ability to demonstrate and 

articulate knowledge of instruction and assessment as well as an ability to implement leadership 

roles in the schools’ literacy program. The enhancement of teachers’ self-efficacy then translates 

into a knowledge base that accentuates and positively impacts reading instruction.  The literacy 

coach becomes a model for teachers to emulate as they strive for enhanced self-efficacy for 

providing reading instruction to meet the needs of all students. 

Bandura’s (1975) Social Learning Theory is also important to the current study because it 

focuses on the fact that people learn through observing others.  Social learning theory explains 

human behavior through the learner’s combination of cognitive, behavioral, and environmental 

factors.  Effective modeling must include: (a) attention, (b) retention, (c) reproduction, and (d) 

motivation.  These conditions all need to be in place for learning to occur. In terms of literacy 

coaching, the attention factor is involved when the literacy coach encourages the teacher to be 

aware of the importance of learning new strategies to use in the classroom to improve literacy 

instruction, which would lead to improved student learning.  In order for the teacher to 

implement the new learning in the classroom setting, the teacher must retain the information and 

be willing to use the newly learned instructional literacy strategies with his/her students.  The 

coach and teacher must also be willing to begin and continue this learning relationship. 
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The literacy coach must establish trust, maintain confidentiality, and communicate 

effectively in order to build a relationship with teachers.  Coaches establish trust by openly 

respecting teachers’ professional expertise (Knight, 2009).  They must also follow through with 

the commitments they make to teachers.  When literacy coaches focus their discussions on how 

to address the needs of students, they clearly communicate their intention to collaborate with the 

teacher and not act as an evaluator (Toll, 2005). 

There are still unanswered questions about whether or not coaching actually makes a 

difference in teacher practice and student achievement, particularly at-risk students.  Some 

research speaks to this efficacy issue (Coggins, Stoddard, & Cutler, 2003; Feldman & Tung, 

2002; Neufeld & Roper, 2003).  There is a small amount of empirical evidence that coaching 

changes teacher practices or improves student learning (Brown, Stroh, Fouts, & Baker, 2005).  

Summary of Literature Review 

The literature review is organized in three themes: (a) the literacy coach defined, (b) the 

evolution of the role, responsibilities and qualifications of literacy coaches, and (c) teachers’ 

sense of efficacy.  By examining these three themes, one can gain greater insight into the history 

of literacy coaches and teachers’ sense of efficacy.  This study adds to the body of research by 

investigating the literacy coach’s perceived influence on teachers’ self- efficacy in literacy 

instruction, specifically in the Texas Coastal Bend. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology  

Organization of Chapter 

 The methods which were used to collect and analyze the data are discussed in this chapter 

which is organized in seven parts: (a) purpose of the study, (b) research design, (c) research 

setting, (d) participants, (e) procedures for data collection, and (f) procedures for data analysis. 

Purpose of the Study 

Although literacy coaches are common in schools across the nation, there is little 

empirical evidence with regard to the effectiveness of coaching in impacting teacher practice.  

The collaboration between the literacy coaches and the classroom teacher is important in order to 

provide efficacious reading instruction that meets the needs of all students (IRA, 2000).  One of 

the roles of the literacy coach is to work closely and provide professional support to the 

classroom teacher through planning, modeling, coaching, and by providing professional 

development.  The purpose of this study is to examine the role of elementary literacy coaches in 

Texas Coastal Bend schools and their perceived impact on the self-efficacy of teachers regarding 

their ability to be effective teachers of literacy.  The following research questions were 

investigated:  

1. How consistent are the primary responsibilities of elementary literacy coaches across the 

Texas Coastal Bend? 

2. How do the elementary literacy coach’s perceptions of their self-efficacy for literacy 

instruction influence teacher’s sense of self-efficacy for literacy instruction? 

3. What are teacher’s perceptions of the elementary literacy coach’s ability to influence 

their sense of self-efficacy for literacy instruction? 
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Research Design 

This research study used quantitative measures that included content analysis of phone 

interviews; literacy coach and teacher self-report surveys.  The researcher replicated the 

telephone Interview Protocol for a Retrospective Diary Study as was conducted by Bean et al. 

(2010).  While interviews are typically qualitative, this study used an a priori checklist that was 

developed by Bean et al. (2010, p. 94).  Therefore, by using the checklist established in the Bean 

study, the researcher was able to provide quantifiable data as to where the literacy coaches 

allotted their time.  The use of interviews often “guarantees that more in-depth information will 

be provided” because “subjects have a greater tendency to answer all of the questions when they 

are interviewed” (Kamil, Langer, & Shanahan, 1985, p. 49).  The following are the five general 

categories used in Bean’s study: (1) coaching: working with individual teachers, (2) coaching: 

working with groups of teachers, (3) planning and organizing, management, (4) school-related 

(meeting with administrators, instructional support personnel, school psychologists, etc.), and (5) 

working with students.   

Five categories for coaching. 

1. Working with teachers: groups or individuals 

a. Group: coach leading grade-level meetings and conducting more formal PD 

sessions for teachers. 

b. Individual: observing, modeling, co-teaching, combination of in-class activities, 

pre-observation conferencing, conferencing unrelated to a particular observation, 

and conversations on the fly (COTF). (COTF: walking through a number of 

classrooms in a short amount of time to talk informally with teachers or meeting a 

teacher in the hallway or lunchroom and having a brief, substantive conversation.)  

2. Planning and Organizing: preparing lessons, locating resources, data analysis, etc.  
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3. Management: related to all the administrative tasks of coaches, including data entry. 

4. School-related: category included activities for which coaches met with individuals or 

groups of professionals other than the K-5 classroom teachers; three subcategories 

included sessions with administrators, other coaches, and specialized school personnel 

(reading specialists, special educators, instructional support personnel, school 

psychologists, librarians).  Any outreach work, such as leading a parent workshop, was 

coded in the school-related category. 

5. Working with students: included both assessing and instructing students. 

This study also analyzed the data to determine the level of intensity (Bean, 2004; IRA, 2004).  

Level One Coaching is a basic relationship between teachers and coaches which consists of 

providing instructional materials and recommending books.  Level Two Coaching is more formal 

and includes helping teachers analyze student work.  Level Three Coaching is more intense and 

includes modeling, co-teaching lessons, analyzing a school’s literacy program, making 

recommendations for improvement, writing a grant proposal, and making professional 

development presentations for teachers.   

The researcher also examined and reported themes that emerged from the telephone 

interviews. 

Interview Protocol for Retrospective Study 

To capture the quantitative component of the study, elementary literacy coaches from the 

various Texas Coastal Bend school districts were asked to participate in this research study.  The 

researcher contacted districts by phone to set up interviews which were conducted over a three-

week period using the Interview Protocol for Retrospective Diary Study which was developed 

and used by Dr. Rita Bean (2010) (See Appendix D).   



 

28 
 

A retrospective research design was used to determine how literacy coaches allocated 

their time (Ryan & Hornbeck, 2004; Ver Ploeg, Altonji, Bradburn, DaVanzo, Nordhaus, & 

Samaniego, 2000).  Johnson and Christensen (1995) stated that in retrospective research, the 

researcher typically starts with the dependent variable (i.e., with an observed result or outcome) 

and then “moves backward in time” (p. 346) locating information on variables that help explain 

individuals’ status on the dependent variable.  Five structured interviews with each participant 

were conducted over a three-week period, tape-recorded and transcribed for data analysis.  The 

data was analyzed using the a priori checklist which consisted of five general categories used in 

Bean’s (2010) study: (1) coaching: working with individual teachers, (2) coaching: working with 

groups of teachers, (3) planning and organizing, management, (4) school-related (meeting with 

administrators, instructional support personnel, school psychologists, etc.), and (5) working with 

students (p. 94). The researcher replicated the telephone Interview Protocol for a Retrospective 

Diary Study conducted by Bean et al. (2010) (see Appendix D).  All literacy coaches signed 

consent forms (Appendix C).     

 After the literacy coaches agreed to participate in the study, the researcher set up a 

telephone interview schedule with the participants.  This study was designed to attain insight 

about their work during each of the five days of a workweek (Monday through Friday).  The 

interviews were also designed to schedule at least one set of interviews on two consecutive days 

to track follow-up activities.  For example, the schedule for week 1 might be Monday and 

Tuesday consecutively, then, week 2 would be Wednesday and Thursday.  The final interview 

would be on Friday of week 3.  Rita Bean developed the structured interview protocol, 

completed a pilot interview with one coach, and then modified the protocol based on that 

interview (Bean et al., 2010, p. 92).  
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The literacy coaches were asked about their literacy related activities over the previous 

24-hour period.  This type of retrospective method has been found to be a viable measure of 

individual time allocation (Barnett & Boyce, 1995; Bean, 2010; Juster, 1985).  Robinson’s 

(1985) validity and reliability studies indicated that time reported is neither overly inflated nor 

underreported.  The researcher documented the amount of time allocated for specific activities, 

the rationale for the activity, and which interactions the literacy coaches met with successes or 

challenges.  Three concluding questions were asked at the end of each telephone interview. 

1. Of all the things you did today, what do you think was the most valuable in making a 

difference in teacher practices or student learning?  

2. Is there anything you did today that you thought was problematic or a challenge? 

3. Anything else you would like to share? 

Each telephone interview ranged from thirty minutes to more than an hour in length.  All 

interviews were transcribed for analysis.  The transcribed interviews equaled 328 pages, double-

spaced. 

Research Setting 

According to Texas State Comptroller, Susan Combs, the area known as South Texas 

consists of 28 counties including eight bordering Mexico and eight along the Gulf Coast.  It is 

home to 11.2% of Texas’ 4.7 million public elementary and secondary students.  It has 102 

public and nine charter school districts with 844 campuses.  These schools provide early 

childhood through grade 12 education for more than 500,000 students (2008).    

 The Texas Coastal Bend area is located along the South Texas coast.  The area is known 

for its beaches, birding, fishing, historical sites, working ranches, and hunting.  It consists of 26 
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counties and is home to many cities including Brownsville, Corpus Christi, Houston, Kingsville, 

and Victoria.  The Texas Coastal Bend counties vary from rural, urban, and suburban.  

Teachers in South Texas.  

South Texas public schools employ more than 320,000 teachers plus about 70,000 

additional professional staff members such as principals, central office administrators, and others 

(TEA, 2012).  Tables 1 and 2 illustrate the number of teachers and their ethnicity.  The number 

of teachers has steadily increased from 2006 to 2010.          
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Table 1 

Demographics of Texas Teachers – Gender 

Regular Classroom Teachers 

Year Total 

Female Male 

Number % Number % 

2010 338,191 260,251 76.95 77,940 23.05 

2009 332,974 256,546 77.05 76,428 22.95 

2008 326,933 252,086 77.11 74,847 22.89 

2007 316,587 244,201 77.14 72,386 22.86 

2006 307,310 236,838 77.07 70,471 22.93 
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Table 2 

Demographics of Texas Teachers – Ethnicity 

Regular Classroom Teachers 

 Black/African 

American White Hispanic/Latino Asian 

American Indian / 

Alaskan Native 

Year Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % 

2010 31,371 9.28 216,284 63.95 77,406 22.89 4,229 1.25 4,113 1.22 

2009 32,057 9.63 222,650 66.87 73,230 21.99 4,166 1.25 871 0.26 

2008 31,091 9.51 221,361 67.71 69,692 21.32 3,912 1.20 877 0.27 

2007 29,286 9.25 217,351 68.65 65,472 20.68 3,619 1.14 859 0.27 

2006 27,702 9.01 213,955 69.62 61,481 20.01 3,351 1.09 820 0.27 
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Participants 

The participants for this study included: 20 literacy coaches, reading 

interventionists/specialists, and instructional coaches with an emphasis in reading from across 

the Texas Coastal Bend.  They responded to the online TSELIS survey which gave a wider range 

of how literacy coaches perceive their sense of self-efficacy for literacy instruction.  The teachers 

who worked with the literacy coaches responded to the online TSELIS survey which included an 

additional eight questions about the influence of the literacy coach in their sense of efficacy for 

literacy instruction.   

The researcher interviewed 11 participants for this study: five elementary literacy 

coaches, two reading specialists, one instructional coach with an emphasis in reading, one 

reading interventionist, and two lead teachers.  They were from seven school districts in the 

Texas Coastal Bend.  

Four literacy coaches came from the same school district.  The 2012-2013 school year 

was the first year the school district had hired literacy coaches.  They were hired through grant 

monies received through the Texas Literacy Initiative (TLI) grant program.  Their school district 

was one of five to receive the grant in the Texas Coastal Bend. 

 The purpose of the TLI grant program was to improve school readiness and success in the 

areas of language and literacy for disadvantaged students in targeted school districts.  The goals 

of the grant program were to: (1) increase the oral language and pre-literacy skills of 

participating preschool children, (2) improve the performance of participating K-2 students on 

early reading assessments, (3) increase the percentage of participating students who meet or 

exceed proficiency on the state English language arts assessments in grades 3-12, (4) increase the 

use of data and data analysis to inform all decision making in participating districts, campuses, 
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classrooms, and early learning settings, and (5) increase the implementation of effective literacy 

instruction through Literacy Lines (TEA, 2012). 

Informed consent for 11 interviewed participants.  

Permission to conduct the study was obtained from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

at Texas A&M University (Appendix A), as well as the participating school districts (Appendix 

B), and participant consent forms were signed before the first interview and are included as 

Appendix C.  The elementary literacy coaches and their respective school districts that 

participated in this study were given pseudonyms.  All participant information and responses 

were kept anonymous and confidential.  Research records were stored securely and only the 

principal investigator had access to the records.  

Participants’ demographic information was obtained through the interviews and 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale (TSELIS) survey.  Table 3 displays 

the pseudonyms and roles in education at the time of the survey of the literacy coaches 

interviewed for this study. 
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Table 3 

Interviewed Participants’ Pseudonyms and Roles in Education. 
Pseudonym Role Years in Current Role Grade Levels 

Grace Instructional Coach with an 
Emphasis in Reading 

6 Pre-K – 5 

Carol Literacy Coach 7 3 – 8  

Sara Literacy Coach 1 Pre-k – 5  

Gina Literacy Coach 1 Pre-K – 5 

Mary Literacy Coach 1 K – 4  

Kate Literacy Coach 1 K – 5  

Britney Reading Specialist 6 4th only 

Christi Reading Specialist 1 1 – 3  

Ruth Reading Interventionist 9 K – 5  

Victoria Lead Teacher 7 3rd only 

Teresa Lead Teacher 2 4th only 
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Procedures for Data Collection 

 The researcher interviewed the participants in three-week intervals starting in September 

2012 and ending in December 2012 (see Appendix G).  The online Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 

for Literacy Instruction Scale (TSELIS) survey was open to participants from October 2012 until 

April 2013. 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale. 

The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale (TSELIS) survey was 

chosen as the timeliest and most cost-effective method of gathering descriptive, behavioral, and 

perceptual information from elementary teachers and literacy coaches with whom they work.  

The survey was also chosen to capture quantitative data (Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2004).  

Surveys for both the teachers and the literacy coaches included demographic information 

such as: (a) highest level of education, (b) number of years in education, (c) a description of the 

area of their school: rural, urban, suburban, (d) grade level they currently teach, (e) ethnicity, and 

(f) gender (Appendices E and F).  The demographic information obtained provided a picture of 

who the participants were while the perceptual responses allowed insight into how literacy 

coaches influenced the literacy instruction of teachers they coached. 

Literacy coaches and the teachers they work with took the survey online via Survey 

Monkey.com.  Their completion of the survey constituted their willingness to participate and 

their permission to use their responses in this study.  All participant identities remained 

confidential.   

TSELIS utilized a five-point Likert scale and the responses ranged from one, “none at 

all,” to five, “a great deal.”  In addition to the 22 questions that dealt with teachers’ sense of self-

efficacy for literacy instruction, the researcher was granted permission by the creators of the 
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survey instrument to have additional information about the teachers’ time spent working with the 

literacy coach as well as questions pertaining to the literacy coaches’ influence on the teachers’ 

ability in literacy instruction.   

Twenty literacy coaches from various school districts from across the Coastal Bend 

responded to the online Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale (TSELIS) 

survey.  The literacy coaches’ TSELIS survey consisted of 30 questions: 22 questions about 

literacy instruction and eight demographic questions. 

The teachers’ TSELIS survey consisted of 22 questions which demonstrated that 

teachers’ sense of self-efficacy for literacy instruction, which included reading and writing, 

consisted of skills including instructional strategies, capacity for student engagement, and use of 

assessment data.  In addition, the teacher’s survey had eight additional questions regarding their 

experience working with the literacy coach and how they perceived the literacy coach’s 

influence on their sense of efficacy for literacy instruction and their schedule with the literacy 

coach.  

Procedure for Data Analysis 

For the purpose of this study, content analysis was used to answer Research Question 1.  

The researcher incorporated the five categories established a priori by Rita Bean et al. (2010, p. 

94).  The five coding categories consisted of: (1) coaching: working with individual teachers, (2) 

coaching: working with groups of teachers, (3) planning and organizing, management, (4) 

school-related (meeting with administrators, instructional support personnel, school 

psychologists, etc.), and (5) working with students.  Neuendorf (2002) defined content analysis 

in the following way: 



 

38 
 

Content analysis is the summarizing, quantitative analysis of messages that relies on the 

scientific method (including attention to objectivity, intersubjectivity, a priori design, 

reliability, validity, generalizability, replicability, and hypothesis testing) and is not 

limited as to the types of variables that may be measured or the context in which the 

messages are created or represented (p.10). 

Analysis of the interviews. 

The interviews were analyzed in two different processes.  First, the researcher put the a 

priori categories in a matrix illustrated in Table 4.   
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Table 4 

The Matrix Used to Analyze the Interviews 
 
Activity Time Topic Grade Level Follow-up Comments Rationale 
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After the researcher completed The Matrix Used to Analyze the Interviews, the 

information was then transferred onto the Diary Study Time Estimates for Literacy Coaches’ 

Activities over 5 Days (n = 11 coaches) (see Table 5) . 
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Table 5 

Diary Study Time Estimates for Literacy Coaches’ Activities over 5 Days 

Coach Name:          Total Minutes:   

Coach Activity Level of Intensity Minutes 

1. Teacher – Group   

• Meetings, grade-level 2  

• Conducts PD 2  

Teacher – Individual   

• Planning for class visit 3  

• Post Observation conference 3  

• Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1  

• Coach-Teacher Conversation  2  

• Co-Teaching 3  

• Observation 3  

• Modeling 3  

• COM (Co-teaching, observing, and or Modeling) 3  

2. Planning and organizing   

3. Management   

4. School-related   

• Meeting-administer   

• Meeting- support personnel   

5. Working with Students   

• Instructing Students 1  

• Assessing Students 1  

TOTAL   

Coach as Learner   

Non LC Activities: school closings and lunch   
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A multiple-regression analysis was used to answer Research Question 2 based on the 

teachers’ and literacy coaches’ responses to the TSELIS survey.  In this regression model, the 

dependent variable was the teachers’ perceptions of their sense of self-efficacy for literacy 

instruction and these were measured by the TSELIS survey.  There were several predictors for 

this analysis, which included, for the literacy coaches: perceptions of their sense of self-efficacy 

for literacy instruction as measured by the TSELIS survey, highest level of education, amount of 

time spent working with teachers, and years of experience in education.  Other predictors for the 

teachers include the years of experience in education and their highest degree in education. 

 Descriptive statistics were used to answer Research Question 3, such as: frequency, 

percentages, mean, and range of the ratings across all teachers who participated in the study.  

These statistics were analyzed to determine the teachers’ perceptions of working with the literacy 

coach. 

Summary of Methods 

Although literacy coaches are common in schools across the nation, there is little 

empirical evidence with regard to the effectiveness of coaching in impacting teacher practice.  

The purpose of this study was to examine the role of literacy coaches in the Texas Coastal Bend 

schools and their perceived influence on the self-efficacy of teachers regarding their ability to be 

effective teachers of literacy.  This quantitative study utilized telephone interviews of eleven 

literacy coaches in seven Texas Coastal Bend school districts and the online Teacher Sense of 

Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale (TSELIS) survey to determine the influence of elementary 

literacy coaches’ work with teachers as perceived by the teachers and literacy coaches.  
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Chapter 4: Results 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study is to examine the perceived influence of literacy coaches in 

Texas Coastal Bend schools on the self-efficacy of teachers for literacy instruction.  The first part 

of the study examined the role of the literacy coaches by utilizing telephone interviews in order 

to identify how they allocated their time.  The second part of the study utilized the online survey, 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale (TSELIS).  Results from the survey 

were used to determine the literacy coaches’ perceived sense of efficacy for literacy instruction 

as well as the teacher’s perceptions of the literacy coach’s ability to influence the teacher’s sense 

of efficacy for literacy instruction.  

 This chapter presents the findings of the study and is organized into the following parts: 

(a) presentation of the literacy coaches that were interviewed, (b) interview findings, (c) literacy 

coaches’ perceptions of their sense of self-efficacy for literacy instruction, (d) teachers’ 

perceptions of their sense of self-efficacy for literacy instruction, and (e) teacher’s perceptions of 

the elementary literacy coach’s ability to influence their sense of self-efficacy for literacy 

instruction. 

Participants’ Descriptive Statistics 

For the purpose of this study, the term Literacy Coach was used when referring to 

individuals whose major emphasis was working with teachers to improve their literacy 

instructional skills such as instructional coach with an emphasis in reading, lead teacher, and 

reading interventionist/specialist.  Twenty literacy coaches and 296 teachers responded to the 

online survey, Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale (TSELIS).  Due to 

incomplete responses, 60 teachers were eliminated from the sample.  Therefore, 236 teachers’ 
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responses were used in the data analysis.  Tables 6, 7, and 8 present the characteristics of the 

literacy coaches and teachers. 
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Table 6 

Frequency of Literacy Coaches’ and Teachers’ Highest Level of Education 
Role Bachelor’s Degree Master’s Degree Doctorate Total 

Literacy Coach 5 14 1 20 

Teacher 148 88 0 236 

 

  



 

46 
 

Table 6 indicates that fourteen of the 20 literacy coaches had master’s degrees and one 

had a doctorate.  Because there was only one literacy coach with a doctorate degree, the category 

“Doctorate” was combined with “Master’s Degree” to form the category “Master’s and Higher” 

for analysis purposes.   

Five of the participants whose primary roles were reading specialist/interventionist and 

literacy coach had bachelor’s degrees in education.  Fourteen participants whose primary roles 

were instructional coach with an emphasis in reading and reading specialist/interventionist had 

their master’s degree in various areas such as, administration, bilingual education, curriculum 

design, and math and technology.  Only seven participants had their master’s degree in reading; 

two of which included the Lead Teachers who were interviewed for this study. 

The majority of the teachers, 148, who responded to the online TSELIS survey, had their 

bachelor’s degree and 88 had their master’s degree in various fields of education. 

More than half of the literacy coaches had 11 years or more of work experience in 

education, whereas 96 teachers had 10 years or less experience in education (Table 7).   
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Table 7 

Frequency of Work Experience  
Role 0-10 yr 11-20 yr 21 yr plus Total 

Literacy Coach 2 8 10 20 

Teacher 96 73 68 236 
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Table 8 

Cross-Tabulation - Teacher's Scheduled Time with Literacy Coach and Frequency of Session  

Frequency  
of Session 

Session Duration 
30-45 

Minutes 
One Hour 2 Hours to 

Whole Day 
Other Total 

Daily  4 2 2 0 8 

Once a Week 21 11 5 6 43 

Bi-weekly 21 5 5 3 34 

Monthly 30 13 7 5 55 

Other 15 7 4 54 80 

Missing 0 6 0 10 16 

Total 91 44 23 78 236 

Note. Other includes none or as needed. 
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 Questions 29 and 30 of the teachers TSELIS online survey asked about how much time 

the literacy coach spent with them and how often they met.  Ninety-one teachers indicated that 

coaches spent 30-45 minutes with them per week, 44 teachers indicated that the coach spent one 

hour per week with them, 23 indicated that the coach spent 2 hours to a whole day with them per 

week, and 78 teachers indicated “Other.” Some of the responses for “other” ranged from “Seen 

her twice and each time was for less than 5 minutes and (I’m) not aware of any schedule” to 

“once a week for 2 hours and whenever I need help.” 

The Interviewed Literacy Coaches 

The researcher interviewed 11 literacy coaches from various school districts across the 

Texas Coastal Bend.   

 In order to develop a sense of who the interviewed literacy coaches were, the following 

section will provide a description of their role in education at the time the interview was 

conducted.  This section serves the purpose of introducing the participants, all of whom are 

identified with a pseudonym for this research study. 

 The first four literacy coaches to be described, Sara, Gina, Mary, and Kate, came from 

the same school district.  The 2012-2013 school year was the first year the school district hired 

literacy coaches.  They were hired through grant monies received by the Texas Literacy Initiative 

(TLI) grant program.  Their school district was one of five to receive the grant in the Texas 

Coastal Bend.  Thirty school districts in Texas received Texas Literacy Initiative (TLI) grants. 

 The purpose of the TLI grant program was to improve school readiness and success in the 

areas of language and literacy for disadvantaged students in targeted school districts.  The goals 

of the grant program were to (1) increase the oral language and preliteracy skills of participating 

preschool children, (2) improve the performance of participating K-2 students on early reading 
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assessments, (3) increase the percentage of participating students who meet or exceed 

proficiency on the state English language arts assessments in grades 3-12, (4) increase the use of 

data and data analysis to inform all decision making in participating districts, campuses, 

classrooms, and early learning settings, and (5) increase the implementation of effective literacy 

instruction through Literacy Lines (TEA, 2012). 

 Sara.  At the time of the interview, Sara’s title was Literacy Coach.  This was her first 

year as a literacy coach; her previous role was as Reading Specialist in the same school district.  

She had been in education for 29 years and had taught prekindergarten through sixth grade.  Sara 

had been with the current school district for 21 years.  She divided her time between two 

campuses.  Sara coached teachers in grades prekindergarten through fourth grade at one campus 

and prekindergarten through second grade at the second campus.  She provided coaching for 29 

teachers. 

 Gina.  At the time of the interview, Gina’s title was Literacy Coach.  This was her first 

year as a literacy coach; her previous role was as Reading Specialist for three years in the same 

school district.  Gina had been in education for 14 years.  She divided her time between two 

campuses.  At one, she coached third and fourth grade teachers, and at the second, she coached 

grades kindergarten through fourth grade.  Gina provided coaching for 24 teachers. 

 Kate.  At the time of the interview, Kate’s title was Literacy Coach.  This was her first 

year as a literacy coach.  She had been in education for 25 years and had taught prekindergarten 

through sixth grade.  She served two campuses and coached teachers in grades kindergarten 

through fifth grade.  Kate provided coaching for 25 teachers. 

 Mary.  At the time of the interview, Mary’s title was Literacy Coach.  This was her first 

year as a literacy coach.  She had been in education for eight years.  She had taught first, fourth, 
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seventh, and eighth grades.  Mary coached 40 teachers at two campuses in grades 

prekindergarten through fourth grade.   

 Carol.  At the time of the interview, Carol’s title was Literacy Coach.  This was her 

seventh year as a literacy coach.  She had been in education for 26 years.  She had taught third 

through eighth grade.  Carol coached teachers at three campuses.  She coached teachers in grades 

three through eight for a total of 36 teachers. 

 Grace.  At the time of the interview, Grace’s title was Instructional Coach with an 

Emphasis in Reading.  This was her second year as an instructional coach.  Her previous title 

was Literacy Coach, which she held for four years.  Prior to working as a coach, she was a 

second-grade classroom teacher for six years in the school district.  Grace worked with eight 

campuses and coached approximately 85 teachers in grades prekindergarten through fifth grade. 

 Christi.  At the time of the interview, Christi’s title was Reading Specialist and this was 

her first year in this role.  She had been in education for 16 years, having taught grades 

prekindergarten through eighth grade.  Prior to working as a coach, she was a classroom teacher 

in the school district.  As a Reading Specialist, she worked primarily in the school’s Reading Lab 

with struggling readers in first through third grade.  Christi was responsible for providing reading 

instruction and assessments for progress monitoring. 

 Britney.  At the time of the interview, Britney’s title was Reading Specialist and this was 

her sixth year in the position.  She had been in education for 15 years and had worked as a 

Literacy Coach in another school district.  Britney had taught first through fourth grade.  As a 

Reading Specialist, she worked primarily in the school’s Reading Lab with fourth-grade 

struggling readers.  Britney was responsible for providing reading instruction and assessments 

for progress monitoring. 
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 Ruth.  At the time of the interview, Ruth’s title was Reading Interventionist and this was 

her ninth year in the position.  This was her thirtieth year in education.  Prior to becoming a 

reading interventionist, she taught third through eighth grade.  Ruth’s primary role was to work 

with struggling readers in kindergarten through fifth grade.  She was responsible for providing 

reading instruction and assessments for progress monitoring. 

 Victoria.  At the time of the interview, Victoria’s title was Lead Teacher and this was her 

seventh year in this position.  She had been in education for 14 years and had taught in Costa 

Rica.  Victoria had also taught in public and private schools.  As a lead teacher, she was 

responsible for providing instruction in reading and writing for third-grade students at her 

campus.  Victoria was responsible for curriculum writing and writing lesson plans for the grade 

level which integrated Reading and Social Studies.  She also provided staff development for the 

teachers in her school district. 

 Teresa.  At the time of the interview, Teresa’s title was Lead Teacher and this was her 

second year in this position.  She had been in education for 15 years, having taught in 

kindergarten through eighth grade.  Teresa was responsible for providing instruction in reading 

and writing for two fourth-grade classes at her campus.  As Lead Teacher, Teresa was 

responsible for curriculum writing and writing lesson plans for the grade level which integrated 

Reading and Social Studies.  She also provided staff development for the teachers in her school 

district. 

 Table 9 describes the urbanicity of the school districts of the 11 interviewed participants. 

  



 

53 
 

Table 9 

Urbanicity of School Districts 
Role Urban Suburban Rural Total 

Literacy Coach 3 5 3 11 
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Table 10 describes the ethnicity of the 11 interviewed participants.  More than 80% of the 

literacy coaches interviewed for this study were white, the remainder of which were 

Hispanic/Latino.  
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Table 10 

Ethnicity  
Role White Hispanic/Latino Total 

Literacy Coach 9 2 11 
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Interview Findings 

This section presents the findings of the interviews and how the 11 literacy coaches 

allocated their time throughout Monday thru Friday over a three-week period.  The researcher 

used Bean’s Interview Protocol for Retrospective Diary Study.  The interviews were transcribed 

by an outside source.  There were a total of 55 interviews.  The interview transcriptions totaled 

328 typed, double-spaced pages. 

The analysis process was conducted in two phases.  Phase One: after the interviews were 

transcribed, the researcher categorized the literacy coach’s responses using the Matrix to Analyze 

the Interviews (Table 4).  This matrix consists of six categories: activity, time, topic, grade level, 

follow-up, comments, and rationale.  Phase Two: once the responses were categorized, the 

researcher used the Matrix for Diary Study Time Estimates for Literacy Coaches’ Activities over 

5 Days (Table 11) to determine the level of intensity of each activity and the time allocated for 

each activity. 

At the conclusion of the interviews, the research asked three questions: “Of all the things 

you did today, what do you think was most valuable in making a difference in teacher practices 

or student learning?” “Is there anything you did today that you thought was problematic or a 

challenge?” and “Anything else you would like to share?” 

The researcher also determined an emerging theme throughout the interviews and asked 

each interviewee, “On average, how much time do you spend each day off-contract, doing work-

related activities?”   

Sara spent the majority of her time meeting with groups of teachers in grade level 

planning meetings, which is categorized as a level 2 intensity activity (Table 11).  The second 

category in which she spent a lot of time was Assessing Students.  During the interviews, Sara 
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indicated that she also assessed students for dyslexia.  She also did dyslexia training for the 

reading specialists in her school district.   

Sara worked at two campuses; she worked with Pre-K – 4th grade teachers at one school 

and Pre-K – 2 at another.  When asked about her work day, she stated, “It starts at 8:00 at one of 

the elementaries and then by 12:00, my lunch.  I’m usually at the other school by 12:30 or a little 

after that.  So it’s kind of like it runs in with my lunch and I just want to make sure that the 

schools get almost equal amount of time, but I know that they don’t.”  She also stated that 

although her workday ended at 4:00, “sometimes I’ll go back to campus number one because I’ll 

go back, especially when there’s testing, I’ll go back, just to make sure they (teachers) didn’t 

meet up with any snags or anything that I might have to take care of right away before the next 

day comes along.”   

After a day of meeting with grade levels to review assessment data, she stated that the 

most valuable thing she did that day to make a difference in teacher practice or student learning 

was “Probably solidifying the fact that the groups they chose, and making them feel at ease, that 

what they have down on paper (groups) are the right fit based on data.  They just feel a little bit 

more at ease because they know that they’ve chosen the groups accordingly.” 

Over the course of the interviews, Sara did not indicate any problems or challenges other 

than, “…coming up with some activities kids that are really needing a lot of support.”  
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Table 11   

Diary Study Time Estimates for Interviewee Activities over 5 Days 

Coach: Sara (Literacy Coach)       Total Minutes:  2,475 

Coach Activity    Level of 
Intensity 

Minutes 

 1.Teacher – Group    

  Meetings, grade-level 2 780 

  Conducts PD 2  

 Teacher – Individual    

  Planning for class visit 3  

  Post Observation conference 3  

  Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1  

  Coach-Teacher Conversation  2  

  Co-Teaching 3  

  Observation 3  

  Modeling 3  

  COM (Co-teaching, observing, 
and/or Modeling) 

3  

 2.Planning and organizing   495 

 3.Management   330 

 4. School-related    

  Meeting-administer  270 

  Meeting- support personnel  60 

 5. Working with Students    

  Instructing Students 1  

  Assessing Students 1 540 

TOTAL     2475     

Coach as Learner            0 

Non LC Activities: school closings and lunch            0 
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Gina spent a significant amount of her time planning and organizing materials for 

classroom teachers.  The interviews also indicated that she spent time assisting teachers with 

technology because several teachers were new to using iPads which the district purchased for 

collecting student assessment data.  The second category in which she spent her time was grade 

level planning meetings, which was level 2 intensity (Table 12).  According to the Bean, et al. 

(2010) study, literacy coaches might begin with level 1 activities, which are less intense and help 

coaches develop trusting relationships with teachers. Level 2 and level 3 activities are more 

intense and require a close working relationship with teachers. 

Gina divided her time between two campuses.  She spent two days a week at one where 

she worked with 3rd- and 4th-grade teachers; and then she spent three days per week working 

with K – 4 teachers.  She stated, “I’ve spent a lot of time working on iPads.  We just got iPads to 

do our TPRI (Texas Primary Reading Inventory), our DIBELS (Dynamic Indicators of Basic 

Early Literacy Skills) benchmark, and progress monitoring.  So I’ve spent a tremendous amount 

getting those up and running, doing staff development, getting teachers used to that, monitoring 

the status of them.”   

When asked about the most valuable thing she did in making a difference in teacher 

practices and student learning, she stated, “I think, probably, the biggest thing I’ve done this year 

is helped new teachers especially get started with their tier two instruction, what to do with 

which students and why.”  As per the most problematic part of this particular day, “I think the 

stressful part of today is teachers are basically talking to us about who they’re concerned about 

and they want answers, and I feel like I don’t always have answers.  There are some things I can 

fix, you know?  There are a lot of things I can’t fix, and I guess that’s stressful because I’m 
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supposed to be their literacy coach, but I don’t know how to fix that kid who doesn’t want to pay 

attention, you know?  That kind of thing.” 
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Table 12   

Diary Study Time Estimates for Interviewee Activities over 5 Days 

Coach: Gina (Literacy Coach)        Total Minutes:  2,485 

Coach Activity   Level of 
Intensity 

Minutes 

 1. Teacher – Group    

  Meetings, grade-level 2 1,025 

  Conducts PD 2  

 Teacher – Individual    

  Planning for class visit 3  

  Post Observation conference 3  

  Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1 15 

  Coach-Teacher Conversation  2 60 

  Co-Teaching 3  

  Observation 3  

  Modeling 3  

  COM (Co-teaching, observing, 
and/or Modeling) 

3  

 2. Planning and organizing   1,110 

 3. Management   275 

 4. School-related    

  Meeting-administer   

  Meeting- support personnel   

 5. Working with Students    

  Instructing Students 1  

  Assessing Students 1  

TOTAL    2485 

Coach as Learner             0 

Non LC Activities: school closings and lunch             0 
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 Table 13 indicates that although Kate spent some of her time doing level 2 and level 3 

intensity related activities, the majority of her time was spent planning and meeting with support 

personnel; both of which do not require any level of intensity. 

 Kate divided her time among three campuses: one elementary and two intermediate.  She 

went to the elementary campus on Mondays and Fridays.  Then on Tuesday and Wednesday, she 

spent half-days at each intermediate campus which had fifth- and sixth-grade teachers.   

 She felt that she had established a good relationship with the teachers, “They call me, 

they text me, they email me on a regular basis with questions or just for clarification stuff.  They 

catch me in the hall, so my perception is, it’s at the point where they’re comfortable coming to 

me and letting me know that they might not know something, which is usually the turning point 

kind of thing.  So now I can go in, and there’s that trust thing.  I’m not there to be punitive 

towards them.  I’m there to help them….I’m a resource and I’m a peer….So they’re usually very 

receptive.  They'll come to me a lot of times and say, ‘Hey, do you have anything on this?’ or, 

‘Can you send me something, you know, with this?’”   

 When asked about what the most valuable thing she did in making a difference in teacher 

practices or student learning, she said, “Meeting with my first-grade teacher on her three 

(students) she’s having problems with.  Even though I didn’t necessarily, we didn’t necessarily, 

at that time, come up with a solution, we’re both going to be working on it together and 

collaborating on it.”  The most problematic thing also dealt with was the issue of the three 

students.  Kate stated, “Well, this will be a challenge, these three.  Because they’re struggling 

and she’s (teacher) not seeing any progress, and she’s a really good teacher that usually gets, I 

mean, of course not every kid is going to end up where they need to be, but she usually sees kids 
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progressing and sees results, and she’s not seeing growth with these three.  So this will be a 

challenge.” 
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Table 13   

Diary Study Time Estimates for Interviewee Activities over 5 Days 

Coach: Kate (Literacy Coach)        Total Minutes:  2,635 

Coach Activity   Level of 
Intensity 

Minutes 

 1. Teacher – Group    

  Meetings, grade-level 2 225 

  Conducts PD 2  

 Teacher – Individual    

  Planning for class visit 3  

  Post Observation conference 3 60 

  Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1 120 

  Coach-Teacher Conversation  2 90 

  Co-Teaching 3 240 

  Observation 3 150 

  Modeling 3  

  COM (Co-teaching, observing, 
and or Modeling) 

3 85 

 2. Planning and Organizing   435 

 3. Management   390 

 4. School-related    

  Meeting-administer  285 

  Meeting- support personnel  405 

 5. Working with Students    

  Instructing Students 1 90 

  Assessing Students 1 60 

TOTAL    2635 

Coach as Learner             0 

Non LC Activities: school closings and lunch             0 
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 Mary spent the majority of her time planning and organizing and having conversations 

with teachers (Table 14).  The subcategory of coach-teacher conversations is a level 2 intensity. 

 She divided her time between two campuses working with first- through fourth-grade 

teachers.  She spent three days at one and two days at the other.  She stated, “First- and second-

grade teachers, I meet with almost weekly.  But the third-grade teachers, aren’t real, I mean, just 

to be, I’m being terribly honest with you.  They’re not real open.  They don’t really want any 

help, so they rarely meet me; only, only when I force myself on them.  Sounds awful!  Fourth 

grade’s pretty open with me.  We’re kind of friends ‘cause I used to teach fourth grade, so, um, 

they meet….But, no, third grade rarely meets with me, and if I do walk in, all conversation stops, 

and they just look at me.  Um, so…but that’s how it goes sometimes.”   

 One of Mary’s responses to the most valuable thing she did in making a difference in 

teacher practices or student learning was, “…with a particular teacher, there were two students 

that she brought to my attention that she was worried about.  And when we started going through 

her folder, her guided reading binder…and she didn’t have anything on those two kids.  She said 

that she hadn’t had time to meet with them yet all year…the most important thing I did today 

was to stress to her that it’s not an option.  She must meet with these kids in their small group 

setting daily, I mean weekly.  And if she can’t do it daily, then several times a week.” 

 The most problematic or challenging part of the same day was, “Maybe telling a teacher 

that has 20 years’ experience that I don’t have that she’s doing it wrong and that she needs to do 

this.  That’s a little uncomfortable for me.”   
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Table 14   

Diary Study Time Estimates for Interviewee Activities over 5 Days 

Coach: Mary (Literacy Coach)        Total Minutes:  2,635 

Coach Activity   Level of 
Intensity Minutes 

 1. Teacher – Group    

  Meetings, grade-level 2       45 

  Conducts PD 2  

 Teacher – Individual    

 2. Planning for class visit  3  

  Post Observation conference 3  

  Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1  

  Coach-Teacher Conversation  2     610 

  Co-Teaching 3  

  Observation 3  

  Modeling 3  

  COM (Co-teaching, observing, 
and or Modeling) 3  

 3. Planning and Organizing       680 

 4. Management        330 

 5. School-related    

  Meeting-administer       570 

  Meeting- support personnel            360 

 6. Working with Students    

  Instructing Students 1       40 

  Assessing Students 1  

TOTAL    2,635 

Coach as Learner             0 

Non LC Activities: school closings and lunch             0 
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 Carol spent a large amount of time planning and organizing.  She indicated that a lot of 

her time was spent creating benchmark assessments for all three campuses.  Carol was also 

responsible for creating assessments for bilingual and special education students, although she 

was not certified in either category. 

 She divided her time between three campuses: one elementary and two intermediate, 

working with third- through eighth-grade teachers.   

 On one particular day, the parent involvement coordinator asked her to put together a 

presentation.  “I put together a presentation on reading tips at home and activities that could be 

done with children at home to increase reading.  I made a PowerPoint and a handout for the 

parents.  Then, I worked on finding an epic tale for my seventh-grade teachers because they’re 

going to be doing epic tales next, starting next week, and they didn’t have one.  So I pulled one 

up on Project Gutenberg.  It was The Illiad for Boys and Girls…And I put that together, created a 

PDF for them.  I found the same version in audio form, so I downloaded all the chapters for 

them.  And then I went to each teacher to download the information on their computer so they’d 

have it.” 

 Carol’s response to what she thought was the most valuable in making a difference in 

teacher practices or student learning was, “I think today was the initial helping the teachers plan, 

making sure that they’re going to be prepared for their lessons and then gathering resources for 

them like getting the Iliad together for my seventh-grade teachers so that they have the materials 

they need, and they can just plug it in and actually teach and not spend the time searching for 

materials.”  

Her response to what she thought was problematic or a challenge was,  
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“I think my biggest challenge at this point is my new teacher at the junior high; just trying to find 

a way to work with him that doesn’t shut him down.  Um, a way to get, get in and let him know 

I’m actually there to help him and break down that wall because right now he has a wall up that 

if  you give him a suggestion, most of the time, it’s ‘Oh yeah, I’ll take care of that.’  Or, you 

know, it’s kind of a brush off.  So I think that’s my biggest challenge, and at least he did take 

some of my advice today as far as today goes.  And I want to see him follow through on some of 

those things in the coming weeks.” 
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Table 15  

Diary Study Time Estimates for Interviewee Activities over 5 Days 

Coach: Carol (Literacy Coach)        Total Minutes:  2,615 

Coach Activity   Level of 
Intensity 

Minutes 

 1. Teacher – Group    

  Meetings, grade-level 2 305 

  Conducts PD 2  

 Teacher – Individual    

  Planning for class visit 3  

  Post Observation conference 3  

  Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1 60 

  Coach-Teacher Conversation  2  

  Co-Teaching 3  

  Observation 3 60 

  Modeling 3  

  COM (Co-teaching, observing, 
and or Modeling) 

3  

 2. Planning and Organizing   1,710 

 3. Management    

 4. School-related    

  Meeting-administer  330 

  Meeting- support personnel  150 

 5. Working with Students    

  Instructing Students 1  

  Assessing Students 1  

TOTAL    2,615 

Coach as Learner             0 

Non LC Activities: school closings and lunch             0 
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 Grace spent most of her time with teachers during their grade level planning, which is a 

level 2 intensity.  She also spent a significant amount of her time planning and organizing and 

doing management duties.  Those duties included administrative tasks such as emails, coaching 

logs, and departmental duties (Table 16). 

 Grace divided her time among eight campuses and served prekindergarten through fifth-

grade teachers.  She tried to schedule herself on a revolving two-week basis at each campus and 

was flexible to meet with teachers on an “as needed” basis.  On Thursday mornings, 8:00-11:00 

was set aside for department meetings.  Grace was also responsible for keeping a Coaching Log, 

which was considered a Management Duty.  She stated in one interview, “Coaching log, yes. For 

we have to put in all the teachers that we work with and how long we work with them and where 

and what was the main topic or discussion or PD (professional development) or whatever it is.  

We also have to include that in our notes.” 

 After meeting with three teachers who had been displaced to new campuses after leveling 

of classes, Grace felt that it was the most important thing she did that day to make a difference in 

teacher practice, “I think my whole afternoon just having those relationships with those teachers 

and being able to drop in on them without an appointment and them welcoming me.  I think that 

helped make me feel accomplished.  I think being able to be successful to help them help their 

students.”  The most problematic or challenging thing that day was the morning she was 

scheduled to meet with the administrators and teachers, “The morning was a bit hectic just 

because I didn’t know the principals were out.  I had emailed to confirm, and apparently they had 

both been sick and that’s why they hadn’t replied.  So I went to the school anyway just to be 

sure.  They had a pep rally this morning, and it ran smoothly without the administrators, so I 

didn’t even know they weren’t there until the pep rally was over.” 
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Table 16  

Diary Study Time Estimates for Interviewee Activities over 5 Days 

Coach: Grace (Instructional Coach)       Total Minutes:  2,460 

Coach Activity   Level of 
Intensity 

Minutes 

 1. Teacher – Group    

  Meetings, grade-level 2 540 

  Conducts PD 2 60 

 Teacher – Individual    

  Planning for class visit 3  

  Post Observation conference 3 90 

  Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1 90 

  Coach-Teacher Conversation  2 240 

  Co-Teaching 3  

  Observation 3 180 

  Modeling 3 120 

  COM (Co-teaching, observing, 
and or Modeling) 

3  

 2. Planning and Organizing   420 

 3. Management   450 

 4. School-related    

  Meeting-administer  90 

  Meeting- support personnel  180 

 5. Working with Students    

  Instructing Students 1  

  Assessing Students 1  

TOTAL    2,460 

Coach as Learner             0 

Non LC Activities: school closings and lunch             0 
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Christi spent the majority of her time working with students and management.  Her role 

as a reading specialist involved working with struggling readers in first through third grade.  The 

time spent analyzing and documenting her students’ progress monitoring assessment data was 

the second category with the most time spent (Table 17).  Her daily schedule was regular as she 

explained in one of the interviews, “We start off our day at 7:30 and, um, I do morning tutorials 

for our third-graders, and what we’re working on, basically, is, um, Read Naturally passages that 

are checking for students being able to work independently on either a little below grade or on 

grade level.  And it’s, and it’s usually about 18 to 20 students at a time, and it’s myself and my 

partner.  And we’ll listen to them read a cold timing and I’ll graph it in their folder.  And then 

they’ll practice reading it independently, and then we’ll check answers.  And then we’ll do a 

warm reading and graph that in their folder as well.  We also do a retell and a prediction that the 

kids write.  And we’ll check it and talk about it and how the one-on-one conferencing, and 

there’s a place to chart their progress on their comprehension and their words that they can write 

for a retell, the number of words written.  And that, that goes on till almost 8:00, and then they 

dismiss and we have announcements.  And that’s usually about ten minutes of my day I can go 

up to the office, check if I have any messages.  And then I can get my day started at 8:15 for my 

second-graders.  And we’ve got, let me see, that group has I think 14 students that come from 

three different classes in second grade.  And I will take, let’s see, this, yesterday we were doing 

benchmark testing.  Typically we do guided reading groups, but this time of the year, we do our 

middle of the year Fountas & Pinnell benchmark.  And I listen to three students during the 45 

minutes time and did comprehension questions orally with them and then decided whether or not 

they needed to stay at that same level or move up.”  She continued the day meeting with groups 

of third- and first-graders doing guided reading, benchmark testing, and progress monitoring. 
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 During one interview, when asked about the what she felt was the most valuable thing 

she did to make a difference in teacher practice or student learning, she said, “Okay, the most 

valuable on Wednesday was when I spoke with [E], my little boy that we thought had, had the 

learning disability and realized, we think it was behavior, and actually spoke to him and praised 

him and saw the light on his face just get really excited and then to be able to go and talk to his 

teachers, it made me think to myself, maybe it’s just when he’s in the reading lab.  But it wasn’t.  

It was happening in the classroom, too.  And it just made me feel really good, and I thought that 

that small group experience, for a student that acted like they were struggling maybe just for 

attention, so I said it’s a lot more fun to achieve than it is to fail.  So it was, it was great to see 

him get excited and happy and, and for me to have that one-on-one as soon as he finished his test 

and say, ‘Look where you were and look where you are now.  How do you feel?’ And he goes, 

‘It feels great!’  So it was, it was a great, good day to have that happen.” 

 When asked the same day about a problem or challenge, she stated, “Problematic or a 

challenge?  Oh, definitely would have been the whole recess time, because they came in late and 

had the student that didn’t show up.  Ugh!  I was furious.  And one reason I was furious is 

because what little boy is not going to want to stay outside and play with his friends when he’s 

getting ready to have to go in and do really, really hard work for him because he struggles so 

hard.  He went from not being able to say his letter sounds to now reading but, hello, it takes 

effort!  And it, and I’m more upset, not with students, but with the teachers that are actually 

conducting recess through, you know, 15 minutes into our reading lab time, which, to me, I’m 

thinking they belong in the classroom with the other students doing their guided reading at the 

same time, which is not the way the schedule is.  And it’s, it’s just frustrating and it’s 

disappointing that, that I think, I feel like they’re not being professional.”  
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Table 17  

Diary Study Time Estimates for Interviewee Activities over 5 Days 

Coach: Christi (Reading Specialist)             Total Minutes:  2,550 

Coach Activity   Level of 
Intensity 

Minutes 

 1. Teacher – Group    

  Meetings, grade-level 2  

  Conducts PD 2  

 Teacher – Individual    

  Planning for class visit 3  

  Post Observation conference 3  

  Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1  

  Coach-Teacher Conversation  2  

  Co-Teaching 3  

  Observation 3  

  Modeling 3  

  COM (Co-teaching, observing, 
and or Modeling) 

3  

 2. Planning and 
Organizing   465 

 3. Management   780 

 4. School-related    

  Meeting-administer  60 

  Meeting- support personnel  90 

 5. Working with Students    

  Instructing Students 1 885 

  Assessing Students 1 270 

TOTAL    2,550 

Coach as Learner             0 

Non LC Activities: school closings and 
lunch             0 
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 Britney spent the majority of her time working with students and planning and 

organizing.  Her role as a reading specialist involved working with 4th-grade struggling readers.   

Table 18 also indicates that she spent considerable time assessing students.  Working with 

students and assessing students are considered level 1 intensity. 

 Britney worked in the Reading Lab at her intermediate campus working with small 

groups.  She explained her schedule in one of the interviews, “And we basically just do, 

independent reading with AR or we’ve got some comprehension games, things like that that we 

do before the bell rings, basically.  And then, I meet with different groups, 30-minute intervals, 

struggling readers that just need, you know, small group instruction, basically.  I meet with them 

throughout the day, and I just do, basically guided reading and guided practice of whatever it is 

the teachers are teaching, you know?” 

 When asked about the most valuable thing she did to make a difference in teacher 

practices or student learning, she replied, “Probably reviewing the assessment with the teachers 

and making sure that, um, all the answer choices were fair and, you know, understandable for a 

fourth-grader I guess.”  On that same day, the most problematic or challenging was the same 

thing, “I hate assessments.  I hate that, the way we assess reading I guess I should say… 

It’s, to me, it’s not real, it’s not real reading and so it’s, I don’t know.  It’s, but we do a lot like, 

um, you know, we feel like the six weeks test is not, should not be like a, like a STAAR (State of 

Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness) test.  I mean it’s formatted like a STAAR test, but we 

don’t feel like it should be like a gotcha kind of thing.  So we do have a review for them where 

we try to pick a passage that is very similar to, you know, not the same, but similar to, like, if it’s 

expository text, and we choose another expository text.  And we try to pattern questions that are 

very similar to the ones on the assessment so that, so that we can review with them the wording 
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and the terminology, the vocabulary so that they’re not caught off guard with that, you know?  

And also if it’s a particularly difficult concept, like, for example, one of our, well actually all of 

our passages for the third six weeks assessment is, um, on the topic of Pompeii and the volcanic 

eruption that happened there, and that’s something that they’re not necessarily familiar with.  So 

we’re actually going to use a leveled reader that we have on Pompeii to kind of build the 

background knowledge before the six weeks assessment so that they’ll hopefully be more 

successful when they have background knowledge on the topic.”   
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Table 18  

Diary Study Time Estimates for Interviewee Activities over 5 Days 

Coach: Britney (Reading Specialist)      Total Minutes:  2,500 

Coach Activity   Level of 
Intensity 

Minutes 

 6. Teacher – Group    

  Meetings, grade-level 2 60 

  Conducts PD 2  

 Teacher – Individual    

  Planning for class visit 3  

  Post Observation conference 3  

  Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1  

  Coach-Teacher Conversation  2  

  Co-Teaching 3  

  Observation 3  

  Modeling 3  

  COM (Co-teaching, observing, 
and or Modeling) 

3  

 7. Planning and 
Organizing   385 

 8. Management   150 

 9. School-related    

  Meeting-administer  30 

  Meeting- support personnel   

 10. Working with Students    

  Instructing Students 1 1,515 

  Assessing Students 1 360 

TOTAL    2,500 

Coach as Learner             0 

Non LC Activities: school closings and lunch             0 
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 Ruth spent most of her time working with students, which is a level 1 intensity.  Her role 

as a reading interventionist focused on providing reading instruction for Kinder – 5th-grade 

students. Table 19 also shows that she spent a lot of time planning and organizing. 

 Ruth explained her schedule in one of the interviews: “I meet with a second-grade tier 

two class from 8:10 to 8:50, and in this class, we focus on, uh, a program that our school is, is 

using this year is Reading Horizons, and it’s a phonics-based program.  And so we’re starting 

everybody, all my kids, second grade through fifth grade in this program and then the other 

reading interventionist which is K to one is also, uh, using this program.  So with my second-

graders, I did a lesson today on, one of the, the phonics lessons in the Reading Horizons, and so 

that's what we did.  It’s based on, we do SMART Board.  They have their own whiteboards.  It’s 

basically just practicing and learning phonics because we felt like that was a very important 

missing link in our basal program.  And then from ten until 9 until 9:45, that’s my testing group, 

and I did DIBELS, progress monitoring on, one, this is the week I’m doing kindergarten, and I 

do it every day at that time.  And then the next week I do first grade.  We do all first, kinder and 

first-graders, every other week.  My tier two kids I do every other week just in, inside my tier, so 

not all kids are being tested.  We do DIBELS testing beginning, middle, and end of the year just 

like we do our TPRI beginning, middle, and end benchmarks, but these are just, the progress 

monitoring.  And then from 9:40 to about 10:30, I meet with a group of fifth-grade boys, and we, 

I do implement some Reading Horizons, but we mostly we read novels.  Uh, it’s, part of the time 

we’re working on American History, the American Revolution time period.  We just completed a 

Magic Tree House non-fiction American Revolution, and so we read out loud and, and we do, 

uh, critical thinking questions.  And then at the end we’ll have, paper/pencil tests so that they are 

more doing the American Revolution with my fifth-graders.  From 10:30 to 11:10, I meet with a 
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tier two third-grade classroom, and during this time, we were also doing Reading Horizons.  Um, 

today we were working on the phonics skill one which is the short vowel sound with the, uh, 

guardian keeping the vowel short.  We just did practicing with that.  They did individual, they 

did group, basically just making them familiar with that rule.  From 11:10 to 11:55, I have my 

lunch period.  From 12 to 12:35, I have a fourth-grade tier two which I’m also doing Reading 

Horizons with.  Uh, same, phonics skill number two which has the, the short vowel with two, 

followed by two consonants keeping the vowel short.  And it was just practicing on that and, and 

what that looks like.  From 11, from 12:35 to 1:20, I meet one-on-one with a third-grade, 

dyslexic boy who has pretty severe dyslexia.  We meet, I meet with him one-on-one.  We 

practice on their spelling patterns, spelling rules, and today we were doing a passage on multi-

meaning words.  And, let’s see, from 1:20 until 1:45, it’s an additional DIBELS testing period 

and I used that time today to record, uh, the information that I tested this morning with my 

second, with my kinder kids.  Then, let’s see, from 1:45 to 2:30, I meet with my second tier two 

fourth-grade class, the exact same lesson in Reading Horizons that I did with my first fourth-

grade class.  And from 2:30 to 3:15 is my conference period and I used that time to do paperwork 

on my testing.  And that’s it.” 

 In one interview, she stated the most valuable thing in making a difference in student 

learning was, “I think basically it, because of the new program we’re doing with Reading 

Horizons, every day that is the most important thing I do because it, it provides a scaffolding 

effect for my students.  They can hang, uh, different rules on to like a skeleton.  I, I like to think 

of it as a skeleton where they can hang different bones on because they, before, um, we, we 

would learn rules, but they weren’t connected.  So for me this program has been the big 

difference.” 
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Ruth’s most problematic or challenging situation that day involved a student’s behavior, 

“Yes, with, um, one of my second-grade boys.  I let him push me into a corner because I, I, uh, 

gave him an ultimatum I should not have given him, uh, and it was not a day for that to be, and I 

couldn’t back down and so we kind of had a standoff for a while.  So yeah, that was problematic 

for me, that I, I let him, I let him back me into this corner and then I couldn’t let go so yeah.” 
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Table 19  

Diary Study Time Estimates for Interviewee Activities over 5 Days 

Coach: Ruth (Reading Interventionist)            Total Minutes:  2,295 

Coach Activity   Level of 
Intensity 

Minutes 

 1. Teacher – Group    

  Meetings, grade-level 2  

  Conducts PD 2  

 Teacher – Individual    

  Planning for class visit 3  

  Post Observation conference 3  

  Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1  

  Coach-Teacher Conversation  2  

  Co-Teaching 3  

  Observation 3  

  Modeling 3  

  COM (Co-teaching, observing, 
and or Modeling) 

3  

 2. Planning and 
Organizing   540 

 3. Management   75 

 4. School-related    

  Meeting-administer   

  Meeting- support personnel  115 

 5. Working with Students    

  Instructing Students 1 1,195 

  Assessing Students 1 370 

TOTAL    2,295 

Coach as Learner             0 

Non LC Activities: school closings and lunch             0 
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 As a lead teacher, Victoria spent the majority of her time instructing 3rd-grade students.  

She also spent an equal amount of time planning and organizing as well as meeting with 

administrators.  She taught ELA, writing, and social studies for two groups of 3rd-grade students, 

20 students in each group.  The interviews indicated that Victoria spent one of the five days 

meeting with administrators and other teachers in a district curriculum writing day.  She, along 

with other third-grade teachers, worked with 4th- and 5th-grade teachers to vertically align the 

Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) with their school district’s curriculum.  This 

would account for the large amount of time spent meeting with administrators (Table 20).   

 When asked about what she thought was the most valuable in making a difference in 

teacher practices or student learning, she responded, “I think, honestly, the, uh, meeting with the 

other teachers and looking at the actual TEKS and reflecting on the best way to actually, for 

instruction, so that kids will be able to truly understand what we’re doing and apply it to their 

learning and then looking at our questions and making sure that they match our TEKS.  But so 

often we just write questions or somebody writes questions, and it doesn’t actually address the 

TEKS.” 

The most problematic or challenging thing to happen that day was knowing that she 

would have to deal with a discipline problem when she returned to her classroom, “I realize 

tomorrow I get to deal with a discipline problem because of being out all day.  I had a child steal 

from my desk, but other than that, no.” 
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Table 20  

Diary Study Time Estimates for Interviewee Activities over 5 Days 

Coach: Victoria (Lead Teacher)             Total Minutes:  2,370 

Coach Activity   Level of 
Intensity 

Minutes 

 1. Teacher – Group    

  Meetings, grade-level 2  

  Conducts PD 2  

 Teacher – Individual    

  Planning for class visit 3  

  Post Observation conference 3  

  Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1  

  Coach-Teacher Conversation  2  

  Co-Teaching 3  

  Observation 3  

  Modeling 3  

  COM (Co-teaching, observing, 
and or Modeling) 

3  

 2. Planning and 
Organizing   360 

 3. Management    

 4. School-related    

  Meeting-administer  360 

  Meeting- support personnel  45 

 5. Working with Students    

  Instructing Students 1 1,455 

  Assessing Students 1  

TOTAL    2,370 

Coach as Learner             0 

Non LC Activities: school closings and lunch            150 
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 Lead Teacher, Teresa, spent most of her time working with students because it was her 

primary responsibility.  She instructed two 4th-grade classes in reading, writing, and integrated 

social studies.  The second category in which she spent her time was planning and organizing 

(Table 21).  Teresa also had a student teacher assigned to her classroom; as a lead teacher, she 

was able to teach the student teacher quality literacy instructional strategies. 

 When asked about what she thought was valuable in making a difference in student 

learning, she stated, “Well I really think that this, that today my lesson going over the Costa’s 

levels of thinking really, um, really helped a lot in being able to determine the differences 

between dramatic literature and just a regular fictional story.  Um, they were able to take some of 

those, um, questions, those analyzing and those synthesizing type of questions and thoughts, and 

they were, I actually saw them kind of domino effect into their actual reflections when they were 

reflecting on, you know, the differences or the similarities, and that, the similarities and the 

differences between those two types of genres, being the dramatic versus the fict-, strictly 

fictional genre.” 

The most problematic issue for Teresa that day was, “For me, this morning was a very 

big challenge because I had been absent all last week.  So I had to kind of put all the pieces 

together real quick and assess where the students were as a whole, and then, I mean each class 

was different, and I had two.  I have a morning class and an afternoon class.  The morning class 

tend to be a little bit more of, um, me holding their hand and kind of modeling and reminding.  

Whereas the afternoon class seemed like that they got, they actually got it pretty good.  They had 

a pretty good, firm understanding of the different concepts that we were talking about today.  So 

I would have to say my challenge was in the morning, just trying to get everybody together.”  
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Table 21  

Diary Study Time Estimates for Interviewee Activities over 5 Days 

Coach: Teresa (Lead Teacher)       Total Minutes:  2,595 

Coach Activity   Level of 
Intensity 

Minutes 

 1. Teacher – Group    

  Meetings, grade-level 2  

  Conducts PD 2  

 Teacher – Individual    

  Planning for class visit 3  

  Post Observation conference 3  

  Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1  

  Coach-Teacher Conversation  2  

  Co-Teaching 3  

  Observation 3  

  Modeling 3  

  COM (Co-teaching, observing, 
and or Modeling) 

3  

 2. Planning and 
Organizing   675 

 3. Management    

 4. School-related    

  Meeting-administer   

  Meeting- support personnel   

 5. Working with Students    

  Instructing Students 1 1,680 

  Assessing Students 1 240 

TOTAL    2,595 

Coach as Learner             0 

Non LC Activities: school closings and 
lunch             0 
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Research Question Results  

Research question one: How consistent are the primary responsibilities of 

elementary literacy coaches consistent across the Texas Coastal Bend? 

The researcher was able to determine how the 11 literacy coaches in the Texas Coastal 

Bend allocate their time, using Bean et al.’s (2010) Interview Protocol for Retrospective Diary 

Study. 

How Do Literacy Coaches Distribute Their Time? 

 Using the transcribed interviews of the literacy coaches’ reports of their 5 days of 

activities, the researcher summed the number of minutes each coach spent on each of the 23 

coded activities.  The time allotment differed across the coaches, therefore, the percent of effort 

for each coach was calculated according to the five broad categories of coaching codes 

established by the Bean, et al. study.   

Table 22 indicates the time allotments for all 11 literacy coaches; it summarized the 

average number of minutes, range of minutes, average percent of effort, and range in percent of 

effort for each of the 17 activities across the 11 literacy coaches.  On average, the literacy 

coaches allocated the highest percent of effort to working with students (31.7%) followed by 

planning and organizing (28.8%), working with groups of teachers (19.5%), school-related tasks 

and management (9.7%), and working with individual teachers (5.7%).   

The data shows that more time was spent working with students, planning, and 

organizing than time spent with teachers.  The literacy coaches spent most of their time working 

in the level 1 intensity and the least amount of time working at level 3.  The results can be 

attributed to the five participants whose time was spent working with students in their roles as 

reading specialists/interventionists and lead teachers.   
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Table 22  

Summary of Diary Study Time Estimates for Interviewee Activities over 5 Days 

Coach Activity Level of 
Intensity 

Range 
(Minutes) 

Average 
(Minutes) 

Range 
(% effort) 

Average 
(% effort) 

        
Coaching   0 - 1,320 489.1 0.0 - 53.7 19.5 
1.        Teacher – Group   0 - 1,025 343.6 0.0 - 41.2 13.8 
·       Meetings, grade-level 2 0 - 1,025 338.2 0.0 - 41.2 13.6 
·       Conducts PD 2 0 - 60 5.5 0.0 - 2.4 0.2 
Teacher – Individual   0 - 720 145.5 0.0 - 29.3 5.7 
·       Planning for class visit 3 0 - 0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 
·       Post Observation conference 3 0 - 90 8.2 0.0 - 3.7 0.3 
·                 
·       Conversations on the Fly (COTF) 1 0 - 90 16.4 0.0 - 3.7 0.7 
·       Coach-Teacher Conversation 2 0 - 610 88.2 0.0 - 23.1 3.4 
·       Co-Teaching 3 0 - 0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 
·       Observation 3 0 - 180 21.8 0.0 - 7.3 0.9 
·       Modeling 3 0 - 120 10.9 0.0 - 4.9 0.4 
·       COM (Co-teaching, observing, and or 
Modeling) 

3 0 - 0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 

2.        Planning and organizing  360 - 1,710 722.7 15.8 - 65.4 28.8 
3.        Management  0 - 780 242.3 0.0 - 30.6 9.7 
4.        School-related   0 - 930 246.4 0.0 - 35.3 9.7 
·       Meeting-administer  0 - 570 155.5 0.0 - 21.6 6.1 
·       Meeting- support personnel  0 - 360 90.9 0.0 - 13.7 3.6 
5.        Working with Students   0 - 1,920 777.3 0.0 - 76.8 31.7 
·       Instructing Students 1 0 - 1,680 615.5 0.0 - 64.7 25.1 
·       Assessing Students 1 0 - 540 161.8 0.0 - 21.8 6.6 
·                
TOTAL  2,220 - 2,635 2,477.7 93.7 - 100.0 99.4 
Coach as Learnered  0 - 0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 
Non LC Activities: school closings and lunch  0 - 150 13.6 0.0 - 6.3 0.6 
 

 An emerging theme from the interviews was that the literacy coaches spent one to two 

hours a day off-contract working on things they did not finish during the regular workday.  Sara 

indicated that her work day ended at 4:00, but sometimes she stayed, “trying to finish up what I 

didn’t finish up during the day…sometimes I leave at 6 or 6:30.  It all depends.” 
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Research question two: How do the elementary literacy coach’s perceptions of their 

self-efficacy in literacy instruction influence teacher’s sense of self-efficacy for 

literacy instruction? 

The online Teachers’ Self- Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale (TSELIS) survey 

supplied the data necessary to answer this question.  A set of 22 Likert-scale statements was 

presented to explore literacy coaches’ and teachers’ self-efficacy for literacy instruction.  Twenty 

Literacy coaches and 236 teachers responded to the survey.  Data from surveys was collected, 

checked for accuracy, coded, and analyzed through the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) computer software. 

Of the 20 literacy coaches who responded to the TSELIS survey, four literacy coaches 

did not respond to all items.  A total of six items had one response missing.  A decision was 

made to keep the four literacy coaches with missing responses because of the small sample size 

(N = 20).  Therefore, the literacy coaches’ data set was tested to check if responses were missing 

completely at random.  Roderick J. A. Little’s chi-square statistic for testing whether responses 

are missing completely at random takes the value 57.242 on 82 df ( p = .983); therefore, the 

assumption of randomness of missing responses was met.  A single imputation method was used 

to replace missing values with estimates.  The method chosen was the EM (Expectation - 

Maximization) method.    

A reliability analysis of the literacy coaches’ TSELIS resulted in a reliability index 

(Cronbach’s alpha) of 0.92.  The Cronbach’s alpha for the teachers’ TSELIS was 0.94.  Dimitrov 

(2010) stated that Cronbach’s alpha is a widely used estimate of the internal consistency of the 

reliability of survey items.  The coefficient ranges from 0.0 to 1.0, and values closer to 1.0 have 

higher reliability.  Internal consistency is based on the average correlation among items within a 
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survey (Dimitrov, 2010).  The mean and standard deviation for each of the 22 items of the 

TSELIS for the 20 literacy coaches is shown on Table 23.  Similar results for the 236 teachers’ 

TSELIS are shown in Table 24.    
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Table 23  
 
Means and Standard Deviations for the Literacy Coach TSELIS  
 

 Item         Mean        SD               N        
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. To what extent can you use a student’s oral reading  
mistakes as an opportunity to teach effective reading        4.80        .41  20 
strategies? 

 
2. To what extent can you use a variety of informal and formal 4.80        .41  20 

reading assessment strategies? 
 

3. To what extent can you adjust your reading strategies       4.85        .37  20 
based on ongoing informal assessments of your students? 

 
4. To what extent can you provide specific, targeted  

feedback to students during oral reading?    4.76        .53  20 
 

5. How much can do to meet the needs of struggling   4.55               .69  20 
readers?    
    

6. To what extent can you adjust writing strategies based on  
ongoing informal assessments of your students?    4.05        .69  20 

 
7. To what extent can you provide your students with  

opportunities to apply their prior knowledge to  4.48        .50  20 
reading tasks?               

 
8. To what extent can you help your students monitor       4.21        .61  20 

their own use of reading strategies? 
 

9. To what extent can you get students to read fluently 
 during oral reading?                                                            3.95       .83  20 
 

10. To what extent can you model effective reading strategies?  4.75       .55  20 
 

11. To what extent can you implement effective reading  
strategies in your classroom?       4.75       .44  20 

 
12. To what extent can you help your students figure out   4.65       .59  20 

unknown words when they are reading? 
 

13. To what extent can you get children to talk with each     4.04       .58  20 
other in class about books they are reading? 

 
14. To what extent can you recommend a variety of quality  4.40       .75  20 

children’s literature to your students? 
 

15.  To what extent can you model effective writing strategies?   4.25        .85  20 
 

16. To what extent can you integrate the components of          4.30        .92  20 
language arts? 
 

17. To what extent can you use flexible grouping to meet   4.68        .57  20 
individual student needs for reading instruction? 
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18. To what extent can you implement word study strategies       4.32        .80  20 

to teach spelling? 
 

19. To what extent can you provide children with writing       4.15        .81  20 
opportunities in response to reading? 
 

20. To what extent can you use students’ writing to teach       3.90         .79    20 
grammar and spelling strategies? 
 

21. How much can you do to motivate students who show       4.05         .69    20 
low interest in reading? 
 

22.  How much can you do to adjust your reading materials 
to the proper level for individual students?        4.50        .69               20 
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The literacy coaches’ highest response rate was to question 3, “To what extent can you 

adjust your reading strategies based on ongoing informal assessments of your students?”   

Questions 1 and 2 had the same response rate: “To what extent can you use a student’s oral 

reading mistakes as an opportunity to teach effective reading strategies?” and “To what extent 

can you use a variety of informal and formal reading assessment strategies?”  The literacy 

coaches’ lowest response rate was to question 20, “To what extent can you use students’ writing 

to teach grammar and spelling strategies?” followed by the response rate to question 9, “To what 

extent can you get students to read fluently during oral reading?” 
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Table 24 
 
Means and Standard Deviations for the Teachers TSELIS  
 

 Item         Mean        SD               N        
__________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. To what extent can you use a student’s oral reading  
mistakes as an opportunity to teach effective reading                4.19        .76  236 
strategies? 

 
2. To what extent can you use a variety of informal and formal 4.23        .67  236 

reading assessment strategies? 
 

3. To what extent can you adjust your reading strategies       4.20        .75  236 
based on ongoing informal assessments of your students? 

 
4. To what extent can you provide specific, targeted  

feedback to students during oral reading?    4.16        .78  236 
 

5. How much can do to meet the needs of struggling   4.03               .78  236 
readers?    

 
6. To what extent can you adjust writing strategies based on  

ongoing informal assessments of your students?    3.87        .82  236 
 

7. To what extent can you provide your students with  
opportunities to apply their prior knowledge to  4.17        .66  236 
reading tasks?               

 
8. To what extent can you help your students monitor       3.75       .80  236 

their own use of reading strategies? 
 

9. To what extent can you get students to read fluently 
during oral reading?                                                            3.71       .73  236 
 

10. To what extent can you model effective reading strategies?  4.51       .61  236 
 

11. To what extent can you implement effective reading  
strategies in your classroom?       4.36       .65  236 

 
12. To what extent can you help your students figure out   4.10       .71  236 

unknown words when they are reading? 
 

13. To what extent can you get children to talk with each     3.68       .88  236 
other in class about books they are reading? 

 
14. To what extent can you recommend a variety of quality  4.02       .88  236 

children’s literature to your students? 
 

15.  To what extent can you model effective writing strategies?   4.01        .87  236 
 

16. To what extent can you integrate the components of          4.08        .81  236 
language arts? 
 

17. To what extent can you use flexible grouping to meet    3.99        .89  236 
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individual student needs for reading instruction? 
 

18. To what extent can you implement word study strategies       3.81        .92  236 
to teach spelling? 
 

19. To what extent can you provide children with writing       3.86        .89  236 
opportunities in response to reading? 
 

20. To what extent can you use students’ writing to teach       3.76         .91    236 
grammar and spelling strategies? 
 

21. How much can you do to motivate students who show       3.83        .78     236 
low interest in reading? 
 

22.  How much can you do to adjust your reading materials 
to the proper level for individual students?        3.97        .82               236 

  
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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The teachers’ highest response rate was to question 10, “To what extent can you model 

effective reading strategies?” followed by question 3, “To what extent can you use a variety of 

informal and formal reading assessment strategies?”  Their lowest response rate was to question 

13, “To what extent can you get children to talk with each other about the books they are 

reading?”  The second lowest response rate was to question 9, “To what extent can you get 

students to read fluently during oral reading?” 

Both literacy coaches and teachers rated themselves high on question 2 and low on 

question 9.  They feel highly confident about using a variety of informal and formal reading 

assessment strategies for literacy instruction.  Likewise, they rated themselves low in getting 

students to read fluently during oral reading. 

A Multiple Linear Regression analysis was conducted to answer research question two.  

The purpose of multiple regression analysis is to develop a model (equations) which can be used 

to predict a dependent variable from a set of predictor variables.  A secondary purpose of 

multiple regression is to identify relationships between the dependent variable and each predictor 

(Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).  Multiple regression does not imply causation.  A Hierarchical 

Multiple Regression analysis was conducted to examine potential factors that predict the teacher’s 

sense of self-efficacy in literacy instruction (TSELIS).  The regression analysis was used to 

examine the extent that teachers’ self-efficacy in literacy instruction was related to literacy 

coaches’ self-efficacy in literacy instruction, literacy coaches’ education work experience , 

literacy coaches’ highest level of education, teachers’ time spent (schedule) with literacy 

coaches, teachers’ education work experience , and teachers’ highest level of education.  The 

measure, sum of teachers’ self-efficacy in literacy instruction scores, was used as the dependent 

variable.   

Dummy variables were created for three predictor variables because they were 
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categorical variables with more than two levels.  Two dummy variables were created for both the 

literacy coaches’ and teachers’ education work experience variables.  The first dummy variable 

was coded as (0 – 10 Yr.) = 0, (11 – 20 Yr.) = 0, and (21 Yr. plus) = 1.  The second dummy 

variable was coded as (0 – 10 Yr.) = 0, (11 – 20 Yr.) = 1, and (21 Yr. plus) = 0. Three dummy 

variables were created for the teachers’ time spent (schedule) with literacy coaches variable.  The 

first dummy variable was coded as (30 – 45 Minutes) = 1, (1Hr.) = 0, (2 Hr. to Whole Day) = 0, 

and other = 0.  The second dummy variable was coded as (30 – 45 Minutes) = 0, (1Hr.) = 1, (2 

Hr. to Whole Day) = 0, and other = 0.  The third dummy variable was coded as (30 – 45 

Minutes) = 0, (1Hr.) = 0, (2 Hr. to Whole Day) = 1, and other = 0.     

Bivariate correlations between the outcome measure, teachers’ TSELIS and each of the 

predictor variables were computed and ranked from highest to lowest based on the correlation 

coefficient.  Table 25 presents the ranked bivariate correlations between the ten predictor 

variables and teachers’ TSELIS. 
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Table 25 
 
Ranked Correlations of Predictor Variables with Sum of Teacher TSELIS 
 
Predictor Variable        r      rpb   p 
 
Teacher - Literacy Coach Schedule (2 Hr. – Whole Day)     .117          .073 
 
Teacher - Highest Level of Education       .115             .079 
 
Teacher - Work Experience (11 – 20 Yr.)       .073             .265 
 
Teacher - Literacy Coach Schedule (30 – 45 minutes)     -.064             .330 
  
Literacy Coach - Highest Level of Education       .062             .345 
 
Teacher - Work Experience (21 Yr. Plus)       .050             .444 
 
Literacy Coach - Work Experience (11 – 20 Yr.)      .035             .590 
 
Teacher - Literacy Coach Schedule (1 Hr.)      -.008            .902 
 
Sum of Literacy Coach TSELI        .005             .936 
 
Literacy Coach - Work Experience (21 Yr. Plus)      -.004            .949 
 
Note. N = 236. r = Pearson Correlation coefficient. rpb = Point Bi-serial Correlation Coefficient.   
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A multiple regression was performed by entering all variables at once.  The data was 

examined for influential cases and outliers.  Influential cases are suspected when Cook’s 

Distance values are greater than 1.00.  For this data, the range of the Cook’s Distance values was 

0.000 to 0.070.  Therefore, no influential cases were detected.  The critical Centered Leverage 

Value (CLV) was computed using the following formula: [(3*P)/n], where P = number of 

predictors plus one and n = 236.  For this data, critical Centered Leverage Value (CLV) = 

[(3*11)/236] = 0.140.  The actual CLV ranged from .0170 to 0.119, which is less than the critical 

CLV.  Therefore, no outliers on the set of predictors were detected.  Cases were examined for 

outliers on the outcome measure, teachers’ TSELIS.  The range of the standardized residuals was 

-2.516 to 2.419.  Because no standardized residual was smaller than -3.000 or larger than 3.000, 

no outliers on the outcome measure were detected. 

The ten predictor variables were entered into the regression analysis based on the 

rankings shown on Table 25.  The R Square change is the amount of amount of variance in the 

outcome measure explained by a predictor, its uniqueness.  Table 26 shows the unique 

contribution of each predictor variable.  
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Table 26 
 
Unique Contribution of the Predictor Variables in Explaining the Variation in TSELIS  
 
Predictor Variable   R R2 Uniqueness F Change  p 
 
Teacher - Literacy Coach  
   Schedule (2 Hr. – Whole Day) .12 .01 1.40%  3.24  .07 
 
Teacher - Highest Level  
   of Education    .16 .03 1.30%  3.07  .08 
 
Teacher - Work Experience  
   (11 – 20 Yr.)    .18 .03 0.60%  1.42  .24 
 
Teacher - Literacy Coach  
   Schedule (30 – 45 minutes)  .18 .03 0.00%  0.08  .77 
 
Literacy Coach - Highest Level  
   of Education    .19 .04 0.20%  0.44  .51 
 
Teacher - Work Experience  
   (21 Yr. Plus)    .20 .04 0.70%  1.68  .20 
 
Literacy Coach - Work Experience  
   (11 – 20 Yr.)     .20 .04 0.00%  0.02  .90 
 
Teacher - Literacy Coach  
   Schedule (1 Hr.)   .20 .04 0.00%  0.03  .88 
 
Sum of Literacy Coach TSELI .21 .04 0.00%  0.02  .89 
 
Literacy Coach - Work Experience  
   (21 Yr. Plus)      .23 .05 0.90%  2.16  .14 
 
 
Note. N = 236.   
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The teachers’ time spent (schedule) with literacy coaches (2 Hr. – Whole Day) entered 

first and accounted for 1.40% of the variation in Teacher’s TSELIS and was not statistically 

significant, F(1, 234) = 3.24, p = .07.  Teachers’ highest level of education entered second and 

accounted for 1.30% of the variation in Teacher’s TSELIS and was not statistically significant, 

F(1, 233) = 3.07, p = .08.  Teachers’ work experience (11 -20 Yr.) entered third and accounted 

for 0.60% of the variation in Teacher’s TSELIS and was not statistically significant, F(1, 232) = 

1.42, p = .24.  Teachers’ time spent (schedule) with literacy coaches (30 - 45 Minutes) entered 

fourth and accounted for 0.00% of the variation in Teacher’s TSELIS and was not statistically 

significant, F(1, 231) = 0.08, p = .77.  Literacy coaches’ highest level of education entered fifth 

and accounted for 0.2% of the variation in Teacher’s TSELIS and was not statistically 

significant, F(1, 230) = 0.44, p = .51.  Teachers’ work experience (21 Yr. Plus) entered sixth and 

accounted for 0.70% of the variance in Teacher’s TSELIS and was not statistically significant, 

F(1, 229) = 1.68, p = .20.  Literacy coaches’ work experience (11 – 20 Yr.) entered seventh and 

accounted for 0.00% of the variance in Teacher’s TSELI and was not statistically significant, 

F(1, 228) = .02, p = .90.  Teachers’ time spent (schedule) with literacy coaches (I Hr.) entered 

eighth and accounted for 0.00% of the variation in Teacher’s TSELIS and was not statistically 

significant, F(1, 227) = 0.03, p = .88.  Sum of literacy coaches’ TSELIS entered ninth and 

accounted for 0.00% of the variance in Teachers’ TSELIS and was not statistically significant, 

F(1, 226) = 0.02, p = .87.  Literacy coaches’ work experience (21 Yr. Plus) entered last and 

accounted for 0.90% of the variance in Teacher’s TSELIS and was not statistically significant, 

F(1, 225) = 2.16, p = .14.  The ten predictor model accounted for 5.10% of the variation in 

Teacher’s TSELIS.   

Results of the regression analysis can be expressed as a Model, prediction equation, 
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defined by the coefficients of the predictor variables.  Table 27 presents the regression 

coefficients.  The coefficients labeled “Estimate” are unstandardized coefficients.  These 

coefficients indicate the direction and strength of the relationship between each predictor 

variable and the outcome measure (Teachers’ TSELIS) while controlling the the effects of all 

other predictors.   
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Table 27 
 
Estimate of Regression Coefficients for Predictor Variables  
 
Predictor Variable         Estimate Std. Error t      p        VIF 
 
Constant    91.01    11.54 7.89   < .001        - 
 
Teacher - Literacy Coach  
   Schedule (2 Hr. – Whole Day)   4.60      2.78 1.65     .10    1.20     
 
 
Teacher - Highest Level  
   of Education     2.29      1.64 1.40     .16      1.09      
 
Teacher - Work Experience  
   (11 – 20 Yr.)     2.72      1.84 1.48     .14      1.24 
 
Teacher - Literacy Coach  
   Schedule (30 – 45 minutes)             -0.49      1.84           -0.26     .79      1.40 
 
Literacy Coach - Highest Level  
   of Education     3.33      2.64 1.35     .18    1.66 
 
Teacher - Work Experience  
   (21 Yr. Plus)     2.17      1.88 1.15     .25    1.27 
 
Literacy Coach - Work Experience  
   (11 – 20 Yr.)      5.21      4.11 1.27     .21    6.97 
 
Teacher - Literacy Coach  
   Schedule (1 Hr.)    0.37      2.21 0.17     .87      1.30 
 
Sum of Literacy Coach TSELI -0.13      0.14           -0.94     .35    2.21 
 
Literacy Coach - Work Experience  
   (21 Yr. Plus)       5.96      4.05 1.47     .14    6.16 
 
 
Note. N = 236. 
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 After reviewing the information in Tables 25, 26, and 27, two issues need further 

discussion.  First, the issue of multicollinearity could have caused the ten predictor model to 

predict a similar value for SE as the single predictor model.  Multicollinearity can adversly affect 

results of a regression analysis.  Multicollinearity may exist when predictor variables are 

moderately to highly intercorrelated, and they may provide the same information about the 

outcome measure (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).  Variance Inflation Factor indicates the strength 

of the linear relationship between a given predictor and remaining predictors (Stevens, 2002).  

The Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for each predictor variable is shown in Table 27.  All 

predictor variables have VIF values greater than 1.00, and two are close to a value of 10.00, 

which is considered problematic (Stevens, 2002).  The VIF values for literacy coaches’ work 

experience (11 – 20 Yr.) and literacy coaches’ work experience (21 Yr. Plus.) were 6.97 and 

6.16, respectively.  Also, the VIF value for literacy coaches’ TSELIS summed scores was 2.21.  

Recall that the unique contribution of literacy coaches’ work experience (11 – 20 Yr.) and 

literacy coaches’ TSELIS summed scores was 0.00%.  On the other hand, the unique 

contribution of literacy coaches’ work experience (21 Yr. Plus.) was 0.90%.  It is possible that 

the multicollinearity due to these three variables resulted in literacy coaches’ work experience 

(21 Yr. Plus.) having a larger unique contribution even though it showed the lowest correlation 

(rpb = -0.004) with the outcome measure (Teachers’ TSELIS).  See Table 25. 

Second, the issue of the non statistical significance of the ten predictor model must be 

addressed.  The results of the omnibus ANOVA, which measures the over significance of a 

regression model was not significant, F(10, 225) = 1.21, p = .29.  Consideration should be given 

to a two predictor model.  The model with two predictors, teachers’ time spent (schedule) with 

literacy coaches (2 Hr. – Whole Day) and teachers’ highest level of education was significant, 
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F(2, 233) = 3.17, p < .05.  Mertler and Vannatta (2005) stated that a simpler solution with fewer 

variables should be considered better than a more complex solution with many variables.  A 

shortcoming of the two predictor model is that this model accounted for only 2.70% of the 

variation in Teacher’s TSELIS. 

Research question three:  What are teacher’s perceptions of the elementary literacy 

coach’s ability to influence their sense of self-efficacy for literacy instruction? 

Descriptive statistics, mean, and standard deviation were then calculated for each of the 

TSELIS questions 23- 28 (Table 28).  This allowed for a closer look at individual item ratings.   

The online Teachers’ Self- Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale (TSELIS) survey 

supplied the data necessary to answer this question.  A set of six Likert-scale items (numbers 23 

through 28) were presented to explore teachers’ perceptions of elementary literacy coaches’ 

ability to influence their sense of self-efficacy for literacy instruction.  Of the total of 296 

teachers who responded to the survey, 243 teachers completed all six items.  Table 28 presents 

the descriptive statistics for teachers’ response to the six items. 
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Table 28 
 
Descriptive Statistics for teachers’ TSELIS Items 23 – 28 
 
Item       Mean    SD Min Max  
 
23. To what extent has the literacy coach  
       influenced your literacy instruction?  3.60    .96 1.00 5.00 
 
24. To what extent has the literacy coach   
       influenced your ability to provide  
       differentiated instruction?   3.59    .96 2.00 5.00  
 
25. To what extent has the literacy coach  
       influenced your ability to use a variety  
       of informal and formal reading  
       assessment strategies?    3.53   .99 1.00 5.00  
 
26. To what extent has the literacy coach  
       influenced your ability to model effective  
       writing strategies?    3.26 1.05 1.00 5.00  
 
27. To what extent has the literacy coach  
       influenced your ability to meet the needs  
       of struggling readers?    3.54 1.00 1.00 5.00  
 
28. To what extent has the literacy coach  
       influenced your ability to model effective  
       reading strategies?    3.53  .98 1.00 5.00 
 
Note. N =243  
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Item number 23 had the largest mean (M = 3.60), and item number 26 had the smallest 

mean (M = 3.26).  Item number 24 was the only item a minimum value of 2.00 and a maximum 

value of 5.  The other five items ranged from 1.00 to 5.00.  Figure 1 presents the means by 

literacy coach for each item.  An analysis using the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test showed that the 

mean difference between item 23 and item 26 is statistically significant, Z = 6.423, p < .001.  

Most of the literacy coaches had a significant higher mean for item 23 than for item 26.   
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Figure 1. Mean of item 23 and item 26 by literacy coach 
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Teachers’ overall response to question 23 of the TSELIS online survey was the highest 

(M = 3.60).  Question 23 is, “To what extent has the literacy coach influenced your literacy 

instruction?”  Therefore, teachers indicated that the literacy coach influenced their literacy 

instruction.  Whereas, question 26 of the TSELIS online survey received the lowest response rate 

(M = 3.26).  Question 26 is, “To what extent has the literacy coach influenced your ability to 

model effective writing strategies?”   

Summary 

This study utilized telephone interviews of 11 elementary literacy coaches in the Texas 

Coastal Bend.  The elementary literacy coaches, and classrooms teachers with whom they work, 

took the online survey, Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale (TSELIS) to 

determine the influence of literacy coaches’ work with teachers as perceived by the teachers and 

literacy coaches.   

The results of the content analysis of the interviews show that the literacy coaches spent 

more time working with students and planning and organizing, rather than working with 

individual teachers or groups of teachers.   

The multiple regression analysis of the online TSELIS survey shows that literacy 

coaches’ highest response rate was to question 3, “To what extent can you adjust your reading 

strategies based on ongoing informal assessments of your students?”  Their lowest response rate 

was to question 20, “To what extent can you use students’ writing to teach grammar and spelling 

strategies?” 

The teachers’ highest response rate was to question 10, “To what extent can you model 

effective reading strategies?”  Their lowest response rate was to question 13, “To what extent can 

you get children to talk with each other about the books they are reading?”   
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Both literacy coaches and teachers rated themselves high on question 2 and low on 

question 9.  They feel highly confident about using a variety of informal and formal reading 

assessment strategies for literacy instruction.  Likewise, they rated themselves low in getting 

students to read fluently during oral reading. 

An analysis using the Wilcoxon Signed RanksTest showed that the mean difference 

between item 23 and item 26 is statistically significant, Z = 6.423, p < .001.  Most of the literacy 

coaches had a significant higher mean for item 23, which means that the literacy coaches have a 

higher influence in teachers’ overall literacy instruction.  The lowest mean, which was item 26, 

showed that the literacy coaches do not have a high influence in teachers’ ability to model 

effective writing strategies.   
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 

Organization of Chapter 

 The findings of this study and the researcher’s conclusions will be discussed in this 

chapter.  This chapter is organized into the following components: (a) overview of study, (b) 

research question one—consistency of the primary responsibilities of elementary literacy 

coaches consistent across the Texas Coastal Bend, (c) research question two—elementary 

literacy coaches’ perceptions of their self-efficacy for literacy instruction influence the teachers’ 

sense of efficacy for literacy instruction, (d) research question three—teachers’ perceptions of 

the elementary literacy coach’s ability to influence their sense of efficacy for literacy instruction, 

(e) limitations, (f) significance of the study, and (f) recommendations for future studies. 

Overview of the Study 

Literacy coaching has emerged as a method of professional development embedded at the 

campus and district levels.  The purpose is to increase teacher knowledge about teaching reading, 

influence their literacy instructional strategies, and impact student achievement (IRA 2004, 

2010; Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998;).  Although literacy coaches are common in schools across 

the nation, there is little empirical evidence with regard to the effectiveness of coaching in 

impacting teacher practice.  The purpose of this study was to examine the role of literacy coaches 

in the Texas Coastal Bend schools and their perceived influence on the self-efficacy of teachers 

regarding their ability to be effective teachers of literacy.  This quantitative study utilized 

telephone interviews of 11 literacy coaches in seven Texas Coastal Bend school districts and the 

online Teacher Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale (TSELIS) survey to determine 

the influence of elementary literacy coaches’ work with teachers as perceived by the teachers and 

literacy coaches. 
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This section provides the researcher’s conclusions to the following research questions.  

Research Questions 

Research question one: How consistent are the primary responsibilities of 

elementary literacy coaches consistent across the Texas Coastal Bend? 

The 2010 study conducted by Bean et al., found that the highest percentage of time 

literacy coaches spent was working with individual teachers (23.6%), followed by management 

(21%), school-related tasks (20.6%), planning and organizing (14.2%), working with groups of 

teachers (12.1%), and working with students (8.2%) (p. 95).  Combining the work that literacy 

coaches did with individual and groups of teachers, coaches spent an average of 35.7% of their 

time providing direct support to teachers (Bean et al., 2010).  The study also concluded that 

literacy coaches devoted 55% of their coaching to level 3 activities, 38% to level 2 activities and 

7 % to level 1 activities (p. 96).   

According to Bean et al., coaches might begin with level 1 activities, which are less 

intense, while they are establishing trusting relationships with teachers.  Level 1 activities 

include informal conversations and instructing or assessing students.  Then, over time, the 

coaches move into level 2 and 3 activities, which “demand closer and more intense relationships 

with teachers, with more attention given to classroom practices” (p. 96).  Level 2 activities 

include grade level meetings and conducting professional development.  Level 3 activities, which 

are the most intense level, include working with individual teachers: co-teaching, observing, 

modeling, post-observation conferences, and planning for class visits. 

This is in contrast to the current research study which finds that literacy coaches allocated 

most of their time working with students (31.7%) followed by time planning and organizing 

(28.8%), working with groups of teachers (13.8%), school-related (9.7%), management (9.7%), 
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and working with individual teachers (5.7%).  The literacy coaches in the current study spent 

1.6% of their time in level 3 activities, 17.2% in level 2 activities, and 32.4% of their time 

working on level 1 activities. 

Combining the work that literacy coaches did with individual teachers and groups of 

teachers, coaches spent an average of 19.5% of their time providing direct support to teachers.  

Whereas the Bean et al. study indicated the combined work that literacy coaches did with 

individual teachers and groups of teachers was 35.7%. 

The reading coaches in the Bean et al. study had been coaching in the schools for at least 

three years, whereas, four of the literacy coaches in the current study are first-year coaches.  This 

contrast of time spent coaching in schools might attribute to the low rate of level 3 activities.  

Another factor to the high percentage of time spent working with students (31.7%) can be 

attributed to the fact that five of the interviewees work with students on a daily basis as per their 

roles as reading specialist/interventionist and lead teachers.   

Research question two: How do the elementary literacy coach’s perceptions of their 

self-efficacy in literacy instruction influence teacher’s sense of self-efficacy for 

literacy instruction? 

To capture the quantitative data, the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction 

Scale (TSELIS) survey was used (Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2004).  TSELIS utilized a five-

point Likert scale and the responses ranged from one, “none at all,” to five, “a great deal.”  

TSELIS consisted of 22 questions which demonstrated that teachers’ sense of self-efficacy for 

literacy instruction consisted of skills including instructional strategies, capacity for student 

engagement, and use of assessment data.  
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The literacy coaches rated themselves highest in terms of being able to adjust reading 

strategies based on ongoing informal assessments of their students (M = 4.85).  They rated 

themselves equal (M = 4.80) on their ability to use students’ oral reading mistakes as an 

opportunity to teach effective reading strategies and their use of formal and informal reading 

assessment strategies.  Their lowest response rate was using students’ writing to teach grammar 

and spelling strategies (M = 3.90) and their ability to get their students to read fluently during 

oral reading (M = 3.95). 

The teachers rated themselves highest in terms of being able to model effective reading 

strategies (M = 4.51) and their ability to adjust reading strategies based on ongoing informal 

assessments of their students (M = 4.23).  Their lowest response rate was to getting children to 

talk with each other about the books they are reading (M = 3.68) and their ability to get their 

students to read fluently during oral reading (M = 3.71).   

Although both literacy coaches and teachers feel highly confident about using a variety of 

informal and formal reading assessment strategies for literacy instruction; both rated themselves 

low in getting students to read fluently during oral reading.  Therefore, formal training of literacy 

coaches in reading instruction might have a better impact on helping teachers increase their 

ability to help students read fluently during oral reading. 

Research question three:  What are teacher’s perceptions of the elementary literacy 

coach’s ability to influence their sense of self-efficacy for literacy instruction? 

Descriptive statistics, mean, and standard deviation were then calculated for each of the 

TSELIS questions 23- 28 (Table 28).  A set of six Likert-scale items (numbers 23 through 28) 

were presented to explore teachers’ perceptions of elementary literacy coachers’ ability to 
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influence their sense of self-efficacy for literacy instruction.  Of the total of 296 teachers who 

responded to the survey, 243 teachers completed all six items.  

This study shows that teachers had a higher perception rate of the literacy coaches’ ability 

to influence their overall literacy instruction and the literacy coaches’ ability to provide 

differentiated instruction.  The teachers’ survey responses indicate that the literacy coaches did 

not have a high influence in teachers’ ability to model effective writing strategies. 

Feldman and Tung (2002) interviewed teachers and administrators regarding their 

perceptions of the efficacy of coaching activities.  They reported that teachers most often saw 

coaches during their common planning times, typically a 45-minute period during the day.  

During the grade level team meetings of teachers, they looked at and discussed student work 

with the literacy coach.  They also designed curriculum and assessments and discussed issues 

relevant to student learning (p. 6).  Coaches envisioned their role as a facilitator of change rather 

than an expert in the change process.  Fifty-three percent of the teachers rated “Agree” to the 

survey question, “Work with the coach was effective in influencing my classroom practice.”  

Teachers spoke of the literacy coach as a facilitator, someone who provided them with the tools 

they needed to be successful (p. 10).  

The findings in the Feldman and Tung study are similar to the current study; the teachers 

in the Texas Coastal Bend also viewed the literacy coaches’ as having the ability to influence 

their overall literacy instruction and provide differentiated instruction (M = 3.60).  

Conclusions 

This study provided insight into the current status of elementary literacy coaches in the 

Texas Coastal Bend and their influence on teachers’ sense of self-efficacy for literacy 

instruction.  Research states that in order to provide effective job-embedded professional 
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development for teachers, coaches must spend their time observing, modeling, conferencing, and 

co-teaching in the classroom (Bean, 2004; Feldman & Tung, 2002; IRA, 2010).  A study 

conducted by L’Allier and Elish-Piper ( 2006) indicated that the highest average student reading 

gains occurred in classrooms supported by a literacy coach who “engaged in the most 

interactions with teachers” (p.547). 

The findings of this study also indicate that teachers value literacy coaches and their 

ability to influence their overall literacy instruction.  Joyce and Showers (1980) presented data 

that teachers implemented strategies at a 90% level, if provided coaching.  School districts at a 

national level began utilizing literacy coaches in 2002 due to the Reading First initiative.   

The literacy coaches in the current study spent more time working with students and time 

planning and organizing, rather than working with individual teachers or groups of teachers.  The 

teachers and literacy coaches rated themselves lowest on the same questions on the TSELIS 

survey, in getting students to read fluently during oral reading.  The teachers also rated the 

literacy coaches as not having a high influence in teachers ability to model effective writing 

strategies.   

One of the literacy coaches, Carol, interviewed for this study indicated that a lot of her 

time was spent creating benchmark assessments for all three campuses that she serves.  She is 

also responsible for creating assessments for bilingual and special education students, although 

she is not certified in either category. 

Another literacy coach, Grace, indicated that because she serves eight different campuses, 

she spends a lot of time traveling, sometimes visiting three campuses in one day.  Because of the 

travel involved when serving so many campuses, literacy coaches often find themselves 

spending less time with teachers and more time traveling.   
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Scheduling time with teachers is a key component to building close, trusting relationships 

between literacy coaches and teachers.  Literacy coaches strive to work at level 3 activities with 

teachers, which are the most intense level, include working with individual teachers: co-teaching, 

observing, modeling, post-observation conferences, and planning for class visits. In order to 

achieve the level 3 intensity of work with teachers, time must be invested at level 1 and level 2.  

But that is difficult when the coaches in this study spent most of their time doing level 1 

activities.  As literacy coach Gina stated, “I’m still finding, struggling with getting into the 

classrooms for an observation point of view.  I’ve divvied up my schedule, Monday, Tuesday 

I’m at one school. Wednesday, Thursday, Friday I’m at another, and so it’s very hard to switch 

gears. It’s like a whole week has passed since you were here last time.  You know, you kind of 

have to get caught up on where I was and what I was doing.”   

This reiterates Cassidy and Cassidy (2007) who identified literacy coaching as being a 

“hot topic” in their yearly column, “What’s Hot: What’s Not.”  Cassidy called attention to the 

use of untrained coaches, the lack of time literacy coaches spent working with students, and the 

practice of having one literacy coach serving many schools.  Cassidy recommended that for 

literacy coaches to make a difference in schools, districts should hire certified reading specialists 

for the position who work with teachers and students and serve only one school. 

The current study shows six of the 11 literacy coaches interviewed service two or more 

schools.  In one case, the literacy coach serviced eight campuses with approximately 85 teachers.  

All of the interviewees indicated that they had no formal training as literacy coaches.  The four 

literacy coaches who were hired through the Texas Literacy Initiative (TLI) grant meet weekly 

with their grant coordinator do discuss data and watch videos about leadership in education.  

They also discussed their schools plans, goals, and initiatives. 
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Despite the fact that it is recommended that literacy coaches have a master’s degree in 

reading, five of the 20 literacy coaches who responded to the online TSELIS survey had 

bachelor’s degrees in education.  Fourteen participants whose primary roles were instructional 

coaches with an emphasis in reading and reading specialist/interventionist had their master’s 

degree in various areas such as, administration, bilingual education, curriculum design, and math 

and technology.  One literacy coach had a doctorate in curriculum and instruction with an 

emphasis in literacy studies.  Only seven participants had their master’s degree in reading; two of 

which included the Lead Teachers who were interviewed for this study. 

While most of the literacy coaches had advanced degrees, the results of this study reflect 

the need for formal literacy coach training in reading and writing instruction as well as how to 

work with adult learners.   

The literacy rate in Texas is a large and growing problem.  The Interagency Literacy 

Council for the “study, promotion and enhancement of literacy in the state” was introduced with 

House Bill 4328 in 2009 (Executive Summary, 2012).  The Council was instructed to provide a 

written report to the Texas Legislature, the Office of the Governor, and the Texas Workforce 

Investment Council (TWIC), beginning in 2012.  The TWIC reported that some 4.3 million 

Texans met the federal requirements of qualifying for adult education in 2011.  They were over 

the age of 16, not in school, did not have a high school degree or a GED credential and could not 

speak, read, or write English well (Executive Summary, 2012).  Although the report focused on 

adult literacy, the Council believes that raising the literacy levels of families and children is 

essential to ending the future increase in the number of Texans who are not literate.  Projections 

made by the Texas’ Office of the State Demographer in a 2010 TWIC study, “almost eight 
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million Texans will be eligible for adult education services by 2040, almost double the estimate 

for 2008” (Executive Summary, 2012). 

The information provided in this study shows the literacy coaches can provide beneficial, 

job-embedded literacy instruction to positively influence teacher practice.  It is also important 

that school districts hire qualified literacy coaches who have been formally trained in reading and 

writing instruction.  The collaboration between the literacy coaches and the classroom teacher is 

vital in order to provide efficacious reading instruction that meets the needs of all students (IRA, 

2000).  Although the findings of this study indicate that literacy coaches influenced teachers’ 

sense of efficacy for literacy instruction, it is clear that they need to spend more time with 

teachers.  In order to increase student achievement in literacy, teachers must spend more time 

with literacy coaches, co-teaching, modeling, observing, planning and providing job-embedded 

training, all of which are activities in level 3 intensity. 

Limitations 

The time allotments given by the literacy coaches in the interviews had several gaps.  

Some of the gaps could be attributed to travel time between campuses and/or meetings which 

occurred in off-campus locations.  Therefore, not every minute of every work day was accounted 

for.  Also, this study was based on literacy coaches’ and teachers’ perceptions of the 

effectiveness of literacy coaches.  Limitations of the study include surveying a small sample size 

which included literacy coaches and teachers working in prekindergarten to grade eight.  This 

study was also limited by studying the perceptions of the influence of literacy coaches, not 

effectiveness as measured by student achievement. 

The measurements of this study may not have been fully accurate for the online TSELIS 

survey.  The participants may not have answered honestly to the best of their knowledge or 
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reflected their personal perceptions of the influence the literacy coach had in teachers’ efficacy 

for literacy instruction.  Likewise, the literacy coaches’ perceptions of their sense of efficacy for 

literacy instruction may not have been answered honestly.  Because surveys are usually 

completed anonymously, participants are more willing to share information truthfully (Kamil, 

Langer, & Shanahan, 1985).  But degree of honesty is unknown due to the nature of perceptive 

responses; consequently, it is a weakness of this study.  This is true of studies based on self-

reporting.   

Significance of the Study 

This current research study set out to explore the roles and responsibilities of literacy 

coaches across the Texas Coastal Bend, how they allocate their time, what they do and how the 

teachers perceive their coach’s influence in their self-efficacy for literacy instruction as well as 

the coaches perceptions of their sense of self-efficacy for literacy instruction.  

 Literacy coaches have a unique perspective at the campus level because they work 

directly with teachers and students.  They are not used as evaluators of teachers, which enables 

them to have a close relationship with teachers and understand their instructional needs.  

Whereas, principals are evaluators of teachers, and they are not as likely to have direct insight 

into teachers’ difficulties with instruction.  Mraz, Algozzine, and Watson’s (2008) study 

concluded that principals stated they could no longer do their jobs without literacy coaches.  

Literacy coaches helped bridge the gap between teachers and principals in regards to literacy 

instructional practices.   

In order to provide effective job-embedded professional development for teachers, 

coaches must spend their time observing, modeling, conferencing, and co-teaching in the 

classroom (Bean, 2004; Feldman & Tung, 2002; IRA, 2010).  This study indicates a lack of time 
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literacy coaches spent working with individual teachers and groups of teachers (25.2%) over a 5 

day period.  Therefore, in order to use literacy coaches in the most effective manner, school 

districts in the Texas Coastal Bend should support a structured model of literacy coaching.  This 

includes an in-depth understanding by principals and teachers of the ascribed duties of literacy 

coaches.   

Teachers in this study also indicated that the literacy coach influenced their literacy 

instruction but did not provide enough support in writing strategies.  Likewise, the literacy 

coaches rated themselves low in their ability to provide instructional strategies in writing.  This 

leads to the conclusion that formal training is needed for the literacy coaches in order to provide 

sufficient training to the teachers with whom they work.   

The literacy coaches who were interviewed for this study indicated they had no formal 

training as literacy coaches.  The International Reading Association (2004, 2010) suggested that 

school districts hire individuals who had an in-depth knowledge of reading processes, 

acquisitions, assessment, instruction, and reading specialist certification.  Literacy coaches 

without a comprehensive knowledge of literacy may not fully understand the complexities and 

intricacies of the reading process. 

Literacy coaching has emerged as a way to support teachers’ instructional strategies and 

fill the gaps of teacher knowledge in order to support student learning.  It is important for 

teachers and administrators to have an understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the 

literacy coach.  But this study shows a need for hiring literacy coaches with reading 

specialization and formal training in the coaching process as well as training in writing 

instruction.  It is important for teachers and administrators to have an understanding of the roles 

and responsibilities of the literacy coach. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 

 The researcher believes that this study opens the doors to many more questions and 

research opportunities for future studies in literacy coaching.  Several questions, including but 

not limited to the following: 

• What are the specific behaviors of literacy coaches that produce effective, positive 

influences in teachers’ literacy instruction? 

• What kind of training is needed to develop a successful coach? 

• What are the effects of various literacy coaching training programs? 

• What are the costs and benefits of employing a literacy coach? 

• What are the long term effects of literacy coaching on student achievement? 
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CONSENT FORM 
Literacy Coaching in the Texas Coastal Bend:  A Retrospective Diary Study 

 
Introduction 
The purpose of this form is to provide you information that may affect your decision as to whether 
or not to participate in this research study.  If you decide to participate in this study, this form will 
also be used to record your consent. 
 
You have been asked to participate in a research project studying literacy coaches and classroom 
teachers.  The purpose of this study is to research the relationship between literacy coaches and 
how they impact classroom teachers’ sense of self-efficacy in their literacy instruction.  You were 
selected to be a possible participant because you are a literacy coach in the Texas Coastal Bend.   
 
What will I be asked to do? 
If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to participate in five phone interviews 
over a three-week period. The interviews should last from thirty minutes to an hour.  The 
interviews will be audio taped and then transcribed.  You will also be asked to complete a Teacher’s 
Sense of Self-Efficacy in Literacy Instruction survey (TSELIS) on Survey Monkey.com.  Your identity 
will remain confidential.  This study will take three weeks in order to conduct the five phone 
interviews. In addition, time to complete the online survey will be required.  It will take a total of no 
more than a total of four weeks.  Your participation will be audio recorded. 
 
What are the risks involved in this study? 
The risks associated in this study are minimal, and are not greater than risks ordinarily 
encountered in daily life. 
 
What are the possible benefits of this study? 
 The possible benefits of participation are the results showing that more time literacy coaches 
spend working with classroom teachers, the more of an impact they will have on teachers’ sense of 
self-efficacy for literacy instruction. 
 
Do I have to participate? 
No.  Your participation is voluntary.  You may decide not to participate or to withdraw at any time 
without your current or future relations with Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi being affected.   
 
Who will know about my participation in this research study? 
This study is confidential and the literacy coach’s names will be changed for this research study. 
The records of this study will be kept private.  No identifiers linking you to this study will be 
included in any sort of report that might be published.  Research records will be stored securely 
and only Norma Puente, principal investigator, will have access to the records. 
 
If you choose to participate in this study, you will be audio recorded.  Any audio recordings will be 
stored securely and only Norma Puente, the principal researcher, will have access to the recordings.  
Any recordings will be kept for one year and then erased.   
 
Whom do I contact with questions about the research? 
If you have questions regarding this study, you may contact Norma Puente, (361) 774-9969, 
norma.puente@ccisd.us or Dr. Sherrye Garrett, (361) 825-3314, sherrye.garrett@tamucc.edu. 
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Whom do I contact about my rights as a research participant? 
This research study has been reviewed by the Research Compliance Office and/or the Institutional 
Review Board at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi.  For research-related problems or questions 
regarding your rights as a research participant, you can contact Erin Sherman, Research 
Compliance Officer, at (361) 825-2497 or erin.sherman@tamucc.edu 
 
Signature 
Please be sure you have read the above information, asked questions and received answers to your 
satisfaction.   You will be given a copy of the consent form for your records.  By signing this 
document, you consent to participate in this study.  You also certify that you are 18 years of age or 
older by signing this form. 
 
                    I agree to be audio recorded. 
 
                    I do not want to be audio recorded. 
 
 
Signature of Participant:                                                                                                       Date:   
 
Printed Name:          
 
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent:                       Date:  
  
Printed Name:       Norma Puente                                                                                                                                                                                                         
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Interview Protocol for Retrospective Diary Study 
 
This study requires that you have 5 conversations with a literacy coach over a 3 week 
period. Non-negotiables: Two of those days should be consecutive (e.g., M-T; W-Th)  and  
try to talk with the coach each day of the week (M-F). 

 
First  Call:  Discuss the purposes for the study:  want to get a more elaborate picture of what 
you do —get a better picture of what you do in the school – and why you are doing what you 
are doing.  Discuss scheduling for the interviews (5 occasions over a 3 week period; two or 
more conversations on consecutive days; talk with coach each working day of the week, M-F). 

1.   Decide on schedule for the 5 conversations (30-40 minutes) and get phone number. 
2.   Discuss importance of taping conversation to obtain accurate and complete information. 

You will not be identified; Confidentiality will be maintained.   Indicate need for 
signed permission form. 

3.   Suggest to coaches that they keep a few notes throughout the day since we will be 
asking “ what you did during the 24 hours previous to the telephone call.”  Explain, we 
will be asking “what did you do first? What time? How long did that take? Elaborate 
on the activity). What did you do next?  (Repeat: What time; how long, etc.) 

 
 
Subsequent Calls for Interviews 1-5: NOTE: It is important that you get as much 
information as possible in the first interview – probe, ask for clarification, etc. By 
the second interview, the coach will be aware of what we want and be able to give it 
to us – without our asking.  Be sure to check the tape recorder! 

 
1.   Begin again by indicating the why of the study.  Thank person for participating – “if 

at any time you have questions, please let me know.” (example:  “Okay, it is 8:00 
a.m. – let’s go back to the day before at 8:00 a.m. – what were you doing at that 
time? 

2.   Notes about specific “activities.”  It is essential that you PROBE.  In the first interview, 
coaches don’t know what you are expecting and will give you general information, 
so please think about the following: 

a.    Observation: Why (any preplanning), with whom (grade level), what did you see, 
what were your thoughts about what you saw (how are you going to follow through 
with the teacher?) any changes in what you would have done? 

b.   Conferring with individual teacher: Why, topic, outcome: next step; what would you 
change? 

c. Modeling: Why, With whom (grade level), what topic, what did you do? What did 
the teacher do? What was teacher’s response to what you did? How do you think it 
went? What would you change? 

d.   Co-planning - Why, With whom (grade level), what topic—explain…. Why doing this? 
(whose idea – teacher’s? yours?)  How did it go? What would you change? 

e.   Co-Teaching – with whom (grade level) what topic – explain – Who did what ) How did 
it go? Any follow-up? Why? 
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f.   Grade level meetings - what level? topics? Your role? What were the outcomes? 
What’s the next step (for you? For teachers?)   How would you assess your 
“effectiveness” in this meeting? 

g.    Other meetings: purpose; your role; who attended; what were outcomes? Next 
step for you? How did it go? 

h.   Study groups – with whom? Book or topics discussed? Your role? Why doing this? 
What do you think about this as a means of PD? 

i. PD - with whom?  Topics?  How did the session go? Follow-up? What would 
you change? 

 
(NOTE:  The why is important – we are trying to get at whether the coach is 
doing this based on some identified need, teacher requests, principal makes 
coach do, etc.) 

 
4. Conclusion of each call.  Be sure to thank the coach and ask the following 3 questions: 

 
a.   Of all the things you did today, what do you think was most valuable in making 

a difference in teacher practices or student learning? Why? 
b.   Is there anything you did today that you thought was problematic – was a challenge? 

Why? Would you approach it differently and if so, how? 
c. Any thing else you would like to share? 

 
5.  At the beginning of the next conversation, begin with 

this: 
 

Thanks again for talking with me.  If there anything you want to say, that you didn’t 
say yesterday ….  Before we begin talking about what you have done during the 
previous 24 hours? 
Proceed as before.  Remember to ask the 3 concluding 
questions. 

 

 

 

  

APPENDIX D 



 APPENDIX E  
 

134 
 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale 
 

1. To what extent can you use a student’s oral reading mistakes as an 
opportunity to teach effective reading strategies? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
2. To what extent can you use a variety of informal and formal reading 
assessment strategies? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
3. To what extent can you adjust reading strategies based on ongoing 
informal assessments of your students? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
4. To what extent can you provide specific, targeted feedback to students 
during oral reading? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
5. How much can you do to meet the needs of struggling readers? 

Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 
□ □ □ □ □ 

6. To what extent can you adjust writing strategies based on ongoing informal 
assessments of your students? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
7. To what extent can you provide your students with opportunities to 
apply their prior knowledge to reading tasks? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
8. To what extent can you help your students monitor their own use of reading 
strategies? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
9. To what extent can you get students to read fluently during oral reading? 

Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 
□ □ □ □ □ 
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Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale  

10. To what extent can you model effective reading strategies? 
 

Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 
□ □ □ □ □ 

11. To what extent can you implement effective reading strategies in your 
classroom? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
12. To what extent can you help your students figure out unknown words when 
they are reading? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
13. To what extent can you can you get children to talk with each other in class 
about books they are reading? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
14. To what extent can you recommend a variety of quality children’s 
literature to your students? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
15. To what extent can you model effective writing strategies? 

 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
16. To what extent can you integrate the components of language arts? 

 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
17. To what extent can use flexible grouping to meet individual student needs 
for reading instruction? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
18. To what extent can you implement word study strategies to teach 
spelling? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
19. To what extent can you provide children with writing opportunities in 
response to reading? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
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Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale  
20. To what extent can you use students’ writing to teach grammar 
and spelling strategies? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
21. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in 
reading? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
22. How much can you do to adjust your reading materials to the proper level 
for individual students? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
23. To what extent has the literacy coach influenced your literacy 
instruction? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
24. To what extent has the literacy coach influenced your ability to provide 
differentiated instruction? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
25. To what extent has the literacy coach influenced your ability to use a 
variety of informal and formal reading assessment strategies? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
26. To what extent has the literacy coach influenced your ability to model 
effective writing strategies? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
27. To what extent has the literacy coach influenced your 
ability to meet the needs of struggling readers? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
28. To what extent has the literacy coach influenced your ability to model 
effective reading strategies? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
 

  



 APPENDIX E  
 

137 
 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale  
29. How often do you meet with the literacy coach? 

 
□ Daily 
□ Once a week 
□ Bi-weekly 
□ Monthly 
□ Other (please specify) 

30. What is the literacy coach’s schedule with you? 
 

□ 30 minutes 
□ 1 hour 
□ 2 hours 
□ Half-day 
□ Whole-day 
□ Other (please specify) 

31. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 

□ Bachelor’s degree 
□ Master’s degree 
□ Doctoral degree 
□ Professional degree (MD, JD, etc.) 
□ Other (please specify) 

*32. In what field did you receive your highest degree? 
 

33. Which of the following best describes your role in education? 

□ Classroom Teacher 
□ Literacy Coach 
□ Instructional Coach with an Emphasis in Reading 
□ Other (please specify) 

34. What grade level(s) do you teach? 

□ Kindergarten 
□ First grade 
□ Second grade 
□ Third grade 
□ Fourth grade 
□ Fifth grade 
□ Other (please specify) 



 APPENDIX E  
 

138 
 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale  
35. How many years of work experience do you have in education? 

 
□ 0-5 
□ 6-10 
□ 11-15 
□ 16-20 
□ 21-25 
□ 26+ 

36. What is the urbanicity of your school? 
 

□ Urban 
□ Suburban 
□ Rural 

37. What is your ethnicity? 
 

□ Hispanic/Latino 
□ American Indian or Alaskan Native 
□ Asian 
□ Black or African American 
□ Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
□ White 
□ Other (please specify) 

38. What is your gender? 

□ Male 
□ Female 
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Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale 
 

1. To what extent can you use a student’s oral reading mistakes as an 
opportunity to teach effective reading strategies? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
2. To what extent can you use a variety of informal and formal reading 
assessment strategies? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
3. To what extent can you adjust reading strategies based on ongoing 
informal assessments of your students? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
4. To what extent can you provide specific, targeted feedback to students 
during oral reading? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
5. How much can you do to meet the needs of struggling readers? 

Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 
□ □ □ □ □ 

6. To what extent can you adjust writing strategies based on ongoing informal 
assessments of your students? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
7. To what extent can you provide your students with opportunities to 
apply their prior knowledge to reading tasks? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
8. To what extent can you help your students monitor their own use of reading 
strategies? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
9. To what extent can you get students to read fluently during oral reading? 

Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 
□ □ □ □ □ 

 



 APPENDIX F  

140 
 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale  
10. To what extent can you model effective reading strategies? 

 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
11. To what extent can you implement effective reading strategies in your 
classroom? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
12. To what extent can you help your students figure out unknown words when 
they are reading? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
13. To what extent can you can you get children to talk with each other in class 
about books they are reading? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
14. To what extent can you recommend a variety of quality children’s 
literature to your students? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
15. To what extent can you model effective writing strategies? 

 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
16. To what extent can you integrate the components of language arts? 

 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
17. To what extent can use flexible grouping to meet individual student needs 
for reading instruction? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
18. To what extent can you implement word study strategies to teach 
spelling? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
19. To what extent can you provide children with writing opportunities in 
response to reading? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
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Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale  
20. To what extent can you use students’ writing to teach grammar 
and spelling strategies? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
21. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in 
reading? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
22. How much can you do to adjust your reading materials to the proper level 
for individual students? 
Not at all Very little Some degree Quite a bit A great deal 

□ □ □ □ □ 
23. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

 
□ Bachelor’s degree 
□ Master’s degree 
□ Doctoral degree 
□ Professional degree (MD, JD, etc.) 
□ Other (please specify) 

*24. In what field did you receive your highest degree? 
 

25. Which of the following best describes your role in education? 
 

□ Lead Teacher 
□ Literacy Coach 
□ Reading Specialist 
□ Instructional Coach with an Emphasis in Reading 
□ Other (please specify) 

26. What grade level(s) do you work with? 

□ Kindergarten 
□ First grade 
□ Second grade 
□ Third grade 
□ Fourth grade 
□ Fifth grade 
□ Other (please specify) 
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Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction Scale  

27. How many years of work experience do you have in education? 

□ 0-5 
□ 6-10 
□ 11-15 
□ 16-20 
□ 21-25 
□ 26+ 

28. What is the urbanicity of your school? 
 

□ Urban 
□ Suburban 
□ Rural 

29. What is your ethnicity? 
 

□ Hispanic/Latino 
□ American Indian or Alaskan Native 
□ Asian 
□ Black or African American 
□ Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
□ White 
□ Other (please specify) 

30. What is your gender? 

□ Male 
□ Female 

Teachers’ 
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Interview Schedule for Literacy Coaches 

 Five interviews were conducted over a three week period in order to get a picture 
of the coach’s roles and responsibilities during each day of the week. 

Literacy Coach 1: Grace, Instructional Coach 

Week 1 Friday, September 14, 2012 
Week 2 Wednesday, September 19, 2012 
Week 2 Thursday, September 20, 2012 
Week 3 Monday, September 24, 2012 
Week 3 Tuesday, September 25. 2012 
 

Literacy Coach 2:  Carol, Literacy Coach 

Week 1 Monday, September 24, 2012 
Week 1 Tuesday, September 25, 2012 
Week 2 Wednesday, October 3, 2012 
Week 2 Thursday, October 4, 2012 
Week 3 Friday, October 12. 2012 
 

Literacy Coach 3:  Sara, Literacy Coach 

Week 1 Wednesday, October 23, 2012 
Week 2 Monday, October 29, 2012 
Week 2 Tuesday, October 30, 3012 
Week 3 Thursday, November 8, 2012 
Week 3 Friday, November 9, 2012 
 

Literacy Coach 4:  Gina, Literacy Coach 

Week 1 Wednesday, October 31, 2012 
Week 2 Monday, November 5, 2012 
Week 2 Tuesday, November 6, 2012 
Week 3 Thursday, November 14, 2012 
Week 3 Friday, November 15, 2012 
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Literacy Coach 5, Teresa, Lead Teacher 

Week 1 Monday, October 29, 2012 
Week 1 Tuesday, October 30, 2012 
Week 2 Wednesday, November 7, 2012 
Week 2 Friday, November 9, 2012 
Week 3 Thursday, November 15, 2012 
 

Literacy Coach 6: Mary, Literacy Coach 

Week 1 Wednesday, November 14, 2012 
Week 1 Thursday, November 15, 2012 
Week 2 Monday, November 26, 2012 
Week 2 Tuesday, November 27, 2012 
Week 3 Friday, December 7, 2012 
 

Literacy Coach 7: Kate, Literacy Coach 

Week 1 Monday, November 26, 2012 
Week 1 Tuesday, November 27, 2012 
Week 2 Wednesday, December 5, 2012 
Week 2 Thursday, December 6, 2012 
Week 3 Friday, December 14, 2012 
 

Literacy Coach 8:  Britney, Reading Specialist 

Week 1 Wednesday, November 15, 2012 
Week 2 Monday, November 19, 2012 
Week 2 Tuesday, November 20, 2012 
Week 3 Thursday, November 29, 2012 
Week 3 Friday, November 30, 2012 
 

Literacy Coach 9:  Ruth, Reading Interventionist 

Week 1 Thursday, December 6, 2012 
Week 2 Friday, December 7, 2012 
Week 2 Monday, December 10, 2012 
Week 3 Tuesday, December 11, 2012 
Week 3 Wednesday, December 19, 2012 
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Literacy Coach 10:  Christi, Reading Specialist 

Week 1 Wednesday, December 5, 2012 
Week 2 Thursday, December 6, 2012 
Week 2 Monday, December 10 
Week 3 Friday, December 14, 2012 
Week 3 Tuesday, December 18, 2012 
 

Literacy Coach 11:  Victoria, Lead Teacher 

Week 1 Thursday, December 6, 2012 
Week 2 Friday, December 7, 2012 
Week 2 Monday, December 10, 2012 
Week 3 Tuesday, December 11, 2012 
Week 3 Wednesday, December 19, 2012 
 


	The school district provided training in Instructional Coaching by the Jim Knight Institute.  All of the newly assigned Elementary Instructional Coaches received a copy of his book, Instructional Coaching: A Partnership Approach to Improving Instructi...
	In 2011, my role changed again, I became the Elementary Literacy Coach At-Large.  My duties were to oversee all 37 elementary schools in the district. Needless to say, I was happy about returning to content-specific reading and writing.  My concern wa...
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