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ABSTRACT
Historically, new teachers have entered the profession woefully underprepared to immediately be
highly effective, primary literacy teachers. The twenty-first century has brought to education
extensive reforms in literacy instruction, but are teacher preparation programs keeping up? This
research examines the varying levels of perceived preparedness with which new primary teachers
are entering the profession. The researcher surveyed K-3 teachers throughout three districts of
varying sizes in a northwestern state. The survey focused on determining teachers’ perceptions of
their levels of preparedness in literacy instruction in general, as well as in the core literacy
elements of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and comprehension. The data collection
portion of the survey differentiated between new teachers in their first 3 years, practiced teachers
with 4-10 years of experience, and veteran teachers with 11 or more years of experience. The
practiced and veteran teachers were asked to reflect upon their preparation and their first years of
teaching when answering the survey questions. The researcher completed a comparative analysis
of the three groups to determine if there has been improvement over time in perceived levels of
preparedness for literacy instruction. The survey results determined that this sample population
has, in fact, indicated an improvement in the level of literacy-related teacher preparation. This
improvement better enables new teachers to be highly effective in primary literacy instruction, to

the great benefit of their students.
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Chapter I
Introduction

Highly effective, knowledgeable, well-prepared teachers are what all students need and
deserve in order to get the best education possible. Research has demonstrated teacher quality is
the leading factor in student success and is of more consequence than levels of funding, class
sizes, and technology access (Fitzharris, Jones, & Crawford, 2008; Harris & Sass, 2008;
Konstantopoulos & Sun, 2012; MET, 2010; National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Education [NCATE], 2013; Smith, 2009). Having strong or weak teachers affects up to an entire
grade level of achievement in a child’s elementary education (Borman & Kimball, 2005).
Unfortunately, many new teachers with elementary certification enter the profession grossly
underprepared to be highly effective, primary literacy teachers (Bornfreund, 2012; Fitzharris et
al., 2008; Greenberg, McKee, & Walsh, 2013; NCATE, 2013). This research explored the
varying perceived levels of preparedness at which new primary teachers began their careers,
which directly affected their efficacy in literacy instruction. The research analyzed the
participant teachers’ expressed university experiences, broke down teachers’ perceived levels of
preparation in the core elements of literacy instruction, and reported overall resulting perceptions
of efficacy as new teachers of primary literacy.

Many teachers have an intrinsic sense of mission and believe teaching is a calling
(Freedman & Appleman, 2009). However, being a well-prepared, quality, highly effective
teacher requires more. A successful literacy teacher prepares students to “effectively use reading
to negotiate the world” (Pimentel, 2007, p. 2). For students to achieve that end result, they must
acquire an enormous amount of scaffolded skill, which students best learn from competent

teachers who are well-versed in the core elements of literacy instruction, instructional pedagogy,



and the science behind how children learn to read (Ballard & Bates, 2008; Barnyak & Paquette,
2010; Bornfreund, 2011, 2012; Connor, Jakobsons, Crowe, & Meadows, 2009; Dillon, 2004,
International Reading Association [IRA], 2003a; Moats, 1999; O’Donnell, 2010; Piasta, Connor,
Fishman, & Morrison, 2009; Pimentel, 2007; Smith, 2009; Walsh, Glaser, & Wilcox, 2006).

Effective elementary teachers need a knowledge of content and pedagogy that can best be
obtained through a combination of course work and fieldwork as part of a comprehensive,
intensive, university teacher preparation program (Allen, 2002; Bornfreund, 2012; Council for
the Accreditation of Educator Preparation [CAEP], 2013; Greenberg et al., 2013; Maloch et al.,
2003; NCATE, 2013; Scott & Baker, 2003; Shuls & Ritter, 2013). Almost every full-service
university has a college of education striving to fully prepare preservice teachers to be high-
quality, highly effective educators. In doing so, they require preservice elementary teachers to
take courses in pedagogy, child development, and classroom management (Greenberg et al.,
2013; Maloch, Fine, & Flint, 2002; NCATE, 2013; Shuls & Ritter, 2013). However, great
preparation programs realize that learning about these areas through course work alone is not
enough to create quality teachers. Programs that are truly effective also require many hours to be
spent in actual elementary classrooms at different levels, allowing preservice teachers to practice
what they have learned in their course work (Bornfreund, 2012; Greenberg et al., 2013; Maloch
et al., 2002; NCATE, 2013; Shuls & Ritter, 2013).

Unfortunately, despite course work and fieldwork completed in their preparation
programs, many new teachers enter their first year feeling unprepared and ineffective, especially
in teaching emergent literacy (Bornfreund, 2011; Copeland, Keefe, Calhoon, Tanner, & Park,
2011; Dillon, 2004; Dyrli,1999; Maloch et al., 2002; NCATE, 2013). Bornfreund (2012) called

for even more fieldwork in the primary level and course work in primary literacy and child



development, as many teachers graduate elementary preparation programs certified to teach
primary grades having never spent fieldwork time in those grades. Due to this, they are woefully
unprepared for the differences they face between their upper elementary experiences and the
primary grades they are often hired to teach (Bornfreund, 2012). Bornfreund explained how new
teachers must learn to understand the developmental differences between students at the primary
level and upper elementary level, how those developmental differences affect learning, and how
to inspire young children to become eager learners. New teachers must be able to make
instructional decisions based on student needs, a skill that is honed by extensive classroom
experience combined with appropriate course work (Bornfreund, 2012; Dillon, 2004; Greenberg,
McKee, & Walsh, 2013; Maloch et al., 2002). In addition, new primary teachers must have a
strong grasp of emergent literacy skills and how to successfully teach those skills to young
learners, which is an ability not often honed in many university preparation programs
(Bornfreund, 2012).

Research has proven time and again how critical the first years of school are to a child’s
literacy development and achievement, and that reading proficiency by the end of third grade is a
remarkable indicator of future success in both education and life in general (Connor et al., 2009;
Early Warning, 2001; Gewertz, 2011; Hernandez, 2011; Morris, 2011; Wood, Hill, Meyer, &
Flowers, 2005). Students who are not proficient readers by the end of third grade are 4 to 13
times more likely to drop out of high school, dependent upon socioeconomic status (Gewertz,
2011).

Due to said research, with the onset of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, programs
such as Reading First were developed and implemented in districts throughout the country

(Connor et al., 2009; Moss et al., 2008). Although controversial and not without flaws, Reading



First provided extensive professional development to primary grade teachers to help them learn
the science of reading and learn how to teach the fundamental building blocks of literacy that a
vast number of them never learned in their college preparation programs (Connor et al., 2009;
Moss et al., 2008). Reading First assisted teachers in learning how to use curriculum-based
assessments to drive their instruction, to help pinpoint student strengths and weaknesses, and
how to develop interventions and accelerations for students (Connor et al., 2009; Moss et al.,
2008). Although grant funding for Reading First expired after the 2006—2007 school year (Moss
et al., 2008), teachers are still expected to know how to teach the science of reading, how to use
data to drive instruction, and how to effectively intervene when students are not learning. New
teachers entering the profession are expected to have this knowledge and be able to implement it
into their classroom teaching without additional professional development (NCATE, 2013).

In addition to the high expectations of data-driven instruction, remediation, and
differentiation mandated by NCLB, 45 states have more recently adopted the Common Core
State Standards (CCSS; Greenberg et al., 2013). The CCSS raise expectations of teaching
primary students all of the same fundamental skills necessary to learn how to read, in addition to
creating deeper comprehension of more complex text, analyzing nonfiction text, and
demonstrating their understanding through narrative, argumentative, and evaluative writings
(Greenberg et al., 2013; Hiebert & Pearson, 2012; National Governors Association Center for
Best Practices and Council of Chief State School Officers [NGAC/CCSSO], 2010; VanTassel-
Baska, 2014). Teachers must understand how to incorporate higher-order processes into the
curriculum to prepare students for success in life, as well as success on CCSS-related
performance-based assessments (VanTassel-Baska, 2014). In order for students to be successful,

new teachers should enter the profession with the requisite knowledge and in solid possession of



the skill sets necessary to teach everything deemed essential through NCLB, CCSS, brain
research, and best practices.
Statement of the Problem

Primary literacy instruction is one of the most significant areas of education. Students
who achieve reading proficiency by the end of third grade continue to have the greatest
educational success through high school graduation and into college and a career (Early
Warning, 2001; Gewertz, 2011; Hernandez, 2011; Morris, 2011; Wood, 2005). Teachers entering
the profession are expected to be highly qualified, successful teachers, and those beginning their
careers as primary teachers are required to be competent, capable, strong literacy teachers
(Bornfreund, 2012; Ediger, 2000; International Reading Association [IRA], 2003a; Walsh et al.,
2006). Students deserve a teacher who can help them become solidly proficient in literacy.
Unfortunately, historically, countless teachers have entered the profession unsure of their skills
as reading teachers, having not received adequate training in college about how to actually teach
students how to read (Bornfreund, 2011, 2012; Copeland et al., 2011; Dillon, 2004; Dyrli, 1999).
Throughout the past decade, in the era of research-based reading instruction, advancements in
brain research, and an increased focus on the science of reading in public education, have teacher
preparation programs been keeping up? Are new teachers entering the profession feeling well
prepared to teach literacy at the primary level?
Research Questions

The central research question for this mixed-methods study asks, Are new teachers
entering the profession feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the primary level now than in
the past? The question was supported by three subquestions: In which components of primary

literacy instruction do new teachers perceive themselves as strong, and in which components do



they perceive themselves as weak? In which areas of primary literacy instruction did new
teachers feel better prepared by their preparation programs than in the past, and in which areas
did they wish they had received greater preparation? Has there been a change over time in what
new teachers believe were the strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs?
Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework of this study has been created by the researcher based on a
three-prong indicator of effective, beginning, primary literacy teachers: professional preparation
(Harris & Sass, 2008; Maloch et al., 2003; Spear-Swerling, Brucker, & Alfano, 2005),
professional teaching experience (Harris & Sass, 2008; Johnson, Berg, & Donaldson, 2005;
Justice, Greiner, & Anderson, 2003; O’Donnell, 2010), and self-assessment of efficacy (Dillon,
2004; Hoffman et al., 2005; Johnson et al., 2005; Morris, 2011; Walsh et al., 2006). To be highly
effective in teaching reading, new teachers must enter the field with a solid understanding of the
science of reading (Moats, 1999).

In exploring professional preparation, the research survey contained an in-depth focus on
what new teachers were taught by their university preparation programs in regards to teaching
using the science of reading, what they knew or did not understand regarding literacy instruction
when they began teaching, and what more they believed they needed from their programs before
entering the profession to feel prepared to be highly effective. The research survey also
investigated briefly the primary field experiences new teachers had prior to beginning their first
year of teaching.

In exploring the participants’ professional experience, this study focused on the
experiences new teachers had in their first years, as research has shown the effect of teacher

preparation is overtaken by experience and professional development after the first three years of



teaching (Harris & Sass, 2008; Johnson et al., 2005). The survey also asked about the
certification route the participants had travelled, as different types of programs offer varied levels
of focused literacy preparation (Bornfreund, 2011; Cochran-Smith & Power, 2010; Justice et al.,
2003; Teaching Certification, 2012).

The research is most strongly focused on the third prong of the theoretical framework,
which is self-assessment of efficacy. Teachers who reflect upon their professional practice gain a
greater understanding of their strengths and weaknesses, and pave the way to improvement
(Moats, 1999; Morris, 2011). To enhance understanding of the participating teachers’ perceived
levels of preparedness, they were asked to self-assess their levels of effectiveness in the four
components of literacy instruction, as well as their overall feelings of preparedness to effectively
teach primary literacy as a beginning teacher.

Description of Terms

Automaticity. The ability to do something automatically, without needing to stop to
think about the individual processes or steps required to accomplish the task (Annenberg
Foundation, 2013).

Comprehension. The ability to grasp the whole of what is being read, including
understanding the vocabulary, and having the ability to visualize, predict, infer, link to prior
knowledge, summarize, and fully create meaning based on the text (Dymock & Nicholson, 2010;
Frey & Fisher, 2010; Moats, 1999).

Efficacy. The capacity to produce a desired effect. May be referred to as effectiveness

(MET, 2010).



Fluency. The ability to read quickly, smoothly, automatically, and with prosody,
allowing for concentration on the meaning of the text rather than the decoding of the text
(Annenberg Foundation, 2013).

Nonparametric data. “A class of statistical procedures that do not rely on assumptions
about the shape or form of the probability distribution from which the data were drawn” (Hoskin,
2014).

Orthographic knowledge. The understanding of how to correctly represent language in
its written form; understanding and applying the rules of spelling (Apel, 2011).

Pedagogy. The art and science of teaching well (Pimentel, 2007).

Phenomenology. The study of human experiences from a first-person point of view
(Marshall & Rossman, 2011).

Phonemic awareness. Based on oral language; referred to as the ability to count and
manipulate phonemes, or individual sounds, in spoken words (Annenberg Foundation, 2013).

Phonics. The understanding of how spoken language is represented in written form,
sound-spelling correspondence, and rules of orthography (Annenberg Foundation, 2013).

Primary grades. Kindergarten through third grade.

Prosody. Reading with voice, phrasing, and appropriate pauses to make text reflect
spoken language (Bomer, 2006).

Significance of the Study

This study was significant because it explored the level of preparation new teachers
received in the area of literacy instruction. With the nationwide push toward all children learning
to read at grade level by the end of third grade (Morris, 2011), teachers need to be very well
prepared to teach intensively and effectively at the beginning of their careers. If new teachers

enter the profession without the skills and knowledge necessary to be highly effective their first



year, their students suffer the consequences. Preparation programs should be giving new teachers
the foundational tools and experiences necessary for them to be highly effective at the start of
their first year. This research surveyed primary teachers determine their perceptions of if current
preparation programs are better equipping graduates to enter the teaching profession by having
provided enough essential course work, experiential learning, and comprehensive fieldwork in
primary literacy. The research sought the potential of guiding curricular or programmatic
adjustments that may need to be approached in university teacher preparation programs.
Overview of Research Methods

The study of new teacher preparedness in primary literacy instruction was conducted
using a mixed-methods approach. According to Borland (2001), combining quantitative and
qualitative methods aids the researcher in creating a more complete, holistic analysis of the
research question. Griffin and Museus (2011) pointed out the advantages of using a mixed-
methods approach to create a richer understanding of research outcomes. The researcher
conducted a quantitative analysis of Likert-scale survey statements completed by primary-grade
teachers, and a qualitative analysis of open-ended survey questions completed by the same
teachers. The surveys were completed by primary teachers in three districts in a northwestern
state. One district was city-based, and two were county-based. The urban district consisted of
seven elementary schools. One county district consisted of an urban population with three
elementary schools and additional outlying rural populations with five elementary schools. The
third district was a rural county-wide district with five total schools. The districts were chosen
due to their variance in demographics, location, and the universities from which most of their

teachers graduated. The researcher wanted a variety of experiences to provide a greater level of
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reliability of survey data, yet still maintain a semblance of similarity in data pool by being in the
same state with the same certification requirements.

The survey separated data received by teachers with fewer than 3 years of experience,
between 4 and 10 years of experience, and 11 or more years of experience. Survey participants in
the second two groups were asked to reflect upon their experiences from their first year when
responding to the questions. The survey collected data on the type of preparation program the
teacher attended, the degree level attained, and the certification type received. The survey asked
teachers general questions regarding elements of the preparation program related to literacy, in-
depth questions related to teaching the four components of literacy (phonemic awareness,
phonics, fluency, and comprehension), and asked them to rate their perceived levels of
preparedness in those four components. The researcher analyzed the results of the new teacher
group to report what was currently occurring with new teachers regarding their recognized
strengths and weaknesses in primary literacy. In addition, a comparative analysis was conducted
for the three different experience groups, seeking to determine if perceived preparation levels
have changed over time to help teachers meet the demands of twenty-first century educational
reform.

The researcher chose a Likert-scale survey format because Likert scales are a universally
understood, common format in which participants should be easily able to partake (Johns, 2010;
Likert, 1932). The researcher chose to include open-ended survey questions to qualitatively
analyze due to the deeper level of understanding that can be achieved from narrative replies,
because the use of phenomenology in educational research helps develop a holistic view of the

issue being studied (Marshall & Rossman, 2011). The survey was distributed and collected using
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Qualtrics, an online survey software that allows for both Likert-scale and open-ended questions

and maintains anonymity of participants (Qualtrics, 2013).



Chapter 11
Review of Literature

Introduction

Quiality teacher preparation programs offer in-depth literacy preparation courses and
preservice classroom field experiences and are the key to success for new teacher efficacy in
literacy instruction at the primary level (Barnyak & Paquette, 2010; Bornfreund, 2012; CAEP,
2013; Harmon et al., 2001; Hoffman et al., 2005; IRA, 2003a; Maloch et al., 2003). This chapter
discusses expectations and standards of teacher efficacy in the twenty-first century, explores
features of quality teacher preparation programs, explains characteristics and expectations of
effective new teachers, reviews the science of effective literacy instruction and assessment, and
describes the theoretical framework for determining preparedness of new primary literacy
teachers.
Teacher Efficacy Expectations in the Twenty-First Century

Education has undergone numerous reforms in the last century. With the dawn of the
twenty-first century, the push became strong for standardized testing, measuring all students on
the basis of proficiency, and implementing punitive measures for schools and teachers whose
students did not meet specified benchmarks under the guise of the NCLB Act (Gerstl-Pepin &
Woodside-Jiron, 2005; Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009). With the passing of the first decade, both
strengths and flaws in NCLB were revealed, leaving education in a turmoil of teaching tested
standards to meet proficiency cut-scores, while concurrently still striving to teach students to
reach deeper cognition, learn by exploration, and develop problem-solving skills (Desimone,
2013; Gerstl-Pepin & Woodside-Jiron, 2005; Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009). This struggle

spawned a call for increased reform, and the second decade gave way to the implementation of
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CCSS, requiring primary teachers to expand early literacy instruction from just learning the skills
of reading to analyzing text and implementing further higher order thinking analyses, while still
meeting NCLB testing regulations (Desimone, 2013; Early Warning, 2010; Gehsmann &
Templeton, 2012; Hiebert & Pearson, 2012; NGAC/CCSSO, 2010). Consequently, the
government, public, and education stakeholders have strengthened the call for teachers to be
more prepared as they enter the profession to be highly effective literacy teachers from day one
(Allen, 2002; Bornfreund, 2012; NCATE, 2013; O’Donnell, 2010; Pimentel, 2007).

There is a plethora of research linking student achievement to effective teachers (Ballard
& Bates, 2008; Bornfreund, 2011; Dillon, 2004; IRA, 2003b; Konstantopoulos & Sun, 2012;
Pimentel, 2007). Children learn more from high-quality teachers who are well trained in
research-based, reading instructional theories and techniques (Ballard & Bates, 2008;
Bornfreund, 2011; Pimentel, 2007; Walsh et al., 2006), and effective teachers are the most
important factor in student achievement (Dillon, 2004; IRA, 2003b; Pimentel, 2007). Students of
fully certified, well-qualified teachers demonstrate higher rates of overall academic achievement,
most significantly in reading (Bornfreund, 2011; IRA, 2003b; O’Donnell, 2010; Sparks, 2004).
Some researchers have found that a teacher’s success can be predicted at the time of hire, based
on the teacher’s academic achievement, leadership experience, and history of perseverance
(Dobbie, 2011; Freedman & Appleman, 2009; Hoffman et al., 2005), in addition to quality
preparatory experiences (NCATE, 2013; Pimentel, 2007). As a result, students who generally
attain higher levels of proficiency have teachers who have demonstrated high academic
achievement, graduated with high grade-point averages, have extra certifications or advanced
degrees, and attended high-quality preparation programs (Dobbie, 2011; Hoffman et al., 2005;

NCATE, 2013; Pimentel, 2007).
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Highly effective beginning teachers have a strong knowledge base of content, theory, and
pedagogy (Hoffman et al., 2005; Maloch et al., 2003; NCATE, 2013; Walsh et al., 2006). They
exhibit passion and excitement toward teaching (Brilhart, 2010) and are optimistic about their
teaching capability and the learning potential of their students (Maloch et al., 2003; Ye, 2009).
They have an intrinsic sense of mission, are prepared to work hard to be their best, and work
diligently to meet the needs of all students, regardless of backgrounds or abilities (Ballard &
Bates, 2008; Freedman & Appleman, 2009). Effective teachers are the central creators of the
classroom dynamic, as they establish positive relationships with students and parents and
continuously work to make content relevant and meaningful for students (Brilhart, 2010; Gentry,
Steenbergen-Hu, & Choi, 2011; Johnson et al., 2005). Successful teachers are creative. They can
take predictable, scripted programs and create enjoyment for students out of them by designing
projects and enhancing relevance (Gerstl-Pepin & Woodside-Jiron, 2005; Maloch et al., 2003).
These teachers continually exhibit high expectations for not only their students, but also
themselves (Gentry et al., 2011; Johnson et al., 2005).

Quiality, effective teaching relies upon much more than what happens in the classroom
with students. Teachers should enter the profession with a strong foundational knowledge of
primary literacy instruction (NCATE, 2013) in order to maintain effectiveness, and teachers need
to stay current on research and engage in district-offered professional development (Ballard &
Bates, 2008). Ballard and Bates (2008) further declared, “Teachers are responsible for finding
ways to educate all children, and it is a teacher’s duty to participate in professional development
activities that foster this responsibility” (p. 562). In addition, Romano (2014) points out that
teachers should engage in professional development early in their career to help strengthen areas

of weakness, which most teachers notice right away that they have. Therefore, engaging in
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additional outside professional development, earning additional certificates, or expanding areas
of study is encouraged of all teachers, regardless of years of experience (Gentry, Steenbergen-
Hu, & Choi, 2011; O’Donnell, 2010; Romano, 2014). In addition, taking part in networking,
teaming, and close collaboration with other teachers is vital to maintaining understanding and
practice and improving performance (Ballard & Bates, 2008; Brilhart, 2010; Johnson et al.,
2005).

One extreme challenge school districts often face is the recruitment and retention of well-
prepared, high-quality teachers (O’Donnell, 2010). In addition to the fact that many teachers are
graduating from their education programs woefully underprepared for the real world of teaching
(Bornfreund, 2011; Copeland et al., 2011; Dillon, 2004; Dyrli, 1999; Maloch et al., 2002;
NCATE, 2013), in some parts of the country, there is a shortage of quality, perceptive, intelligent
teacher candidates from which to choose (Freedman & Appleman, 2009). Unfortunately, many
highly intelligent college students, who may otherwise be interested in becoming teachers,
choose not to go into education due to a sensed lack of respect for the profession and an
uncompetitive salary (Allen, 2002). Some researchers have called for a salary equivalent to other
professions that require comparable degrees, in order to attract higher quality candidates to
teaching (Allen, 2002; Dillon, 2004; Freedman & Appleman, 2009). Allen (2002) also argued
that this would increase the prestige of teaching as a career, further attracting quality candidates.
However, there are numerous methods of attracting and retaining high-quality teachers that go
beyond salary. One way is to assure a positive environment and good working conditions (Allen,
2002). In some situations, districts may need to reduce class sizes or reduce the outside workload
and extra duties (Allen, 2002; Justice et al., 2003). It is also critical that teachers have scheduled

time for peer collaboration and that the district provides the type of quality, usable professional
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development necessary to help teachers stay at the top of their game (Ballard & Bates, 2008;
Dillon, 2004; Johnson et al., 2005). However, the best way to retain teachers is to ensure they
receive appropriate, useful, high-quality preparation from their university programs so they feel
effective and successful (NCATE, 2013).

Districts located in challenging areas of high-poverty, crime-ridden, or rural locations
usually have a more difficult time finding and retaining highly effective teachers (Freedman &
Appleman, 2009; Justice, Greiner, & Anderson, 2003). Having a revolving door and recurrent
first- and second-year teachers, especially when those new teachers may be entering the
profession unprepared, negatively impacts students and the overall learning environment of the
school (Freedman & Appleman, 2009; Justice et al., 2003). Historically, first- and second-year
teachers are not as effective as practiced teachers (Bornfreund, 2012; Connor et al., 2009).
Overall, 19% of teachers at the end of their second year express that they will most likely leave
teaching due to lack of support from administration, issues with students and parents, or for
financial reasons (Justice et al., 2003). Districts can be proactive in combatting turnover by
hiring teachers who have a full university credential rather than alternative certification, district
credentials, precredentials, emergency credentials, or waivers (Justice et al., 2003; NCATE,
2013; O’Donnell, 2010) and by offering strong mentoring programs for beginning teachers
(Allen, 2002; Dillon, 2004; Johnson et al., 2005). They should also extend several opportunities
for new teachers to observe experienced teachers throughout their first two years (Dillon, 2004).
Teachers’ first-year experiences shape how they conceptualize teaching and themselves as
educators for the rest of their lives (Brilhart, 2010; Justice et al., 2003).

New teachers in the twenty-first century are expected to be highly effective their first day

in the classroom, regardless of where or what they teach, their background, the backgrounds of



their students, the credentialing system they went through, or any other variable. Increased
emphasis has been put on teachers teaching all students to read at grade level by third grade
using scientifically based methods, which require teachers to have a great depth of knowledge
and strong pedagogical skills (Morris, 2011; Pimentel, 2007). Because of this, teacher
preparation programs and alternative routes to certification have been under increased scrutiny
over the past decade (Cochran-Smith & Power, 2010; NCATE, 2013). Many universities have
adjusted their programs with the aim of producing teacher graduates who will be highly
effective, primary literacy teachers their first year in the classroom (NCATE, 2013).
Quialities of Effective Teacher Preparation Programs

The need for quality, highly effective teachers is clear, which highlights the need for
highly effective, teacher preparation programs, especially at the primary level. Although
alternative certification often ensures the teacher candidate possesses content knowledge, it does
not ensure pedagogical knowledge or skill, which is critical at the elementary level (NCATE,
2013; Pimentel, 2007). In addition to the updated standards proposed by the Council for the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP, 2013), literature has outlined many steps that
university programs can take to assure they are producing excellent teacher candidates,
beginning with recruitment (Cochran-Smith & Power, 2010; Dillon, 2004; Harmon et al., 2001).
Teacher preparation programs should set a high standard for admission, require candidates to
possess a strong content knowledge base, have rigorous requirements for course work, and
establish a high standard for graduation (CAEP, 2013; Dillon, 2004; Harmon et al., 2001). In
addition, programs should have a clear mission and vision shared by all faculty (Harmon et al.,

2001).
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Those working to create, update, or reconfigure teacher preparation programs to meet the
needs of current school systems have a great challenge. Program directors should regularly
review the course work, fieldwork, and general curricular expectations (Ediger, 2000; Hoffman
et al., 2005). Professors should periodically visit public school classrooms to understand current
situations, class loads, newly adopted curricula, and modern student behaviors in schools, then
use that information to design and create courses that are realistic and help teacher candidates
prepare for the real world of teaching (Dillon, 2004; Ediger, 2000). In addition, current
classroom teachers should be brought into the university to co-teach methods courses, as a way
to relate the theory in the course to the practicality of daily teaching (Ediger, 2000). Professors
should update curricula and work with university administrators to keep programs and course
work up to date with current research and real-life experiential necessities (Hoffman et al.,
2005).

Course work must go beyond theory to integrate theory into practice, and courses should
interconnect and work coherently (CAEP, 2013; Cochran-Smith & Power, 2010; Dillon, 2004;
Ediger, 2000). The university needs to offer a deep, engaging curriculum that provides for
authentic intellectual opportunities, extending beyond superficial demonstrations of learning
(Rennert-Ariev, 2008). Courses should be taught using the same hands-on and collaborative
learning theories and methodologies the professors are espousing (Dillon, 2004; Harmon et al.,
2001). Highly effective, teacher preparation programs require extra course work credits in
teaching reading methods, including giving assessments and determining how to use the
assessment data to guide future instruction (Maloch et al., 2003; Walsh et al., 2006). When

introducing new methodology or strategies, professors should first have preservice teachers role-



19

play as classroom students and as classroom teachers to model the strategies they are learning
(Brilhart, 2010; Dillon, 2004).

In addition, effective courses will also require an extensive number of fieldwork hours,
giving the preservice teachers a chance to practice the methodology they are learning in an
authentic setting (Cochran-Smith & Power, 2010; Maloch et al., 2003; Morris, 2011; Pimentel,
2007; Walsh et al., 2006). Field experience is an extremely important part of literacy methods
course work. As preservice teachers learn theory of literacy instruction, they need to be able to
put theory into practice (Maloch et al., 2003; Morris, 2011; Pimentel, 2007). Maloch et al. (2003)
described first-year teachers, citing the importance of having practiced various teaching
strategies, assessment analyses, and intervention techniques as part of their methods course
work, and how much those experiences helped them be better first-year teachers. Morris (2011)
also supported this recommendation, calling for new teachers to learn in depth how reading
ability develops and have a supervised training experience that truly leads them to learn how to
differentiate instruction to meet the needs of struggling readers. Morris cited how education
students will learn best how to teach reading by doing it in practicum with focused supervision,
coaching, and reflection. He suggested that at the beginning, the student teacher instruct only one
student at a time to facilitate development of the teacher’s understanding of the student’s
progression in the learning and application of reading skills (Morris, 2011).

Field experience will help student teachers develop skills in teaching techniques,
understanding of materials, and pacing. The student teacher should observe the coaching teacher
in the act of teaching, practice the technique while supervised, then reflect with the coach and
receive feedback (Maloch et al., 2003; Morris, 2011). In-depth field experience should be

integrated into the university training, and universities must be careful to have student teachers
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complete fieldwork only with very experienced teachers who are highly trained in scientific,
research-based reading pedagogy (Morris, 2011; Pimentel, 2007).

Methods courses should be taught by professors who have experience teaching in the
public schools. Unfortunately, many new teachers, especially those who graduated from
generalized programs that do not require much fieldwork, do not feel their professors understand
what actually occurs in the public school setting (Dillon, 2004; Maloch et al., 2003). Practical
methods courses are much more useful to many new teachers than theory courses (Freedman &
Appleman, 2009; Maloch et al., 2003). Freedman and Appleman (2009) advised university
programs to eliminate courses that merely create busywork, do not reflect reality, and are not
essential, in order to have time to include more course work in learning how to teach reading,
creating and implementing meaningful interventions, acquiring skills in classroom management,
conducting observation analyses, and participating in other first-year experiential necessities. It
is also critical for preservice teachers to know how to assess learning, understand testing data,
and use assessment data to guide instruction (Dillon, 2004; Morris, 2011).

Training future educators to be successful literacy teachers is one of the most important
and most difficult jobs of a teacher education program, yet knowing how to teach reading is vital
for a teacher to be highly effective (Bornfreund, 2012; Dillon, 2004; IRA, 2003a; Moats, 1999;
O’Donnell, 2010; Walsh et al., 2006). Preservice teachers who learn strong literacy teaching
pedagogy in their preparation programs bring those skills with them into their first years, and
their preparation programs often shape the strength of the literacy teacher they will become
(Morris, 2011; Shaw & Mahlios, 2011). Unfortunately, Walsh et al. found in 2006 that most
teacher preparation programs were not adequately teaching the science of reading, mainly due to

professorial philosophical differences, but also related to professors’ lack of knowledge and
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understanding of the science. At that time, only 14% of elementary programs were adequately
preparing their students to teach beginning reading skills, and much of what students were
learning about reading instruction was incompatible with science (Walsh et al., 2006). Due to
this, many new and preservice teachers do not feel prepared to actually teach a child how to read
(Bornfreund, 2012; Dillon, 2004; Moats, 1999; Walsh et al., 2006). Preservice teachers are
prepared to create lessons exposing children to quality literature, or enhancing comprehension,
but not prepared to utilize the science and methodology required to teach students beginning
reading skill acquisition (Bornfreund, 2012; Moats, 1999). Fortunately, they often regard
teaching literacy as an adventure and a worthwhile challenge that they are determined to conquer
(Shaw & Mahlios, 2011). For these teachers, ongoing professional development is key to their
future success (NCATE, 2013).

The teacher preparation programs that are successful at meeting the challenge of training
their students to become skillful reading teachers have many things in common. They offer
course work that is rigorous in teaching the four core elements of reading instruction and instruct
students on how to successfully teach those elements (Bornfreund, 2012; Morris, 2011; NCATE,
2013; Pimentel, 2007; Walsh et al., 2006). They also require and offer strong courses in child
development that coincide with method course work (Bornfreund, 2012). The programs require
students to research and analyze various methodologies and become familiar with scientific brain
research as it relates to reading development (Walsh et al., 2006).

Successful programs require field experiences where teacher candidates work in
classrooms with students who are struggling readers, assess student weaknesses, develop
intervention strategies, and implement those strategies, all while working with the professor,

collaborating with a cooperating teacher, and reflecting on the process (Fuhrken, 2006; Morris,
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2011; Walsh et al., 2006). Strong programs ensure students truly learn the core elements of what
they need to teach primary grades by requiring courses that marry all core fundamental aspects
of reading (Hoffman et al., 2005; Walsh et al., 2006), including phonemic awareness, phonics,
fluency, and comprehension. This requires more than theories of reading and, therefore, should
include preservice teachers learning explicit methods, basic instructional practices, and
intervention practices (Dillon, 2004; Morris, 2011; Walsh et al., 2006). Preservice teachers need
to acquire knowledge of how to assess student weaknesses and intervene successfully to promote
student growth (Justice et al., 2003; Morris, 2011; Walsh et al., 2006).

Many first-year teachers do not feel that they learned enough in their preparation
programs to prepare them for the reality of teaching students how to read, although they know
teaching reading is extremely complex and vitally important (Bornfreund, 2012; Dillon, 2004;
Shaw & Mahlios, 2011). Most elementary preparation programs offer K—6 certification and
spend a greater amount of time on preparing teachers for the upper elementary grade content
rather than primary grade pedagogy and methodology (Bornfreund, 2012). Inadequate programs
are doing a disservice to a generation of students, leaving those students to struggle harder to
learn what students of teachers who are well prepared to teach literacy are able to learn much
more easily. Well-prepared teachers create an environment of learning that leads to students
becoming better readers, resulting in students scoring higher on literacy assessments (Harmon et
al., 2001; Walsh et al., 2006).

Teacher preparation programs must offer deliberate, comprehensive instruction for
preservice teachers on how to be effective literacy teachers, which goes beyond pedagogy to
include learning how to analyze data, how to make data-driven instructional decisions, and how

to differentiate instruction to meet the needs of all of their students (Bornfreund, 2012; CAEP,
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2013; Killion, 2009; Maloch et al., 2003; Morris, 2011; Walsh et al., 2006). In addition,
preservice teachers should have the opportunity to explore various research-based programs and
use them briefly to become familiar with how to plan and teach from a variety of instructional
texts, as well as how to integrate research-based practices into an assortment of core programs
similar to those they may be required to use in their future teaching positions (Dillon, 2004;
Morris, 2011). Contrary to the popular belief that teaching is easy, reading instruction is very
complex, difficult, and requires a vast amount of knowledge, practice, and skill (Moats, 1999),
and it is up to colleges of education to prepare their teacher candidates to be highly effective.

An additional recommended piece of a strong teacher preparation program is teaching
preservice teachers effective reflection and collaboration. Strong course work should require
preservice teachers to regularly reflect deeply upon their experiences (Brilhart, 2010; Dillon,
2004; Mortari, 2012). Reflection allows the teachers to learn from their successes as well as from
their mistakes, gives them an opportunity to make adjustments or determine different strategies
to incorporate the next time, and helps them to better understand themselves better as teachers
(Brilhart, 2010). To aid in reflection, it is advised that preservice and new teachers become part
of an additional virtual community of preservice, student, or first-year teachers (Harmon et al.,
2001). This would enable them to share experiences, thoughts, and materials with a much
broader group of coworkers and mentors, resulting in a greater variety of assistance and support
(Harmon et al., 2001).

Professors also need to engage preservice teachers in collaborative learning. Many
preservice teachers did not learn collaboratively in school, but it is the way of the future. They
must learn to manage collaboration, see its effectiveness, and understand the depth of learning

that can occur when it is done correctly (Compton, Davis, & Correia, 2010; Dillon, 2004;
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Harmon et al., 2001). Most importantly, preservice teachers should feel as if they are part of a
learning community that will help prepare them for a lifetime of educating and learning (Delfino
& Persico, 2007).

Field experience is the most critical piece of a thorough, superior, teacher preparation
program. Quality teacher preparation programs mandate extensive, hands-on and observational
field experience, beginning early in the program—at times at the freshman level—and
continuing as an element of almost every course (Allen, 2002; CAEP, 2013; Cochran-Smith &
Power, 2010; Dillon, 2004; Harmon et al., 2001; Hoffman et al., 2005). Field experience entails
the preservice teacher going out into the schools and participating in an authentic classroom
setting, which provides a connection of learned theory and pedagogy (CAEP, 2013; Cochran-
Smith & Power, 2010; Fuhrken, 2006). Field experience is an extremely important part of
literacy methods course work. As preservice teachers learn theory of literacy instruction, they
need to be able to put theory into practice (Cochran-Smith & Power, 2010). Maloch et al. (2003)
described first-year teachers, citing the importance of having practiced various teaching
strategies, assessment analyses, and intervention techniques as part of their methods course
work, and how much those experiences helped them be better first-year teachers.

Field experience can be complicated to coordinate, which is why strong partnerships
between university programs and local school districts are key relationships to foster (Allen,
2002; CAEP, 2013; Dillon, 2004; Harmon et al., 2001). It is important for preservice teachers to
work with diverse populations (Allen, 2002; Dillon, 2004), as well as observe and participate in
fieldwork at a variety of grade levels, especially for elementary certification (Fuhrken, 2006).
Fieldwork gives trainees opportunities to collaborate with experienced teachers and participate in

school professional development (Dillon, 2004; Fuhrken, 2006). Overall, fieldwork helps
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teachers feel more prepared, for both their student teaching experience and for their first year of
solo teaching (Freedman & Appleman, 2009).

The teacher preparation program is the ultimate factor in whether a teacher enters his or
her first year feeling well prepared or overwhelmed (Dillon, 2004). Maloch et al. (2003) studied
first-year teachers who graduated from generalized teacher preparation programs and contrasted
them to those who graduated from programs with a strong emphasis in literacy, which required a
great amount of fieldwork. Many of the general program graduates felt disillusioned and
ineffective in their first year of teaching, for which Maloch et al. (2003) related to theoretical
knowledge not transferring to real-world situations, student issues, or school expectations. Some
of these graduates did not gain enough hands-on experience in their preparation programs in the
application of literacy teaching and intervention to feel effective in their own classrooms
(Maloch et al., 2003). Fieldwork throughout a quality program is critically important, especially
in the development of strong, primary literacy teachers.

At the end of most programs, preservice teachers embark on their most essential and
intense fieldwork segment, which is student teaching (CAEP, 2013). Student teaching is the
period of time when a preservice teacher spends one or two semesters in a classroom with a
certified teacher, gradually taking over all teaching duties, putting into practice everything he or
she has learned in the preparation program. Although lengths of student teaching assignments
vary, the year-long, student teaching experience leads to a better prepared teacher, as it allows
the teacher to be mentored through all experiences of a full academic year in a classroom
(Johnson et al., 2005).

A successful student teaching program is a “collaborative effort between university

supervisors, teacher educators [professors], school administrators, supervising teachers [teacher
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mentors], and preservice teachers” (Russell & Russell, 2011, p. 16). Student teachers should be
paired with quality teacher mentors and university supervisors who are knowledgeable about
current practices and can model best practices (Allen, 2002; Heller, Wood, & Shawgo, 2007,
Smith, 2009). Teacher mentors and university supervisors should be trained by the university,
engage in professional development, and work closely together (Harmon et al., 2001). University
supervisors and teacher mentors ought to participate in collaboration and reflection with the
student teacher and offer more than just simplistic feedback (Fuhrken, 2006; Heller et al., 2007;
Russell & Russell, 2011; Smith, 2009).

Teacher mentors provide guidance in real-world application of pedagogical knowledge
and expansion of content knowledge (Russell & Russell, 2011). Ye (2009) suggested the
mentoring experience is one of the primary factors that determine the success of a beginning
teacher’s experience. Therefore, mentor teachers should be well trained in mentoring
methodology and closely connected to the university program (Russell & Russell, 2011). Mentor
teachers should be using best current practices and research-based instructional strategies. Many
teachers are resistant to change, and if they are following antiquated pedagogy, they may
negatively influence the impressionable student teacher and, therefore, should be advised not to
be mentors (Ylimaki & McClain, 2005). Because student teaching is such a significant piece of a
preservice teacher’s education, it is important to keep open communication and partnerships
between the university and the school district (Heller et al., 2007).

After successfully completing course work and student teaching, obtaining a degree in
education, and earning state teaching certification, most teacher trainees try to find a teaching
position for the following fall. Although 88% of them initially feel they have been generally well

prepared by their university programs (Justice et al., 2003), almost all will cope with feeling
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“reality shock” throughout their first year (Dillon, 2004), and primary teachers will struggle with
learning to effectively teach their students how to read (Bornfreund, 2012; Maloch et al., 2003;
Piasta et al., 2009). Bornfreund (2012) interviewed several first-year teachers and found that they
all believed they were woefully underprepared to teach beginning reading and were frustrated at
their preparation programs for not teaching them more of the tools they would need to be
successful at the primary level. However, Maloch et al. (2003) found those who graduated from
programs with an intense focus on literacy preparedness believed they were well equipped and
were quite confident in their ability to meet the academic needs of their students.

Despite the shock and lack of preparation, new teachers are expected to be as
academically effective as experienced teachers. Experienced teachers have the advantage of not
only knowing the fundamentals of how to teach comprehensive literacy, but also understanding
all of the preliminary foundations that must be laid in a classroom prior to commencing
successful, intense academics (Bornfreund, 2012; Dillon, 2004). First, teachers need to begin
making connections with students, because knowing they are having an impact on their students’
lives from the beginning makes an immense difference in how they view their own effectiveness
(Dillon, 2004; Fayne & Ortquist-Ahrens, 2006). Dillon (2004) also suggested that the teachers
establish routines, expectations, and clear strategies of classroom management right away, and
be sure to demonstrate self-confidence. Finally, new teachers need to be sure they understand
school rules and procedures for academic and behavioral issues (Dillon, 2004).

To assist new teachers, Dillon (2004) suggested that schools should have induction
programs consisting of four elements:

1. Orientation “used as a means to familiarize new teachers with school procedures and

to introduce them to existing faculty and the culture of the school”;
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2. “Training to assist teachers with classroom management strategies, student
assessment, and curriculum mandates”;
3. “Support from a mentor . . . [who can provide new teachers] with the attention and
assistance . . . necessary to make a positive transition from college to the classroom
setting”; and
4. “Assessment of a new teacher's teaching performance” (p. 28).
It is also advised that the teacher be given a handbook with school-specific routines,
responsibilities, and expectations (Dillon, 2004; Johnson et al., 2005).

One of the most oft suggested ways to assist new teachers through reality shock and into
a successful first year is for the district to provide a quality peer mentoring program. A mentor
helps the new teacher be more effective, especially if the mentor teaches the same grade level
and subject matter (Johnson et al., 2005). Mentors can assist with learning school routines,
keeping on track with deadlines, knowing paperwork expectations, attending grade-level
meetings, and meeting curricular expectations (Dillon, 2004). The mentor and mentee should
have regularly scheduled meeting times and exchange verbal and written reflections to help the
new teacher improve instruction (Mortari, 2012). The principal can support the new teacher by
allowing approved professional leave time to provide opportunities to observe veteran teachers.
The principal can also give formal and informal evaluative feedback that is constructive and
helpful and participate in reflective conversations (Danielson, 2007; Dillon, 2004).

New teachers also need to look out for themselves. They must seek support when and
where it is needed. It is helpful if the new teacher is working in a fully supportive environment,
where more teachers other than just the mentor offer to help. The new teacher should take

advantage of any chances to attend district-wide meetings provided to offer new teachers time to
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discuss experiences and questions, and to provide each other with support (Dillon, 2004). New
teachers should take detailed notes, so they can look back at them the following year to help
themselves improve and provide direction for seeking assistance with problems. They should
take advantage of professional development opportunities to help expand knowledge and
practice, especially to improve their understanding of literacy acquisition skills (Connor et al.,
2009; Dillon, 2004). Finally, new teachers should jump at the opportunity to participate in any
first-year teacher collaborative groups (Heller et al., 2007).
Core Elements of Effective Reading Instruction

Reading is the most significantly important yet most difficult subject for new teachers to
teach. Nevertheless, knowledge of how to teach the core elements of reading is vital for effective
literacy instruction (Barnyak & Paquette, 2010; Connor et al., 2009; Early Warning, 2010; Frey
& Fisher, 2010; Maloch et al., 2003; Moats, 1999; Morris, 2011, Piasta et al., 2009; Smith, 2009;
Walsh et al., 2006). Smith (2009) stated, “teachers cannot make sound instructional decisions
without knowing the basic principles involved in how children learn to read” (p. 249). Students
need initial instruction focusing on the fundamental building blocks of literacy, which are
phonemic awareness, phonics (including spelling), fluency, and comprehension (including
vocabulary and text connection; Macaruso & Shankweiler, 2010; Moats, 1999; Walsh et al.,
2006). Phonemic awareness and phonics beget better decoding and spelling skills, which impact
fluency, which in turn is closely related to comprehension and vocabulary development. As a
result, fluent readers demonstrate a markedly better comprehension of text than do nonfluent
readers (Macaruso & Shankweiler, 2010). Congruently, fluent readers have higher phonemic

awareness, greater word-attack skills, better listening memory, larger vocabulary, greater
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comprehension, and greater writing ability than struggling readers have (Frey & Fisher, 2010;
Mellard, Woods, & Fall, 2001; Moats, 1999; Walsh et al., 2006).

High levels of student achievement are linked to explicit, systematic direct instruction in
phonemic awareness, phonics, and fluency, as well as meaningful interactions with text,
extended reading practice, differentiated instruction, writing experiences, and higher order
thinking skills (Gehsmann & Templeton, 2012; Goswami, 2006; Moats, 1999; Roundy &
Roundy, 2009; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2007). Building foundational reading skills inherently
enhances students' comprehension and vocabulary, and integrating quality, engaging, thought-
provoking literature as a supplement to said instruction rounds out the all-encompassing domain
of effective literacy instruction (Barnyak & Paquette, 2010; Heibert & Pearson, 2012; Heller et
al., 2007).

The history of literacy education has been fraught with opposing schools of thought on
the best methodologies of teaching reading (Ylimaki & McClain, 2005), but scientific research
has helped solidify the best pedagogical practices (Keller & Just, 2009; Moats, 1999; Walsh et
al., 2006). Much has been done in the area of brain research in reading, showing a marked
difference in the brain activity of fluent readers versus struggling readers (Frey & Fisher, 2010;
Keller & Just, 2009; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004, 2007; Sousa, 2006).

Brain research. Unlike learning to speak, the brain does not innately learn how to read.
It must be taught (Frey & Fisher, 2010). There are three areas in the left hemisphere of the brain
that function when reading: the left occipito-temporal lobe, Broca's area of the frontal lobe, and
the parieto-temporal lobe (Frey & Fisher, 2010; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004). The left occipito-
temporal lobe is responsible for word analysis and fluent reading and has been dubbed the "word

forming" area of the brain (Sousa, 2006). Broca's area and the parieto-temporal lobe are more
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responsible for articulation and word meaning, which come after words are formed (Shaywitz &
Shaywitz, 2007), then the frontal lobe combines all of the information to create full
comprehension (Sousa, 2006). As the brain learns to read, it physically changes. Neurons fire for
each new piece of written language learned, and repeated neuron firings create permanent neural
pathways in the brain, allowing for automaticity (Frey & Fisher, 2010).

Shaywitz and Shaywitz (2004) conducted magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) tests that
showed nonstandard activity in those neurosystems in struggling readers, especially in the
occipito-temporal lobe, which they noted is caused by a "glitch in the neuro-circuitry" of the
brain. Keller and Just (2009) used diffusion tensor imaging (DT1) to measure the structural
integrity of white brain matter, which also showed a marked difference in the brains of poor
readers versus good readers. Brains of poor readers show very little activity in the left occipito-
temporal lobe, yet in fluent readers, circuitry activation is dominant in the word formation area
of the left occipito-temporal lobe (Keller & Just, 2009; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004; Sousa,
2006).

The ongoing Shaywitz and Shaywitz (2008) research has demonstrated to be beneficial in
determining how to approach primary reading instruction and literacy interventions. Many
people assume that students who do not receive explicit, systematic literacy instruction at the
primary level will naturally learn the information as they age, or that other areas of the brain will
compensate to help them become competent readers. Although this does happen for some
students, the vast majority of students do not intuitively understand the alphabetic principle (Frey
& Fisher, 2010). For them, this neuron disruption will not go away without explicit, systematic
instruction (Frey & Fisher, 2010; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2008). Although some students are able

to compensate by using more of Broca's area to memorize words and figure out unfamiliar words
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using context, they still lack basic skills, encounter difficulty with unknown words, and
demonstrate less fluency (Frey & Fisher, 2010). Developing the afore-mentioned compensation
strategies may allow them to develop functional reading, but does not allow for rapid, automatic
development of word recognition, reading, or spelling skills, so their literary functioning will
always be slow and laborious (Shaywitz & Shaywitz 2004, 2008).

Keller and Just (2009) conducted similar research demonstrating the ability of intensive
remedial reading instruction to change the structural integrity of the cortical white matter of
brains in children who were struggling readers. Children underwent DTI tests before remedial
reading instruction began and approximately six months later, after the instruction ended. After
the intensive remediation, the poor readers made great improvements in their reading and had
significant increase in the connectivity tracts in the brain. Prior to the remediation, the poor
readers in both groups scored similarly in multiple reading assessments, while the good readers
scored significantly better. Following the intervention, the remediation participants showed
statistically significant improvement on follow-up reading assessments. The poor reader group
without intervention did not show improvement. The remediation led to measurable changes in
the left lobe of the brain, the region that differed between the poor readers and good readers prior
to the remediation. The authors pointed out the possibility of the repeated phonological
processing in the remediation strengthened the connections in the brain. The significant
improvement in white matter activity led to the conclusion that the systematic, explicit
instruction of the intervention was successful in helping retrain the brain to more closely mirror a
nonstruggling reader (Keller & Just, 2009).

Brain research experiments, such as those explained above, prove how important it is for

teachers to help students fully develop function in the left occipito-temporal lobe and Broca’s
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area. Because DTI and MRI tests demonstrate greater activation in both regions of the brain
following explicit direct instruction (Keller & Just, 2009; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2008), teachers
who give instruction using systematic, explicit phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and
comprehension lessons are helping the critical left hemisphere areas of their students’ brains
begin to function at a much higher rate (Frey & Fisher, 2010). This allows the students to learn to
read with greater accuracy and fluency (Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004; Sousa, 2006). Teacher
preparation programs must help new teachers to learn and understand how students’ brains
function in order for them to successfully teach primary literacy and fully develop effective
interventions (Spear-Swerling et al., 2005; Walsh et al., 2006).

Components of reading. Reading development can be broken down into four key
components: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and comprehension (Binder, Snyder,
Ardoin, & Morris, 2011; Connor et al., 2009; Moats, 1999; Sousa, 2006; Tyler & Burnham,
2006; Walsh et al., 2006). Teachers must be knowledgeable in each of those disciplines and their
subsets to be competent in delivering effective primary literacy instruction (Moats, 1999; Walsh
et al., 2006). In fact, Walsh et al. (2006) stated,

By routinely applying the lessons learned from the scientific findings to the classroom,

[student] reading failure is now considered largely avoidable. It is estimated that the

current failure rate of 20 to 30 percent could be reduced to the range of 2 to 10 percent.

(p-8)

Therefore, it is imperative that new teachers graduate from college with a deep knowledge base
of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and comprehension, both in what they are and how to

teach them to students.
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Phonemic awareness is based on oral language and is often referred to as the ability to
manipulate phonemes, or individual sounds, in spoken words (Apel, 2011; Koutsoftas, Harmon,
& Gray, 2009; Sousa, 2006; Tyler & Burnham, 2006; Walsh et al., 2006). The human brain
begins developing phonemic awareness at birth, and by about 10 to 12 months, begins to truly
distinguish individual sounds in the native language (Sousa, 2006). At this time, a toddler begins
to move from merely uttering sounds into combining the sounds into words, and beginning
speech patterns emerge (Sousa, 2006). Adults verbally interacting with the toddler helps develop
the child’s left occipito-temporal lobe, preparing them for later reading success (Sousa, 2006). In
fact, struggling readers show phonemic awareness deficits not found in nonstruggling readers
(Bone, Cirino, Morris, & Morris, 2002; Frey & Fisher, 2010; Walsh et al., 2006). Phonemic
awareness is a strong indicator of successful literacy acquisition, and without it, one cannot
become a truly successful, highly functioning reader (Frey & Fisher, 2010; Koutsoftas et al.,
2009; Tyler & Burnham, 2006; Walsh et al., 2006). However, with intensive, systematic, direct-
instruction interventions in phonemic awareness, students can overcome earlier deficits (Frey &
Fisher, 2010; Koutsoftas et al., 2009; Walsh et al., 2006).

Many who struggle with reading do not fully understand the sound discrimination and
phoneme manipulation or were not taught explicit phonemic awareness. Phonemic awareness is
sound based, not letter based, and is therefore taught orally, not with writing (Scarborough, Ehri,
Olson, & Fowler, 1998; Sousa, 2006; Walsh et al., 2006). Students need to understand that
phonemes are sounds, which are combined into words, which can then be segmented back out
into phonemes (Moats, 1999; Sousa, 2006; Walsh et al., 2006). Researchers also point out that
older students must realize that there is not always a one-to-one correspondence of letters and

sounds—for example, the /sh/ sound is made of two letters, and the /6/ sound can consist of four
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letters, as in the word though (Moats, 1999; Sousa, 2006; Walsh et al., 2006). Scarborough, Ehri,
Olson, and Fowler (1998) and Koutsoftas et al. (2009) conducted studies of phonemic awareness
in students with low literacy skills and found that participants demonstrated severe deficits in
phoneme segmentation and manipulation. Multiple studies have determined students must
receive explicit, systematic, direct instruction in phonemic awareness taught with focused
vocabulary and descriptive language that provides immediate feedback, in order to help improve
reading accuracy (Koutsoftas et al., 2009; Scarborough et al., 1998; Walsh et al., 2006).

The second component of effective, comprehensive literacy instruction is phonics, which
is a proven predictor of reading ability up through the eighth-grade reading level (Binder et al.,
2011). Phonics is the relation of phonemic awareness to grapheme awareness, or the
understanding of how spoken language is represented in written form (Apel, 2011; Tyler &
Burnham, 2006; Walsh et al., 2006). A grapheme is the smallest written language unit that
represents one sound in a word and may consist of a single letter or a cluster of letters that
represent a single sound (Walsh et al., 2006).

Brain research conducted by Shaywitz and Shaywitz (2004) and by Keller and Just
(2009) indicates that explicit, sequential, direct instruction in phonics is necessary to increase
reading ability, and presenting phonics in a fragmented, nonsystematic way is ineffective. Apel
(2011) suggested that to properly learn sound—spelling correspondence, readers need to have
ingrained knowledge of the alphabetic principle, knowing which letters make which sounds, and
that letter combinations also create specific sounds. Walsh et al. (2006) and Moats (1999)
espoused the importance of explicit, systematic phonics instruction rather than the teacher

utilizing randomized instructional techniques as they see students struggling with specific words.
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Researchers have determined a recommended sequential process of instruction: (a)
progress through the basic alphabetic knowledge of consonants, vowels, digraphs, blends, and
diphthongs; (b) teach syllable types and syllabication; (c) attack roots, prefixes, and suffixes
(Moats, 1999; Perin & Greenberg, 2007). Without the systematic progression, phonics
instruction is much more ineffective, and many students’ brains will not create the neuro-
pathways necessary for automaticity in reading (Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004).

Spelling is a skill very closely related to phonemic awareness and phonics, and should
therefore be taught in a sequential process alongside those skills (Gehsmann & Templeton, 2012;
Moats, 1999; Walsh et al., 2006). Accurate spellers utilize phoneme segmentation skills to break
apart an unknown word and then phonics skills to represent the phonemes in a correctly spelled
word (Gehsmann & Templeton, 2012; Moats, 1999). Much of reading development can be
linked to spelling, and spellers’ deficiencies will affect their ability to decode unfamiliar text.
Gehsmann and Templeton (2012) stated, “The more students know about orthography—how
words work, their structure, and how that structure corresponds to sound and meaning—the more
rapidly they can identify words in print and generate words in writing” (p. 6). A teacher can
accurately determine a student’s reading fluency and writing ability and assess deficits based on
how the student spells (Gehsmann & Templeton, 2012). With explicit instruction, students gain
knowledge of the structure of language in reading, and they learn to correctly translate that
structure to its written form (Moats, 1999). Without solid phonemic awareness and phonics
skills, spelling unknown words is extremely difficult (Apel, 2011; Walsh et al., 2006), which
impedes writing. Accurate, fluent, automatic spelling is a core element of effective written

expression, which is a necessary component of all subjects (Moats, 1999).
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Oral reading fluency is a large predictor of overall reading competency and success and
is, therefore, a vital skill (Baker et al., 2008). Fluency is defined as reading with speed, accuracy,
and prosody (Bomer, 2006). Reading with automaticity frees the brain to focus on the content of
what is being read, rather than on how to attack the words on the page (Baker et al., 2008). Brain
research by Shaywitz and Shaywitz (2004) showed that fluency is acquired sequentially. Moats
(1999) explained the sequential process: first, the reader must learn letters and sounds, then be
able to group them accurately into words, and finally speak them in smooth phrases and
sentences. Shaywitz and Shaywitz (2004) showed that the brain of a fluent reader builds and
recognizes word chunks and eventually whole words in the left occipito-temporal lobe. That
brain no longer has to break words down into individual letters and sounds to read them, yet
maintains the ability to do so, unlike the more ineffective memorized sight-word reading that
occurs in the Broca's area of struggling readers.

Over time, those who gain fluency through phonics and phonemic awareness develop
greater word accuracy, speed, and comprehension, and for them, reading becomes effortless
(Moats, 1999; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004). Fluency is one of the greatest determiners of
comprehension and overall reading success and, therefore, should be a significant focus for
reading teachers (Baker et al., 2008). Increased fluency results in an increased desire to read,
which further increases all reading skills, including vocabulary, comprehension, and writing
(Moats, 1999; Winn, Skinner, Oliver, Hale, & Ziegler, 2006). By increasing fluency, students
will find that reading can be easy, discover why so many people read for pleasure, and
understand how to successfully read for information (Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004).

Researchers reinforce how important it is for teachers to be highly trained and

knowledgeable in understanding fluency assessments and remediation strategies for struggling
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readers (Baker et al., 2008; Moats, 1999; Pruitt & Cooper, 2008; Roundy & Roundy, 2009; Winn
et al., 2006). Baker et al. (2008) stated, “Poor reading growth may signal the need to examine the
overall system [classroom] in which reading instruction is provided” (p. 34). Roundy and
Roundy (2009) suggested reading teachers ought to employ a three-prong, cyclical process of
teaching fluency and schedule time for regular fluency instruction. Students should engage in
repeated oral and silent readings, receive feedback on their reading, and listen to fluent reading
(Pruitt & Cooper, 2008; Roundy & Roundy, 2009). Reading aloud activates three functionalities
of the brain, where the reader sees the words, speaks the words, and hears the words. This
reinforces the structure of language at multiple levels at once, helping to greatly increase fluency
(Roundy & Roundy, 2009). Repeatedly reading word phrases leads to automaticity (Pruitt &
Cooper, 2008), and with enough practice and repetition, phrases read and learned are eventually
carried over into other reading tasks (Roundy & Roundy, 2009).

Immediate feedback is a critical component of building fluency (Valleley & Shriver,
2003). One successful strategy is for the reader to be timed for one minute on a reading-level-
appropriate passage. While reading, the teacher marks any misread words. If the reader doesn't
know a word, the reader should try to decode it, but if unsuccessful, the teacher tells the word
after 3 seconds, so the flow of the reading is not disrupted. After the minute is up, the teacher can
calculate the student’s fluency score by taking the words read per minute (WPM) minus the
errors to determine the score for the words read correctly per minute (WCPM). This rate should
be recorded consistently to demonstrate fluency building (Pruitt & Cooper, 2008). Graphing
WCPM and error results on a regular basis gives performance feedback and incentivizes the
student (Alber-Morgan, 2006; Baker et al., 2008). As students work to improve WCPM and

reduce errors, they will get stronger in all areas of reading (Mellard et al., 2001).
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Listening to reading is the third strategy that should be utilized to help improve fluency.
This includes listening while reading aloud and listening while reading along silently. In a study
of struggling readers conducted by Skinner and Johnson (1995), all participants showed an
increase in fluency on a passage consisting mainly of unknown words after listening to an
accurate reading. A further study by Winn, Skinner, Oliver, Hale, and Ziegler (2006) showed
enhanced out-loud reading fluency after reading along silently while fluent readers read aloud.
Winn et al. (2006) stated, “Reading along [silently] with a more rapid reader establishes a
neurological pattern of more rapid neurological responding within the listener” (p. 198), resulting
in increased fluency for the listener. Furthermore, struggling readers who listened to
demonstrations of accurate reading of the same passage at slow, moderate, and rapid rates
showed an increase in their own fluency (Skinner & Johnson, 1995). Another listening-while-
reading strategy that is very effective at improving fluency is reading aloud together, either in
pairs or groups (Moats, 1999). Hearing others read aloud simultaneously stimulates more senses
in students, resulting in more areas of the brain engaging in the process (Winn et al., 2006). Even
if the choral reading is at a slightly slower pace than a student's regular reading speed, it aids in
overall fluency development (Moats, 1999; Skinner & Johnson, 1995).

Fluency is more than just speed and accuracy, though, as true fluency also includes
reading with prosody, or expression. Struggling readers can learn how to read better with
prosody, both silently and aloud, by listening to a fluent reader's vocalization change determinant
on the character or situation (Bomer, 2006). Teachers should also record their students reading
and have the students listen to their own reading. By listening to recordings and by really

focusing on listening to themselves as they are reading, they can learn to better use their own
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voice. Hence, repeated readings and practice are essential to building all aspects of fluency
(Bomer, 2006; Skinner & Johnson, 1995).

Comprehension is strongly related to fluency. Connor et al. (2009) wrote about the level
of comprehension students exhibit in the beginning stages of reading skill acquisition being
predominantly based on decoding ability. As decoding skills improve and students begin reading
smoothly and quickly and voicing differently for situations and characters, comprehension
improves (Bomer, 2006; Moats, 1999). The brain research supports this as well. Frey and Fisher
(2010) stated,

The reading brain must figure out a way to convert the occipital region of the brain,

which is designed to recognize objects, into one that recognizes letters and words. Letter

and word recognition must be further coordinated with the auditory areas of the brain that
process the sounds of language and assemble them into meaningful strings. This loop
between the occipital lobe, Broca’s area in the left frontal lobe (language processing), and

Wernicke’s area in the left temporal lobe (language comprehension) must be trained to

coordinate efficiently. Any disruption in this pathway can potentially interfere with

reading comprehension. (p. 104)

Frey and Fisher (2010) inferred that as students become better readers, less brain function
is used in the process of reading the words themselves, allowing for more brain function to be
utilized in the creation of meaning of what is being read. Increased automaticity in phonics and
then fluency leads to greater comprehension (Frey & Fisher, 2010). When students are able to
read fluently, the functions of the brain are able to focus more on making meaning out of what is
being read as a whole, rather than merely connecting the pieces into words (Connor et al., 2009;

Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004). To help students create and understand meaning, effective literacy
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teachers should explicitly teach vocabulary (Moats, 1999), as well as teach students how to
monitor and clarify, visualize, make predictions, substantiate inferences, link to prior knowledge,
ask questions, and summarize (Dymock & Nicholson, 2010; Heller et al., 2007). Also, providing
students an opportunity to read genres or selections that they enjoy encourages them to be more
involved in the reading process, helping them to enjoy the stories more and, therefore,
demonstrate better comprehension (Gerstl-Pepin & Woodside-Jiron, 2005).

The ultimate goal of all reading instruction is to instill in students a love of reading and
an understanding of the power of literature. In addition to the instructional process of explicitly
teaching the fundamental elements of reading, teachers should make sure students are frequently
given access to quality literature (Heller et al., 2007). CCSS now require primary students to
simultaneously develop foundational reading skills and complex comprehension analysis skills,
so that learning to read and reading to learn happen simultaneously (Hiebert & Pearson, 2012).
Teachers are encouraged to have students regularly engage in reading authentic literature outside
of direct instruction to supplement the decodable curricular selections and fluency passages, as a
way to foster a love of reading, increase comprehension, and differentiate instruction (Ylimaki &
McClain, 2005). Hiebert and Pearson (2012) called for additional explicit instruction in
comprehension strategies to supplement decoding strategies and advance student literacy skills.
Measuring New Teacher Preparedness in Primary Literacy Instruction: A Theoretical
Framework

New teacher preparedness in primary literacy instruction is complex and difficult to
measure. Although universities must meet accreditation requirements, actual programs can vary
greatly (CAEP, 2013). Some primary teachers possess an early childhood degree, qualifying

them for certification in preschool through third grade, while the majority possess an elementary
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education degree, qualifying them for certification in kindergarten through fifth or sixth grade
(Bornfreund, 2011). Although both of these tracts of certification qualify the graduate to teach
primary literacy, Bornfreund (2012) found that graduates of both types of programs are often
inadequately prepared for the challenging task of teaching children to read. Even students from
the same universities may have had varied preparation due to the grade levels they experienced
in their fieldwork (Bornfreund, 2012). So, merely measuring the types of courses taken does not
give an adequate representation of whether teachers are entering their first years of teaching fully
prepared to skillfully teach primary literacy. Therefore, this research attempts to measure
feelings of preparedness by surveying primary grade teachers.

The researcher created a theoretical framework upon which to base the study in an
attempt to measure new teacher preparedness of the primary grade teachers by focusing on three
key components, each with two subcomponents. The first component required participants to
reflect upon their professional preparation as evidenced by university course work and field
experiences, including student teaching (Harris & Sass, 2008; Maloch et al., 2003; Spear-
Swerling et al., 2005). The second component was professional experience, which was broken
into questions regarding professional certification route and type and years of teaching
experience (Harris & Sass, 2008; Johnson et al., 2005; Justice et al., 2003; O’Donnell, 2010).
The third and most complex component consisted of a teacher self-assessment of effectiveness in
the four specific areas of primary literacy instruction, as well as overall feelings of efficacy as a
beginning teacher (Dillon, 2004; Hoffman et al., 2005; Johnson et al., 2005; Morris, 2011; Walsh
et al., 2006). To assess teacher perceptions of effectiveness using this theoretical framework, the
researcher created a survey using Likert-scale survey statements and open-ended survey

questions (Likert, 1932).
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The first prong of the theoretical framework focuses on professional preparation, as
teachers enter the profession with a huge variance in background knowledge and training.
Universities vary greatly in their teacher preparation programs, and teachers graduate with
various levels of academic attainment and advanced degrees. Harris and Sass (2011) found a
statistically significant correlation between the quality of the teacher preparation program
attended and the teacher’s effectiveness as measured with student achievement data. Teachers
who graduate from university programs that require extensive fieldwork, especially in the area of
literacy instruction, are more effective at teaching reading when they begin their careers (Morris,
2011).

In a study conducted by Spear-Swelling et al. (2005) regarding literacy knowledge gained
in teacher preparation being put to effective use in the first years of teaching, they found teachers
with greater levels of preparation and field experience scored higher. Field experience led to
greater confidence in their knowledge as teachers, and extensive preparation was key to
understanding and teaching the structure of the English language, including morpheme counting,

phonemic segmentation, syllable types, irregular words, and overall reading progression (Spear-
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Swelling et al., 2005). In addition, Maloch et al. (2003) studied first-year teachers who graduated
from generalized teacher preparation programs and contrasted them to those who graduated from
programs with a strong emphasis in literacy. Many of the general program graduates felt
disillusioned and ineffective in their first year of teaching, for which the authors related to
theoretical knowledge not transferring to real-world situations, student issues, or school
expectations. The general program graduates did not gain enough experience in their preparation
programs in the application of literacy teaching and intervention to feel effective in their own
classrooms, whereas literacy-focused programs that required extra course work and fieldwork
credits in teaching reading methods provided teachers with the tools they needed to be successful
literacy teachers in their first years (Maloch et al., 2003).

The second prong of the theoretical framework concentrates on beginning professional
experience, because as Bornfreund (2011) and Cochran-Smith and Power (2010) pointed out,
teachers may come to the profession through a variety of routes. Although a majority of teachers
still enter the profession following a traditional university training program, thousands have
become certified teachers through alternative certification routes, which are an option in 48 states
and the District of Columbia (Teaching Certification, 2012). Almost half of those receiving
alternative certification have their original degrees in a different field and were not working in
education prior to certification. These teachers often learn on the job, with mentors and
concurrent professional development or university courses to assist their learning curve
(Teaching Certification, 2012).

Justice, Greinier, and Anderson conducted a study in 2003 comparing teachers who had
completed a traditional preparation program to those who had completed an emergency

certification program. They analyzed the various factors that contributed to a successful career,
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how well-prepared teachers felt the first year, and either the reasons they stopped teaching or the
systems that influenced them to stay. Emergency or alternatively certified teachers felt less
prepared their first year, especially in subject matter pedagogy, classroom management, and
meeting individual student needs. Many of the problems those teachers encountered in the first
year of teaching were related to the level of preparation they had received. Traditionally trained
teachers generally felt more successful, prepared, and happy with their professions (Justice et al.,
2003). O’Donnell (2010) also determined schools that have more teachers with a university
credential achieve better student achievement outcomes than schools that have more teachers
with district credentials, precredentials, emergency credentials, alternative credentials, or
waivers. The study conducted referenced the teachers’ preparation by asking whether they
attended a teacher preparation program in a public or private in-state or out-of-state university or
pursued their certification through an alternative route.

In addition to certification route, another important comparative piece was certification
type. As Bornfreund noted in her 2011 report, a large number of teachers who earned general
elementary certification have little training, practice, or knowledge of how to differently
approach student learning at the primary level versus the upper elementary level. Teachers who
earn an early childhood certification may have vast experience in preschool and a solid
understanding of child development, but little preparation in how to teach reading, even though
their certification extends to second or third grade (Bornfreund, 2011). The researcher sought to
differentiate experiential notations based on certification type.

The other element of the professional experience prong is years of classroom teaching.
This research focused on new teacher effectiveness and, thus, was dedicated to the first three

years of teaching, as that is when the effect of the teacher training is strongest (Harris & Sass,
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2008; Johnson et al., 2005). As teachers gain experience and partake in district professional
development and mentoring, they gain tremendous skill in primary literacy instruction (Harris &
Sass, 2008; Morris, 2011). The teachers’ measured levels of success with student literacy
instruction in the first years are very important, as teachers’ initial experiences shape how they
conceptualize teaching and themselves as educators for the rest of their lives (Brilhart, 2010).
More experienced teachers who participated in the study were asked to reflect upon their first
year of teaching to determine their levels of initial preparedness, allowing for comparative
analysis.

The third prong of the research theoretical framework is teacher self-assessment of
efficacy via Likert-scale and open-ended survey questions. Likert-scale surveys have been shown
to be a statistically valid method of assessing teacher quality when the scaled statements are
correctly developed (Keeley, Smith, & Buskist, 2006; Likert, 1932). Teachers were asked to
reflect upon their teacher training programs and address statements regarding their perceptions of
the preparation they received from their universities. Participating teachers were surveyed on
their feelings of preparedness in the four components of literacy instruction, as well as in explicit
instructional methods and basic instructional practices, intervention practices, and differentiated
instructional procedures (Bornfreund, 2011, 2012; Dillon, 2004; Hoffman et al., 2005; Moats,
1999; Morris, 2011; Walsh et al., 2006). Survey participants concluded whether the level of
preparedness they received provided them the skill set they needed to be initially knowledgeable,
highly effective, primary literacy teachers.

Conclusion
Thousands of new teachers arrive in primary classrooms every year. They arrive with a

vast array of background experiences, training experiences, and personal educational successes,



47

yet are all expected to begin equally as highly qualified, highly effective, reading teachers
(Bornfreund, 2011). Unfortunately, many teachers arrive in the classroom woefully
underprepared to be effective reading teachers (Bornfreund, 2012; IRA, 2003a), and their
students pay the price. The primary years of kindergarten through third grade are critical to a
child’s lifelong educational development. For students, the greatest amount of learning growth
happens at the primary level, so all effort needs to be made to help students attain proficiency
before the end of third grade (Connor et al., 2009; Early Warning, 2001; Gehsmann &
Templeton, 2012; Gewertz, 2011; Hernandez, 2011; Morris, 2011; Wood et al., 2005). If
students are not proficient readers by the end of third grade, they will most likely continue to
struggle for the rest of their academic careers and are four times more likely to drop out of high
school (Early Warning, 2010; Wood et al., 2005).

Wood et al. (2005) strongly recommended high-quality teachers be hired for primary
grades, especially in low-income schools. They recommended that teachers who are well trained
exhibit strengths in reading intervention and instruction and can deliver a rigorous, high-quality
learning experience to students. They call on government to remove partisanship from education,
to fund and fulfill the multiple promises they have made to the education system, and to give all
students a fair opportunity for quality education and access to highly qualified, well-trained
teachers, in order to greatly increase the attainment of proficiency by third grade (Wood et al.,
2005). With great teachers, students can focus on reading to learn, demonstrate greater progress
academically, and have a greater chance at avoiding a life of poverty (Early Warning, 2010;
Wood et al., 2005). For this to happen, it is critical that new teachers understand the stages of
literacy development, the science of reading, and how to teach the skills and strategies their

students need to develop proficient literacy skills (Gehsmann & Templeton, 2012; Keller & Just,
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2009; Moats, 1999; Sousa, 2006). This research was dedicated to determining whether teachers
are entering the profession with the level of preparedness necessary to be highly effective,

primary literacy teachers.



Chapter 111
Design and Methodology
Introduction

New primary teachers are deemed highly qualified by their preparation programs and
state certification boards, yet often begin their careers without a solid foundation in the science
of reading. As they enter their kindergarten, first-, second-, or third-grade classrooms for the first
time, they often struggle to figure out the best, most effective ways to teach their students how to
read (Borman & Kimball, 2005; Bornfreund, 2011; Early Warning, 2010; Hiebert & Pearson,
2012; Moats, 1999; Walsh et al., 2006). Despite new teachers’ insecurities and possible lack of
preparedness, students deserve and are purported to have teachers who are ready to be highly
effective from day one. This mixed-methods study examined the level of preparedness at which
new teachers felt they were entering the profession. The overall purpose was to determine if new
teachers in the researched geographic area were beginning their first years feeling fully prepared
to be highly effective in primary literacy instruction, and if that perceived level of preparedness
had changed over time. The study was conducted in three regions of a northwestern state,
encompassing both urban and rural areas.

The focal research question for this study was, Are new teachers entering the profession
feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the primary level now than in the past? The question
was supported by three subquestions: In which components of primary literacy instruction do
new teachers perceive themselves as strong, and in which components do they perceive
themselves as weak? In which areas of primary literacy instruction did new teachers feel better

prepared by their preparation programs than in the past, and in which areas did they wish they
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had received greater preparation? Has there been a change over time in what new teachers
believe were the strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs?

The questions were posed to teachers via a mixed-methods survey given anonymously
using the online survey software Qualtrics (2013). The survey consisted of Likert-scale
statements and open-ended short-answer questions. The survey was broken into several sections.
Initial demographic sections addressed teachers’ levels and types of preparation, types of
certification, and years of experience. Further sections delved into teachers’ knowledge of the
core elements of literacy instruction, and their self-perceptions of preparedness and efficacy in
those core elements.

Role of the Researcher

This author played a data collection and analysis role as the sole researcher in this study.
As Borland (2001) explained, the sole researcher designs the research, determines which data
will be collected, collects the data, manages and protects the data, analyzes the data, explains the
data, and reports the findings. For this study, the researcher first conducted a review of literature,
from which the researcher then created a theoretical framework on which to base data collection.
The researcher designed the research parameters and obtained approval from the three
participating school districts, then submitted the proposal that was accepted by the university
Human Research Review Committee.

A mixed-methods survey was written by the researcher that addressed all sections of the
theoretical framework. The quantitative portions of the survey followed Likert-scale survey
design guidelines (Carifio & Perla, 2008; Keeley, Smith, & Buskist, 2006; Likert, 1932). The
researcher sought to enhance understanding of participants’ experiences by utilizing the

qualitative component of short-answer questions. These open-ended questions occurred in most
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sections of the survey to allow the participants to support their responses to the Likert statements,
helping the researcher to develop a holistic view of their experiences (Marshall & Rossman,
2011).

Eight experts in primary literacy education were given the task of validating the
researcher-created survey using the Content Validity Index (CVI), which is a survey validation
methodology outlined by Lynn (1986) and Polit and Beck (2006). Following minor revisions, the
survey was fully validated and approved for use. The researcher utilized the online survey
application Qualtrics (2013) as the data collection instrument for the study. The Qualtrics survey
parameters were set to collect all data anonymously. Qualtrics did not collect names, e-mails, IP
addresses, or any other identifying information from participants of the research survey. At the
end of the research survey, participants could voluntarily choose to open another survey window
and provide their name and e-mail address for a chance at remuneration. The remuneration
survey parameters were also designed to prevent Qualtrics from collecting any background
identifying information, such as IP addresses. Any information provided on the remuneration
page was completely voluntary and kept confidential. The confidential remuneration information
could in no way be connected to the anonymous literacy survey responses.

All kindergarten through third grade teachers in the three designated districts were asked
to participate in the research by taking the anonymous online survey. To maintain participant
anonymity, the researcher did not contact the individual teachers. The researcher disseminated
the survey link to participants electronically through district representatives. The survey link was
initially sent with an e-mail invitation that introduced the researcher, delineated the purpose of
the research, outlined how the data would be collected and used, explained the remuneration

option, and asked for all of the teachers to participate. To encourage greater participation after a
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period of time, the researcher then sent an electronic follow-up invitation. Due to an initially low
response rate, the researcher extended the data collection period and sent a second electronic
reminder. In addition, the researcher created and mailed a paper flyer reminder to each school to
be delivered to the individual K-3 teachers.

After the survey window closed, the researcher processed, analyzed, scrutinized,
disaggregated, and reported the data collected from the survey. The data was downloaded from
Qualtrics to Microsoft Excel (2010) and SPSS (IBM Corp., 2011) for analysis. The initial step
taken by the researcher in analyzing the quantitative data generated by the Likert-scale
statements was to conduct a statistical test, the Cronbach’s alpha, which deemed the survey as a
whole to be statistically reliable (Connelly, 2011; Gliem & Gliem, 2003; Lund Research Ltd.,
2013; Tanner, 2012). This result allowed for further full analysis of the data.

Then the researcher disaggregated the data into the three predetermined experience
segments into which the survey had been branched: new teachers with 0-3 years of experience;
practiced teachers with 4-10 years of experience; and veteran teachers with 11 or more years of
experience. The practiced and veteran teachers had been instructed to answer the survey
questions in reflection of their first years of teaching to meet the purpose of the survey. The
groups were disaggregated in an effort to convey each group’s perceived level of preparedness as
new primary literacy teachers, and whether said level of preparedness had changed over time
from group to group. Statistical analyses of individual sections of Likert-scaled statements were
completed for each experience group, utilizing the Kruskal-Wallis test to complete a comparative
analysis of change over time in perceived preparedness among the three groups (Lund Research

Ltd., 2013; Tanner, 2012).
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In addition, the researcher conducted a qualitative analysis of answers to the open-ended
short answer questions. The written answers were disaggregated by the experience groups of
new, practiced, or veteran teachers. The researcher utilized qualitative analysis coding strategies
to determine the categories and themes that emerged from the three experience groups, and the
survey pool as a whole (Marshall & Rossman, 2011). This allowed for personal experiential
anecdotes to support the preparedness levels reported on the Likert-scale statements. Then the
researcher combined both the quantitative and qualitative results to reveal a fully inclusive
picture of the teachers as a whole in regards to their self-deemed preparedness to teach primary
literacy, and the change over time in their perceived levels of preparedness.

Design

For this research, a mixed-methods approach was utilized to answer the research
question, Are new teachers entering the profession feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the
primary level now than in the past? and the supporting subquestions: In which components of
primary literacy instruction do new teachers perceive themselves as strong, and in which
components do they perceive themselves as weak? In which areas of primary literacy instruction
did new teachers feel better prepared by their preparation programs than in the past, and in which
areas did they wish they had received greater preparation? Has there been a change over time in
what new teachers believe were the strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs? The
mixed methods approach was chosen because it allows researchers to combine the information
given by sets of quantitative and qualitative data to fully explore, explain, and create an
expanded meaning of the data (Borland, 2001; Creswell, 2012).

This research surveyed kindergarten through third-grade teachers in a rural western state.

The teachers were spread throughout three different districts that each had distinct demographic
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make-ups. The focus was on the survey participants’ first three years of teaching, and their
perceptions of their levels of preparedness to teach primary literacy. The research aimed to
ascertain the effectiveness of the primary literacy training the survey participants felt they had
received, whether the participants felt prepared to be highly effective in their initial positions as
primary literacy teachers, and whether their perceived levels of preparation had changed over
time.

The mixed-methods design included an analysis of anonymous surveys consisting of
Likert-scaled statements and short-answer questions that were administered to primary level
teachers in three districts in a western state. The regions in which the districts were located
encompassed both urban and rural populations, varied in demographics, and were of different
geographic sizes. The schools in the data set ranged from two-room schoolhouses to K-6
elementary schools that served in excess of 700 students. In addition, the areas were generally
serviced by different universities, creating a sampling pool more likely to yield participants with
a variety of training backgrounds.

A Likert-scale survey design was utilized due to its proven effectiveness at measuring
attitudes and beliefs in educational research, and because it is a universally recognized format
(Likert, 1932; Roszkowski & Soven, 2010). In addition, a Likert-scale survey design is very
useful in research because it lends itself to statistical analysis (Carifio & Perla, 2008). The survey
was administered online utilizing Qualtrics, a survey application specializing in research and
quantitative analysis that guaranteed participant anonymity (Qualtrics, 2013).

All kindergarten through third-grade teachers at the targeted schools were asked to
participate, regardless of years of experience. Basic categorical information was collected from

every participant, such as grade level taught and years of experience. The main focus of the
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research was on the level of preparation in primary literacy instruction the teachers had received,
and their perceived levels of preparedness and effectiveness in their first three years of teaching,
since those first years are the most strongly affected by the preparation program (Harris & Sass,
2008; Johnson et al., 2005). Because the survey collected data from teachers of all experience
levels, practiced teachers with 4 to 10 years of experience and veteran teachers with 11 or more
years in the classroom were asked to reflect upon their first years of teaching while completing
the survey. The researcher used the data from the more experienced teachers to conduct a
comparative analysis, with an objective of determining whether or not there had been a change
over time in the level of preparation for primary literacy instruction that participating teachers
felt they had received.

The survey also gathered data on the type of preparation the teachers had received. This
provided data for further comparative analysis. Teachers were asked about the route they took to
certification. The first choice stated they had received certification training through a traditional
university teacher preparation program culminating in a bachelor’s degree, which is the
customary route of graduates of the home state’s universities. The second choice was a
traditional university teacher preparation program culminating in a master’s degree, which is the
requisite route of universities in some neighboring states. The third choice was for those who
received certification through an alternative route, such as one of 48 states’ alternative
certification programs (Teaching Certification, 2012). The state in which the study was
conducted offered an alternative certification program, for which teachers are required to possess
a bachelor’s degree in any field, pass designated exams, complete mentoring programs, and meet

specific guidelines in their first 3 years of teaching to be considered for full certification (SDE,
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2012). To account for all situations, perhaps someone not yet fully certified or working in an
emergency capacity, participants could also choose “other.”

Further information was collected on certification type for additional comparative
analysis. The three certification types from which participants could choose included early
childhood, general elementary, or other. Early childhood certification in the targeted state spans
preschool through third grade. General elementary certification includes kindergarten through
eighth grade. The choice of “other” could be selected for several reasons, but was usually used in
the case of someone not being fully certified, but instead having an emergency temporary
certificate. For example, it has not been unheard of in the participating districts for preservice
teachers who have been scheduled to fulfill their student teaching semester, and who were on
track to obtain certification, to end up being hired full-time by a district due to an emergency
need before completing their student teaching assignment and becoming fully certified. In these
cases, the student teaching obligations have been completed concurrently with their first-year
full-time teaching position. Other emergency hires may have been those possessing certification
for a different subject or grade level span than the primary level at which they were hired to
teach. In instances of emergency temporary certification, the teachers in the focus state get a
limited amount of time, usually three years or fewer, to gain the correct certification for the
position (SDE, 2012).

Although the questions asked of all participants were the same, the survey was designed
to allow for disaggregation of information based on years of experience, route to certification,
and certification types. Because the main focus of the research was to determine if new teachers

were entering the classroom feeling fully prepared to effectively teach primary literacy,
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beginning teachers were asked the questions in current context, while practiced and veteran
teachers were asked to reflect upon their first year of teaching while completing the survey.

The survey was designed to determine the teachers’ levels of literacy instruction
preparation they felt they had received by focusing Likert-scale and open-ended short-answer
questions on the four main components of literacy instruction. The research shows those four
main components are:

1. Phonemic awareness, which is the ability to manipulate individual sounds in spoken
words. It includes skills such as segmenting, or breaking words apart into individual
sounds or sound chunks, and blending, or putting the sounds together. It also includes
oral syllabication of words, rhyming, and learning the rhythm of language (Apel, 2011,
Koutsoftas et al., 2009; Moats, 1999; Sousa, 2006; Tyler & Burnham, 2006; Walsh et al.,
2006).

2. Phonics, which takes the skills learned in phonemic awareness and connects them to the
symbolic, or written form of language. Teachers utilize phonics when teaching students
to read, focusing on the decoding and blending of letters into sounds and words. Phonics
is also utilized when teaching segmentation and blending of words and sounds in
spelling. The overarching use of phonics is to teach the alphabetic principle and the rules
of the written language (Apel, 2011; Gehsmann & Templeton, 2012; Moats, 1999; Tyler
& Burnham, 2006; Walsh et al., 2006).

3. Fluency, which is the ability to read automatically with speed, accuracy, and prosody,
and which is a large predictor of reading competency (Baker et al., 2008; Bomer, 2006).

Fluency is largely dependent upon phonemic awareness and phonics competency, which
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allows reading to become fluent and effortless, freeing the brain to focus on content

rather than on decoding (Moats, 1999; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004).

4. Comprehension, which is the understanding of text, including new vocabulary (Bomer,

2006; Connor et al., 2009; Frey & Fisher, 2010; Moats, 1999; Shaywitz and Shaywitz,

2004). This is the fourth building block, as full comprehension is dependent upon

successful understanding and utilization of phonemic awareness and phonics to read

fluently, which frees the brain to focus on comprehending what is being read and on
deciphering the meaning of new vocabulary that may be contained within text (Connor et

al., 2009; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004).

While the four components are listed separately, they are all interlinked in the process of
teaching and learning to read. Weakness in any component negatively affects a reader’s overall
success in literacy. Teachers must possess knowledge of the science behind the reading
components as well as skill in teaching all components both singularly and cohesively to be
highly effective primary literacy teachers (Ballard & Bates, 2008; Barnyak & Paquette, 2010;
Bornfreund, 2011, 2012; Connor et al., 2009; Dillon, 2004; IRA, 2003a; Moats, 1999;
O’Donnell, 2010; Piasta et al., 2009; Pimentel, 2007; Smith, 2009; Walsh et al., 2006).

The survey posed basic knowledge questions based on multiple facets of each component
in order to gauge participants’ self-reported initial levels of understanding. In addition,
participants were asked to relay their conceptions of their preparation in both coursework and
fieldwork in each of the four components, if applicable. Furthermore, survey participants were
asked to divulge their opinions of their strengths and weaknesses in teaching each of the

components, either in isolation or as part of a comprehensive programmatic approach. The final
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section of the survey focused on how teachers viewed themselves overall as initially well-
prepared, highly effective, primary literacy teachers.

The researcher designed the survey following research-based guidelines, such as those
recommended by Check and Schutt (2012), Johns (2010), and Likert (1967). The survey was
purposeful in its language, asked direct questions, and maintained consistent focus on the topic.
Respondents were given a 5-point scale, ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree, which
offered a neutral response for those who may not have had a strong feeling either way. All Likert
statements were written using positive language to prevent accidental misrepresentation of
answers due to respondent carelessness in reading, which is a common issue with surveys that
contain both positively and negatively worded statements (Roszkowski & Soven, 2010). As
Check and Shutt (2012) recommended, the survey development was,

guided by a clear conception of the research problem . . . and the population to be

sampled. . . . The questionnaire [was] viewed as an integrated whole, in which each

section and every question serve a clear purpose related to the study’s objective and each

section complements other sections. (p. 162)

The researcher also interspersed the open-ended short-answer survey questions throughout the
survey to maintain subject-matter order and prevent respondent fatigue (Check & Shutt, 2012).
The survey was originally written in Microsoft Excel (2010) spreadsheet software, and validated
by eight primary literacy teacher experts using content validity index (CVI) procedures outlined
by Lynn (1986) and Polit and Beck (2006). The researcher then recreated the validated version of
the survey in the Qualtrics (2013) online survey application, chosen for its ability to maintain full

anonymity for the voluntary participants and its extensive survey construction options.
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The qualitative portion of the research was rooted in digital phenomenological design.
Lester (1999) stated, “Phenomenology is concerned with the study of experience from the
perspective of the individual” (p. 1). In addition, Marshall and Rossman (2011) described
phenomenology as the research of experiences. The participants in the study had the shared
experience of being kindergarten through third-grade teachers, all of whom were expected to be
highly effective primary literacy teachers at the very beginning of their careers, regardless of
training, certification, or other background likenesses and differences. All teachers who
participated in the survey had the opportunity to express their personal views and experiences
using both the Likert-scale statements and supplementary open-ended short-answer questions in
each section of the survey. The short-answer questions asked participants to explain in writing
their views of the strengths and weaknesses of their teacher preparation experiences, their
personal strengths and weaknesses in understanding and teaching the science of reading in its
four components, and their feelings regarding how effective they are or were at delivering
quality literacy instruction to their students in their first years of teaching. To conclude the
survey, the participants were asked to share their first impressions of teaching literacy and some
early experiences as early literacy teachers. This survey was taken digitally, and all responses
recorded were the participants’ verbatim answers. This digital phenomenological design allowed
the participants to share their experiences knowing their responses were given in an anonymaous,
secured digital environment and there would be no error in transcription since the survey
application reported their exact typed responses.

The full survey was completed in Qualtrics (2013), a respected online survey research
application. The survey was divided into sections. Except for in the demographic and

introductory sections, the short-answer questions were embedded into and interspersed
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throughout the Likert-scale statements. The Qualtrics report gave the participants’ short-answer
responses verbatim. The researcher coded the participants’ statements to discern thematic
commonalities, which provided a richer understanding of the participants’ experiences than that
provided through the Likert-scale questions alone (Creswell, 2012; Marshall & Rossman, 2011).
The researcher also utilized some direct quotes to enhance understanding of the participating
teachers’ early literacy preparatory and instructional experiences.

The parameters of the study were written into an application that was submitted to the
researcher’s university Human Research Review Committee (HRRC) for approval prior to
commencement of the research. The researcher provided a research plan, a detailed account of
the research techniques to be used, the remuneration plan, and prior authorization of the three
participating school districts. The researcher detailed the systems of protection put in place to
guarantee anonymity of the participants in the research survey, as well as the systems in place to
guarantee the confidentiality of the information provided in the remuneration survey. All
projected data collection methods, electronic notification and reminder methods, and procedures
of data analysis were written out. The HRRC gave full approval of the research prior to the
researcher beginning data collection. The researcher applied for an addendum in the midst of the
data collection period to allow for a final reminder hardcopy flyer to be sent via postal mail,
which was approved. The researcher also holds a certificate from the National Institutes of
Health, #1037840, certifying the researcher as able to conduct research with human participants.
Participation

In late spring, the researcher sought and received approval to solicit participation in the
research from superintendents of three different districts in the southern portion of a rural

northwestern state in those districts. One district was city-based, and two were county-based. The
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city-based urban district consisted of seven elementary schools, employing approximately 100
primary grade teachers. One county-based district consisted of a small urban population with
three elementary schools and additional outlying rural populations with a combined five
elementary schools. The eight schools in that district employed approximately 70 primary grade
teachers. The third district was also county-based, and consisted of a scattered population, with a
total of five rural schools. In total, the district employed about 65 primary grade teachers. Each
of the rural districts had one school that employed only one teacher for all primary students, as
they were one- or two-room schoolhouses. All other schools in the research pool had at least
one teacher per grade.

In early fall, the researcher reestablished contact with the superintendent of each district,
all of whom had approved the research agenda the previous spring. The researcher then sent a
survey participation invitation letter via the Qualtrics e-mail system to each superintendent, who
then forwarded the e-mail to all primary teachers in the district through their secure district e-
mail systems. To maintain participant anonymity, the researcher had no direct contact with any
of the sought-after teachers. The e-mail explained briefly what the study was about, including a
brief description of the researcher, who was also a primary teacher. The message invited teachers
who were currently teaching kindergarten through third grade to participate anonymously in the
research. In addition, the e-mail explained the chance of remuneration in the form of a drawing
for four $25 Amazon gift cards. It was clarified that in order to enter the remuneration drawing,
the participant would have to click a link at the end of the research survey, which would take
them to a different Qualtrics survey page to confidentially enter the drawing, which was to be
held at the conclusion of the data collection period. The e-mail invitation contained a link to the

online research survey. In accordance with the research acceptance agreement the
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superintendents had approved, all primary teachers from the three districts were to be offered the
opportunity to anonymously participate in the research survey.

The survey window was open for two months. The data collection window was purposely
chosen to open after fall report cards and parent-teacher conferences had ended, but before the
holiday season began. In this choice, the researcher had anticipated catching teachers at a time
when they were not as busy and may be more inclined to take the time to participate. Research
shows that it is more difficult to get people such as primary level teachers to participate in survey
research simply because they are so busy, and that timing may be more important than
remuneration (Anseel, Lievens, Schollaert, & Choragwicka, 2010; Sivo, Saunders, Chang, &
Jiang, 2006). Electronic reminders were sent at 1 week, 3 weeks, and again at 6 weeks. Due to a
low response rate, the researcher submitted an addendum to HRRC and was granted permission
to also send a written reminder. The researcher mailed a packet of flyers to each participating
school to be distributed to all K-3 teachers in the schools, reminding them of the research
survey, the chance at a $25 Amazon gift card for participating, and the fact that the researcher
was a busy primary teacher like themselves who understands their current situations but
beseeched them to find the time to participate, as was recommended by Anseel et al. (2010). The
data collection window was closed after two months, just before the schools closed for the
Christmas holidays. Data was gathered from all teachers who chose to participate in the survey.

To maintain a high standard of ethics in the research, participants provided electronic
consent, were free to determine their level of participation, and were allowed to opt out at any
time by closing out of the survey and not submitting their responses (Marshall & Rossman,
2011). In addition, the survey participants could quit the survey at any time and submit just what

they had completed. The Qualtrics software guaranteed all data collected were anonymous,
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because the Qualtrics survey tool completely protected participant identity and did not collect
names, e-mail addresses, or IP addresses (Qualtrics, 2013). Basic demographic and categorical
data were collected to validate that the participant met the research parameters and to allow the
researcher to disaggregate the data. The researcher could not connect survey responses to who
participated, which school or district the participant was from, or any other information beyond
that which was freely provided in the survey by the participant. These protections assured the
research met the human participant research criteria of being safe and causing no harm
(Creswell, 2012; Marshall & Rossman, 2011).

At the conclusion of the survey, following final submission, participating teachers were
offered a chance to receive remuneration for their time. Following submission of their final
survey response, participants could choose to click a link that took them to a separate Qualtrics
survey page, where they could submit their names and e-mail addresses to enter into a random
drawing for one of four $25 Amazon electronic gift cards. This information was collected
separately by Qualtrics and was in no way connected to the participants’ research survey
answers. To maintain a modicum of anonymity, participants were able to choose to submit a
home e-mail address that would bear no connection to a school district. The names and e-mails
were used only for the purposes of the random drawing and were kept strictly confidential.
Submitted names and e-mails were kept in a locked folder on a password-protected computer
until the drawing was complete. After the drawing, the researcher notified recipients via e-mail.
Once all gift cards had been electronically delivered and collected, the researcher locked the
information file. The information file was scheduled to be permanently deleted following the

conclusion of this research.
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Data Collection and Analytical Methods

The surveys were completed online using Qualtrics survey application (Qualtrics, 2013).
The survey began with an explanation of the purpose of the research, the intent and design of the
survey, and how information provided by participants throughout the survey would be utilized.
Because the survey was completely anonymous, written signatures for informed consent were
not required (Marshall & Rossman, 2011). However, to conform to standards in research ethics,
all participants were asked to give their informed consent via an electronic option, which was a
prerequisite to entering the questioning portion of the survey (Creswell, 2012; Marshall &
Rossman, 2011. The consent statement informed the participants of the anonymous nature of the
survey and notified them of their right to withdraw from further participation at any time by
closing out of the survey. Participants provided electronic consent after reading the statement of
acceptance of participation by choosing to agree to continue in the survey. Those who chose not
to consent to the survey parameters were rerouted to the final page in the survey, which thanked
them for their time and asked them to close the survey window. No further information was
collected from non-consenting participants.

The survey was developed and analyzed using guidelines from noted experts in Likert-
scale creation (Carifio & Perla, 2008; Johns, 2010; Keeley, Smith, & Buskist, 2006; Likert,
1932; Roszkowski & Soven, 2010). Likert (1932), the creator of the statistically valid scaled
survey model, explained the importance of survey statements being behavioral or expressive, not
statements of fact. People with different views should respond differently. Likert (1932) noted
that question items must be “clear, concise, straight-forward statements” that are written in

simplistic vocabulary (p. 90). As advised by Roszkowski and Soven (2010), the researcher did
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not use negatively worded items in the questionnaire, choosing to maintain a positively worded
construct for all statements. The survey was purposely written in a user-friendly manner.

The Likert-scale items were analyzed quantitatively using Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) software (IBM Corp., 2011). The Cronbach’s alpha test was run to
determine the internal consistency of the responses, which gave confidence to the validity and
reliability of the data (Connelly, 2011; Gliem & Gliem, 2003; Lund Research Ltd., 2013; Tanner,
2012). The researcher then ran the Kruskal-Wallis to determine statistically significant
differences in responses from the new, practiced, and veteran teacher groups (Lund Research
Ltd., 2013; Tanner, 2012).

Responses to the short-answer questions on the surveys were analyzed qualitatively
following guidelines from Marshall and Rossman (2011). The researcher used open-coding to
code each response, followed by axial coding to deduce themes. The themes were used to
determine the preparedness and perceived effectiveness of the participation group in primary
literacy instruction overall, as well as in the four components of phonemic awareness, phonics,
fluency, and comprehension. These responses reflected upon the effectiveness of the teacher
training the participants received. The short answer responses were also disaggregated by
experiential groups to determine if the themes reflected a change over time in the level of
preparedness felt by the participating teachers.

A compilation of the results from both the quantitative data derived from the Likert-scale
statements and the qualitative information deduced from the short-answer questions was used to
answer the primary research question and three subquestions upon which this dissertation was
founded: Are new teachers entering the profession feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the

primary level now than in the past? In which components of primary literacy instruction do new
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teachers perceive themselves as strong, and in which components do they perceive themselves as
weak? In which areas of primary literacy instruction did new teachers feel better prepared by
their preparation programs than in the past, and in which areas did they wish they had received
greater preparation? Has there been a change over time in what new teachers believe were the
strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs?
Validity and Reliability

The Qualtrics survey application has been proven to be a reliable program that provides
dependable compilations and reports of statistical data while maintaining the anonymity of all
participants (Qualtrics, 2013). The survey itself was researcher generated, with all questions
related to the theoretical framework of the study and generated to help answer the research
guestion and subquestions. To minimize risk to participants, the researcher validated the survey
prior to use with a proven validation system, the Content Validity Index, developed by Polit and
Beck (2006) based on research by Lynn (1986). Eight highly effective, certified primary teachers
outside of the participation pool were chosen to validate the survey on content. The teacher
validation experts were all sent the Microsoft Excel (2010) spreadsheet version of the survey.
The experts were fully informed of the parameters of the research, the research question and
subquestions, and the purpose of the survey. The experts did not answer the survey questions but
rather rated the Likert-scale statements and short-answer questions based clarity and their
relevancy to the research. If the experts believed the items were clearly written and were relevant
to the research, they rated the items valid. If the items did not meet these parameters, they were
rated as invalid.

In her 1986 work to determine a scale for rating the content validity of research survey

items, Lynn established guideline formulas. In 2006, Polit and Beck developed a chart system to
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utilize in conjunction with Lynn’s formulae for researchers to utilize when determining validity
of individual questions rated by experts. Following formula calculations, items must be validated
with a .80 rating or higher. To meet the .80 rating requirement when having eight experts
participating in the validation process, seven were required to agree that the Likert statement or
short-answer question met all relevancy parameters for the researcher to keep it as a valid item in
the survey (Lynn, 1986; Polit & Beck, 2006).

In analyzing the validation data, a CVI chart was generated as suggested by Polit and
Beck (2006). The rating was based on a four-point Likert-scale system, with the positive items
being highly relevant or quite relevant, and the negative choices being somewhat relevant or not
relevant. The system did not allow for an ambivalent choice. The eight literacy teacher experts
rated all of the Likert-scale statements and short-answer questions in the survey. If the literacy
teacher expert rated an item as highly relevant or quite relevant, the item received an x on the
CVI chart. If the literacy teacher expert rated an item as somewhat relevant or not relevant, the
item received a dash (-) on the CVI chart. After all experts had responded with their relevancy
ratings, the calculations were performed to determine which items would be deemed valid and
kept in the survey. All items were calculated for individual Item-CV1 by dividing the number of
experts who rated the question as valid by the total number of experts, with the recommended
minimum of .80 being acceptable for the statement to be considered fully valid (Polit & Beck,
2006). The tables below show the initial validation charts for each section of the survey. Items
that received a score less than .80 were deemed by the expert raters to be not valid, and have
been grayed out on the charts.

“Section 1: Teacher Preparation Program” consisted of items related to participants’

teacher preparation programs and their perceived levels of overall preparedness for primary
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literacy instruction (Table 1). The section consisted of 13 Likert-scale statements. There were no
short-answer questions in this section. Seven of the items in this first section were deemed highly
relevant or quite relevant by all eight of the expert validators, and received a 1.00 I-CV1 score.
Five of the items were rated as relevant by seven experts, with one dissenting opinion, which
generated a .88 I-CVI calculation. The .88 score was above the .80 relevancy boundary, so the
five items were deemed relevant and valid by the Polit and Beck (2006) standards and remained
in the survey. One item in Section 1 yielded ratings of not relevant by two of the experts. This
yielded an I-CVI of .75 for that item, which is shown grayed-out in the table. Because .75 was
below the acceptable relevancy level of .80, the item was removed from the survey.

Table 1

Content Validity Index: Expert Rankings and Initial Findings for Section 1

Section 1: Teacher Preparation Program

Item # Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert #in Item

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Agree- CVI

ment

0.88
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.88
1.00
1.00
0.88
1.00
1.00
0.88
0.75
0.88
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“Section 2: Preparedness for Phonemic Awareness” contained nine items related to

phonemic awareness (Table 2). These items included new teachers’ levels of understanding of
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phonemic awareness concepts, of the science behind teaching phonemic awareness, and of
pedagogical techniques for teaching phonemic awareness, as related to their teacher preparation
and initial teaching experiences. Three of the items in this section were short-answer questions,
and the other six items were Likert-scale statements. The expert validators rated all of the items
in the phonemic awareness section as relevant, so each item received an I-CV1 score of 1.00.
Therefore, all nine items were deemed to be valid according to the parameters set by Lynn
(1986) and the procedures outlined by Polit and Beck (2006). All nine items were kept in the
final survey.

Table 2

Content Validity Index: Expert Rankings and Initial Findings for Section 2

Section 2: Preparedness for Phonemic Awareness

Item # Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert #in Item

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Agree- CVI
ment

14 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
15 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
16 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
17 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
18 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
19 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
20 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
21 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
22 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00

“Section 3: Preparedness for Phonics” contained 11 items that inquired about the
participants’ experiences with preparation for teaching phonics in the primary grades, and their
initial teaching experiences as related to phonics (Table 3). Some of the items focused on the
teachers’ understanding of phonics terminology and concepts at the beginnings of their careers.

Other items focused on the amount of preparation they had received in learning how to teach



71

phonics, via both coursework and fieldwork. Three of the items in this section were short answer
questions. Eight items were Likert-scale statements. In this section, all 11 items were rated as
either highly relevant or quite relevant by all eight experts. Each item received a positive rating
and the calculated 1-CV1 score was 1.00, which met CVI standards (Lynn, 1986; Polit & Beck,
2006). All 11 items were deemed valid and remained in the final survey.

Table 3

Content Validity Index: Expert Rankings and Initial Findings for Section 3

Section 3: Preparedness for Phonics

Item # Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert #in Item

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Agree- CVI
ment

23 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
24 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
25 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
26 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
27 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
28 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
29 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
30 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
31 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
32 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
33 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00

The fourth section, “Preparedness for Fluency,” was comprised of 10 items (Table 4).
Three items were short-answer questions, and seven were Likert-scale statements. The section
focused on preparation for teaching fluency. It contained items that explored the participants’
experiences in both coursework and fieldwork as related to preparation in fluency instruction, as
well as surveying the depth of knowledge and understanding of fluency the teachers possessed as
they began their careers. Nine of the items were deemed either highly relevant or quite relevant

by all eight experts, and received an 1-CV1 score of 1.00. One item was considered to be relevant
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by seven out of eight of the experts, and therefore received a score of 0.88. The I-CV1 scores for
all 10 items were above the .80 threshold, and therefore met the parameters of relevancy and
validity set forth by Polit and Beck (2006). All 10 items in the fluency section were included in
the final survey.

Table 4

Content Validity Index: Expert Rankings and Initial Findings for Section 4

Section 4: Preparedness for Fluency

Item # Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert #in Item

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Agree- CVI
ment

34 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
35 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
36 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
37 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
38 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
39 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
40 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
41 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
42 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
43 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00

There were nine items in “Section 5: Preparedness for Comprehension” (Table 5). Three
of the items were short-answer questions. Six of the items were Likert-scale statements. All nine
items were deemed either highly relevant or quite relevant by the experts, so received an I-CVI
score of 1.00 (Lynn, 1986; Polit & Beck, 2006). Some of the items in the section were related to
the level of understanding the teachers possessed in the beginnings of their careers regarding
comprehension, and how vocabulary acquisition was related to the process of comprehension.
Other items focused on the level of coursework and fieldwork experiences the teachers had
completed as part of their preparation programs. The section aimed to determine how prepared

the participants had been to teach comprehension, including vocabulary, to beginning readers in
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the primary grades. Because all nine items in the section met the validation criteria, they were
retained for the final survey.
Table 5

Content Validity Index: Expert Rankings and Initial Findings for Section 5

Section 5: Preparedness for Comprehension

Item # Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert #in Item

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Agree- CVI
ment

44 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
45 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
46 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
47 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
48 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
49 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
50 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
51 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
52 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00

“Section 6: Preparedness for Assessment” focused on both curriculum-based assessments
and progress monitoring assessments (Table 6). Section 6 contained 10 items total, three of
which were short-answer questions and seven of which were Likert-scale statements. The section
focused on the teachers’ perceived levels of preparedness in both coursework and fieldwork in
the subject of assessment. Some items focused on new teachers’ levels of preparation with how
to give curriculum-based assessments and progress monitoring assessments, as well as their
beliefs regarding the importance of those types of assessments. Additional items focused on how
well trained the teachers were in being able to read, understand, and analyze the data obtained
from the assessments, as well as plan interventions and develop lessons from the assessment
data. Three of the items were deemed highly relevant or quite relevant by all eight experts,

causing those items to receive an I-CVI score of 1.00. Five of the items received an I-CVI score
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of 0.88, as they were thought relevant by seven of the eight experts. Those eight items exceeded
the relevancy cut score of .80. They were therefore deemed valid were included in the final
survey. Two of the items were scored as either somewhat relevant or not relevant by two of the
primary literacy teacher experts, which rendered a score of 0.75. The two items were
consequently invalidated (Polit & Beck, 2006). These two items are shown grayed out in Table
6, and were not included in the final version of the survey.

Table 6

Content Validity Index: Expert Rankings and Initial Findings for Section 6

Section 6: Preparedness for Assessment

Item # Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert #in Item

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Agree- CVI
ment

53 X X X X X X X - 7 0.88
54 X X X - X X X X 7 0.88
56 X X X X X X X X 7 0.88
57 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
58 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
59 X X - X X X X X 7 0.88
60 X X = = X X X X 6 0.75
61 X X - - X X X X 6 0.75
62 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
63 X X X - X X X X / 0.88

In Table 7, the scores are displayed for the final section of the survey, “Section 7:
Conclusion.” The section contained five Likert-scale statements and one short-answer question.
The Likert-scale items focused on overall thoughts regarding the participants’ individual
preparation programs, general perceptions of preparedness for teaching primary literacy, and
their personal opinions of themselves as effective literacy teachers. The short-answer question
asked for the teachers’ final thoughts regarding their levels of preparation for primary literacy

instruction, or experiences in their first years of teaching primary literacy. Three of the six items



in Section 7 were rated as either highly relevant or quite relevant by all experts, for an I-CVI

75

score of 1.00. Three of the items received relevancy ratings by seven of the experts, but had one

expert rate the item as either somewhat relevant or not relevant. This generated an 1-CV1 score of

0.88 for those three items, judging them still relevant and valid. According to the Content

Validity Index rating system, all items in this section were deemed valid (Lynn, 1986; Polit &

Beck, 2006). All six items in this section were included in the final survey.

Table 7

Content Validity Index: Expert Rankings and Initial Findings for Section 7

Section 7: Conclusion

Item #

63
64
65
66
67
68

Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert

1

XX X X X X

2

XX XX XX

3

XX X X X X

4

XX X X X X

5

X

X X X X

6

XX X X X X

7

XX X X X X

Expert #in
8 Agree-
ment
- 7
X 7
X 8
X 8
- 7
X 8

Item
CVIi

0.88
0.88
1.00
1.00
0.88
1.00

In addition to item content validity, research recommends calculating an overall expert

proportion to further determine if the survey as a whole was considered relevant and valid by the

expert raters (Lynn, 1986; Polit & Beck, 2006). In doing this, the Mean-Item CVI (MI-CVI) was

calculated to show the average validity for all of the items. Then each expert’s cumulative item

rating was averaged, shown as the proportion deemed relevant by each expert. Those proportions

were averaged, shown as the Mean Expert Proportion (MEP). If all calculations are performed

correctly, the MI-CVI should mathematically match the MEP. One additional calculation

recommended is the Scale CVI of Universal Agreement (S-CVI/UA), which discerns the level at

which all experts universally agree on which items were relevant and valid to the survey (Polit &
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Beck, 2006). Table 8 shows the cumulative calculations for the survey in its original form, with
all items included.
Table 8

Content Validity Index: Cumulative Calculations

Cumulative Calculations

Proportion Deemed Relevant by Each Expert MI-CVI  0.96
Expert  Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert S- 0.75
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 CVI/UA

1.00 0.93 0.96 0.88 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.94 MEP 0.96

For the survey in its original form, the MI-CVI, which was the average of all Item-CVI
scores, was calculated to be 0.96, which exceeded the minimum preferred average of .90 (Lynn,
1986; Polit & Beck, 2006). In addition, the proportion of items constituted as relevant by each
expert was calculated by dividing the number of items found relevant by each individual by the
total number of items. Shown across the bottom of the table, each of these proportions met the
minimum .80 recommendation. The MEP was determined by averaging the expert proportional
relevant scores, which mathematically corresponds to the MI-CVI score of .96. The MEP met the
minimum preferred average of .90 (Lynn, 1986; Polit & Beck, 2006). In addition, Polit and Beck
(2006) discussed the S-CVI/UA as being a difficult-to-achieve measure of validity, because it
requires all experts to agree on all questions. As S-CVI/UA approaches .80, the survey is
considered more highly valid. The initial survey, with all items counted, including those rated as
not relevant, had a ranked S-CVI/UA at .75 (Polit & Beck, 2006).

The expert literacy teachers who served as relevancy raters for this survey had
determined three items in the original survey were not fully relevant to the overall scope of the

research. The researcher removed the three items that did not meet the .80 relevancy score rating,
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in an effort to authenticate both validity and reliability. Upon discarding the three irrelevant
items, the cumulative CVI calculations were run again, as shown in Table 9.
Table 9

Content Validity Index: Cumulative Recalculations Following Striking of Irrelevant Items

Cumulative Recalculations Following Striking of Irrelevant Items

Proportion Deemed Relevant by Each Expert MI-CVI  0.97
Expert  Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert S- 0.78
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 CVI/UA

1.00 0.95 0.98 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.94 MEP 0.97

Following the removal of the three survey items deemed invalid by the expert raters, the
individual proportions of the experts were recalculated. The new scores were all above .90. This
demonstrates the overall rating of the adjusted survey by each individual expert as highly valid.
The recalculated corresponding MI-CV1 and MEP scores were .97. This meant the adjusted
survey was highly rated for validity (Polit & Beck, 2006). The recalculated S-CVI/UA was .78,
which more closely approached the sought-after, yet rarely met .80 universal agreement score
(Polit & Beck, 2006). With the removal of the three items deemed not valid, the adjusted survey
met all requirements for validity and reliability, as established by Lynn (1986) and Polit and
Beck (2006). All other items were retained. The validated form of the survey was rewritten into
the Qualtrics online survey application in preparation for distribution.

To maintain dependability of the expert ratings of the survey questions, specific
procedures were followed and security measures were taken to ensure expert reliability and
trustworthiness, and to prevent any outside tampering with information. None of the expert
literacy teacher raters were part of the data pool targeted for research. All of the expert literacy

teacher raters were highly regarded in their field. The university-based e-mail account the
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researcher used to communicate with the experts was password protected. None of the raters
knew the names of the other participating experts. Each of the raters agreed to nondisclosure
prior to receiving a copy of the survey, and provided the researcher with a password secured
private e-mail address for survey communication. Each expert rater received an individual e-mail
from the researcher with clear instructions and the survey attachment. Once the expert completed
the task of rating the survey and returned their rating to the researcher, the researcher instructed
the expert to permanently delete their copy of the survey. Remuneration for their time and effort
was provided to each expert rater in the form of a mailed thank you note that included an
enclosed $5 coffee gift card.

The cumulative survey validation results were accessible only to the researcher. Once all
data were collected and downloaded, records were kept in a password-protected electronic data
folder. Validity calculations were completed using the Microsoft Excel (2010) spreadsheet
software. According to the guidelines set by the CV1 experts Lynn (1986) and Polit and Beck
(2006), the survey created by the researcher for this study could be judged as relevant and valid.
Instrument

This survey-based research sought to answer the question: Are new teachers entering the
profession feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the primary level now than in the past?
Three subquestions were utilized to fully answer this question: In which components of primary
literacy instruction do new teachers perceive themselves as strong, and in which components do
they perceive themselves as weak? In which areas of primary literacy instruction did new
teachers feel better prepared by their preparation programs than in the past, and in which areas
did they wish they had received greater preparation? Has there been a change over time in what

new teachers believe were the strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs? The
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research was conducted using the Qualtrics (2013) survey application. Qualtrics is a secure,
online information-gathering tool which was recommended by the researcher’s university.

Quialtrics is a user-friendly, widely known online research survey instrument that met all
the needs of this research. Qualtrics allowed the survey to be created to keep all participant data
completely anonymous. The researcher was allowed to direct the site to not collect any
identifying information from any participants, including names, e-mail addresses, or IP
addresses. The application allowed the delineation of specific item parameters. This allowed the
researcher to design the survey so participants could not continue if they did not agree to the
consent statement. The researcher set the rest of the survey to allow for the skipping of items.
This was done so that a participant would not be required to respond to an item that potentially
made them feel uncomfortable, yet could still continue on in the survey. The item options also
allowed the requirement of survey submission before accessing the remuneration link.

Quialtrics allowed for the variety of item types the researcher needed for the survey.
Multiple choice items were utilized in the demographics section. There were Likert-scale
statements for quantitative analysis and short answer questions for qualitative analysis. Qualtrics
permitted various item types in each section, allowing the short-answer questions to be
interspersed throughout the Likert-scale statements. The short-answer survey questions were
written in relation to the Likert-scale statements, with a clear intention of gathering opinions and
experiences, which provided the researcher with explicit, detailed results. Due to this reliability
and flexibility, the Qualtrics application allowed for the validated mixed-methods online survey
to be fully designed following research-based guidelines (Borland, 2001; Carifio & Perla, 2008;
Griffin & Museus, 2011; Johns, 2010; Keeley, Smith, & Buskist, 2006; Likert, 1932; Marshall &

Rossman, 2011; Roszkowski & Soven, 2010).
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The researcher created a voluntary link to another survey page at the end of the research
survey for remuneration purposes. Following submission of survey responses, participants could
choose to click a link that would take them to a separate Qualtrics survey. This survey was one
page, created for the sole purpose of collecting information for remuneration. The remuneration
survey page was also designed to not automatically collect any identifying information such as
IP addresses. It did not link to the answers previously provided by the participant in the research
survey. The text on the page explained the remuneration guidelines and timeline. For a chance at
one of four $25 Amazon gift cards, participants could choose to enter their name and personal e-
mail address. No identifying information was collected beyond what was voluntarily entered on
the page. All names and e-mails were kept confidential. The remuneration survey page was not
accessible to anyone except the researcher in any way other than via the link at the end of the
research survey, which survey participants received access to following submission of their final
survey responses. This prevented anyone from entering the remuneration drawing who had not
been a research participant.

Delimitations and Limitations

The study was delimited to teachers who were teaching kindergarten through third grade
general education in a public school in one of three target districts located in a designated
northwestern state. Districts were chosen because of the variety of urban and rural populations
they served, and because of the disbursement of their locations throughout the southern region of
the state. The districts were also primarily serviced by different universities, which assisted in
expanding the pool of preparation programs from which the surveyed teachers may have

matriculated.
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The survey delimited participant responses to their experiences and views during the first
years of teaching, because research has shown the university effect levels off after the first 3
years (Harris & Sass, 2008; Johnson et al., 2005). Due to experience, Johnson, Berg, and
Donaldson (2005) stated teachers are automatically more effective after 3 full years in the
classroom, and, furthermore, experience often completely negates the university effect after five
years. Therefore, although all K-3 teachers in the three districts were encouraged to participate,
those who had been teaching for 4 or more years were asked to complete the survey in reflection
of their thoughts and experiences from their first years of teaching.

The study was delimited to kindergarten through third grade, given that it is crucial to
receive high-quality, explicit, systematic, science-based literacy instruction in the primary grades
(Bornfreund, 2012; Early Warning, 2010). In addition, teaching primary literacy effectively
requires so much additional knowledge, skill, and expertise that many teachers who believe they
are quite prepared to teach upper elementary grades begin a position in the primary grades
feeling tremendously underprepared (Bornfreund, 2012). Success by the end of third grade is
indicative of a greater chance of academic success throughout students’ lives, so it is crucial that
all primary grade students are put in classrooms with highly skilled, well-prepared teachers
(Connor et al., 2009; Early Warning, 2010; Hernandez, 2011; Wood et al., 2005). This research
sought to determine if in recent years, new primary teachers have been receiving the increased
amount of preparation necessary for them to enter the profession fully equipped for success.

Limitations of the study included those based on the districts. This research was
vulnerable to the limitation of coverage error (Sivo et al., 2006). The superintendents of the three
participating districts had agreed to allow their K-3 teachers to participate in the research. The

researcher had pre-established the conduct parameters of the research with the superintendents,
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which included the researcher not personally contacting the teachers individually in order to
maintain participant anonymity. Therefore, the researcher had to trust that the research invitation
and follow-up e-mails with survey links were actually distributed to all of the K-3 teachers at all
schools in the three districts, as was agreed to by the superintendents of each district. In addition,
the utilization of e-mail for distribution of the research survey presents its own limitations
(Creswell, 2012). The researcher had to presume that the e-mail invitation was only sent to those
for whom it was meant, that all participants were actually K-3 teachers in the targeted districts,
and that no one took the survey who was not in the designated survey pool.

Another limitation was based on participants. All survey participants voluntarily and
anonymously partook in the study, and submitted personally subjective data to the researcher.
The information submitted via the surveys was respondent direct response, which negated the
chance for interviewer error (Sivo et al., 2006). However, the researcher had to presume all
participants submitted accurate information and answered questions truthfully. In addition, the
groups of practiced and veteran teachers were asked to reflect upon their initial experiences as
new teachers in the primary grades. The researcher had to presume all of the responses were
accurate reflections that truly represented the participants’ thoughts, feelings, and experiences at
the beginnings of their careers.

This survey research had a low 32% response rate, which is a limitation but does not
invalidate results (Anseel et al., 2010). The limitation of the low response rate may be
attributable to nonresponse error, which refers to people of a same group commonly not
responding to requests for survey research due to a similar reason (Sivo et al., 2006). Primary
teachers have multiple demands on their time, causing them to often feel overwhelmed with just

completing what is absolutely necessary (Johnson et al., 2005). This puts primary teachers in the
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category of busy nonrespondents, as they are too busy trying to accomplish everything required
of them to be able to find extra time to complete the survey (Anseel et al., 2010; Sivo et al.,
2006). In effort to diminish the effect of the busy nonrespondent limitation, the researcher
followed suggested methodology of sending follow-up invitations (Anseel et al., 2010). The
follow-up invitations served to remind possible participants of the importance of the survey and
to encourage participation. The follow-up invitations had the potential of arriving at a time when
the individual teachers were not feeling as busy or overwhelmed. The researcher was a primary
grade teacher in addition to being a graduate student, and therefore in the e-mail invitations tried
to relate to the busy nonrespondents’ levels of time constraints and teaching load expectations.
This type of communication was encouraged by Anseel, Lievens, Schollaert, and Choragwicka
(2010), who said it “underscores the importance of the questionnaire and instills some form of
regret or guilt in the participant” (p. 337), which, when done in a mild or relatable form, has been
shown to encourage participation.

Another limitation was the small sample size that was a result of the low response rate
(Creswell, 2012). The sample consisted of 74 primary literacy teachers. A small sample size can
negatively affect the confidence level of the statistical results, making it more difficult to
generalize the results of the research study and assign the outcomes to the population as a whole
(Tanner, 2012). Therefore, the results of this study may not be fully generalizable to the entire
primary teacher population. Also, within that sample size of 74, the respondents were divided
into groups of new, practiced, and veteran teachers. A limitation of this study is that the groups
were not all of the same size (Creswell, 2012). Since participation was voluntary and
anonymous, it was not feasible to anticipate the same number of participants in each category to

complete the survey.



Chapter IV
Results

Introduction

This research was designed as a mixed-methods study to help determine if new teachers
feel they are entering the profession better prepared to teach primary literacy than their
predecessors. The central research question asked, Are new teachers entering the profession
feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the primary level now than in the past? This question
was supported by three subquestions: In which components of primary literacy instruction do
new teachers perceive themselves as strong, and in which components do they perceive
themselves as weak? In which areas of primary literacy instruction did new teachers feel better
prepared by their preparation programs than in the past, and in which areas did they wish they
had received greater preparation? Has there been a change over time in what new teachers
believe were the strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs? Participants in the
survey helped answer these research questions as they evaluated both strengths and weaknesses
in their teacher preparation programs in the domain of primary literacy. The evaluation included
experiences in coursework and fieldwork, as well as perceptions of preparation as experienced in
participants’ first years of teaching. By highlighting the perceptions of what actual primary
literacy teachers felt was executed either well or poorly by their preparation programs, this
research has the possibility of aiding in curricular or programmatic choices at some colleges and
universities.

Data was collected using an online survey hosted by the survey application Qualtrics
(2013). The mixed-methods survey contained Likert-scale statements and related open-ended,

short-answer questions. Participants delineated their beliefs and perceptions with their levels of
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agreement or disagreement on the Likert statements (Johns, 2010; Likert, 1932). They noted their
opinions and experiences with the short answer questions (Marshall & Rossman, 2011). The
researcher analyzed the participants’ perceptions of their levels of preparedness in several
components of primary literacy, and in areas related to being prepared to effectively teach
primary literacy. Research participants were questioned on their general preparatory experiences
for literacy, as well as their preparatory experiences in the four main components of literacy
education. The four key components of teaching primary literacy are phonemic awareness,
phonics, fluency, and comprehension (Macaruso & Shankweiler, 2010; Moats, 1999; Walsh et
al., 2006).

The survey was developed by the researcher and validated using the Polit and Beck
(2006) Content Validity Index (CV1) procedures, which were developed from research by Lynn
(1986). The researcher tasked eight primary literacy teacher experts with rating each item of the
draft survey. The draft version of the survey consisted of 68 items. There were 52 Likert-scale
statements, and 16 short-answer questions, broken into seven separate sections. The primary
literacy teacher experts rated each item on its relevancy to the research. Using Polit and Beck’s
2006 guidelines, at least seven of the eight experts had to agree that an item was either highly
relevant or quite relevant for the item to be deemed valid and remain in the survey. If two or
more experts believed the item was just somewhat relevant or not relevant, than the item was to
be considered not valid.

Following all calculation recommendations, 49 of the Likert-scale statements were found
by the experts to be relevant and valid, but three were not. Those three items were subsequently
removed to increase the validity of the survey. The experts rated all 16 of the short-answer

questions as relevant and valid. Therefore, the short-answer questions were all retained in the
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final version of the survey. The CVI process for each section and the survey as a whole was
delineated in Chapter 3. The final version of the survey, after the irrelevant items were removed,
received a Mean Item-CVI rating of 0.96, which exceeded the necessary 0.90 level for content
validity. See Appendix C for the initial CVI chart, and Appendix D for the CVI chart following
the removal of the items deemed not relevant. The content of the researcher-created survey was
rated as relevant by the teacher literacy experts, and was therefore able to be considered a valid
and reliable instrument to use in conducing this research (Lynn, 1986; Polit & Beck, 2006).

The researcher created the survey with distinct segments. Participants first read the
introduction, which gave the purpose of the survey, provided information about the researcher,
and delineated all legal clauses. Next, participants had to read and agree to an informed consent
statement. If choosing to continue, the participants then provided demographic information. The
remainder of the survey was broken into seven sections that related to the participants’
perceptions of preparation for primary literacy instruction:

1. Teacher Preparation Program. In this section, teachers rated their teacher preparation
program using Likert-scale statements. The statements focused on both coursework
and fieldwork preparation in relation to becoming a quality primary literacy teacher.

2. Preparedness for Phonemic Awareness. This section contained both Likert statements
and short-answer questions. Responses were recorded regarding perceived
preparation for teaching phonemic awareness and the knowledge new teachers
possessed about phonemic awareness.

3. Preparedness for Phonics. This section contained both Likert statements and short-

answer questions. The section focused on participants’ training and perceived
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preparation for teaching phonics, and their knowledge and experiences as new
teachers teaching phonics.

Preparedness for Fluency. This section contained both Likert statements and short-
answer questions. Participants shared their preparatory experiences for understanding
and teaching fluency, as well their experiences as new teachers teaching fluency to
primary students.

Preparedness for Comprehension. This section contained both Likert statements and
short-answer questions. Items in this section focused on the alleged level and type of
training received in learning how to teach comprehension to primary level students,
and the beginning teacher experiences with teaching comprehension.

Preparedness for Assessment. This section contained both Likert statements and
short-answer questions. Participants shared their experiences with preparation and
training in both giving and utilizing the data from curriculum-based assessment and
progress monitoring assessments. They also shared their experiences with
assessments as new primary literacy teachers.

Conclusion. This section contained both Likert statements and short-answer
questions. Items in this final section focused on overall perceptions and ratings of
teacher training programs in preparing the survey participants to be highly effective,
quality primary literacy teachers at the beginnings of their careers. It also offered
space for participants to write their final thoughts regarding their preparation for
primary literacy instruction, and to relate any of their experiences as new primary

literacy teachers.



88

The seven afore-mentioned sections each contained items that concentrated on a different
element of the focus component. Each section also inquired about the participants’ level of
preparation for teaching that component of primary literacy, and about the instruction
experiences they had as new teachers in relation to the targeted component.

The seven main sections of the survey all contained Likert-scaled statements, and six of
the sections also included short-answer questions. For the Likert-scale statements, participants
were asked to rate each statement on a 5-point scale, where:

5 = Strongly Agree

4 = Agree

3 = Neither Agree Nor Disagree

2 = Disagree

1 = Strongly Disagree

The short-answer questions encouraged teachers to share their experiences related to each
subtopic of the survey. Practiced and veteran teachers were reminded at the top of each section to
reflect upon their preparatory experiences and their first years of teaching when answering the
questions, and to write about the thoughts and experiences they had undergone as new primary
literacy teachers.

Response

The survey was distributed electronically to 232 kindergarten through third-grade
teachers in three districts of varying size, location, and population in a western state. The survey
was distributed through district superintendents to the teachers, in order to maintain participant
anonymity. The survey collected responses from teachers of all experience levels. Those who

were not new teachers were asked to reflect upon their first years of teaching when completing
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the survey. The respondents were broken into three groups: new teachers with 0-3 years of
experience; practiced teachers who had been teaching 4-10 years; and veteran teachers, with 11
or more years of experience. Data was collected from all of these groups to allow for a
comparative analysis to determine if there had been a change over time in their perceived levels
of preparedness to teach primary literacy.

Despite three electronic reminders with an easy clickable link, one paper-based follow-up
invitation, and a chance at remuneration, all of which are encouraged by the literature to enhance
response rates (Anseel et al., 2010; Sivo et al., 2006), only 82 teachers logged onto the survey.
Of those 82 teachers who began the survey, 74 participants agreed to the consent form and
submitted responses for the majority of the survey. This resulted in an overall 32% response rate.
The response rate for veteran teachers was the greatest, at 41 out of a possible 107 participants,
or 38% of the categorical survey population. There were 15 participants in the practiced teacher
category out of 72 possible, which calculated to a 21% categorical response rate. The new
teacher category had 18 respondents out of 53 possible, or a 34% categorical response rate.

A low response rate is a potential drawback of all survey research, especially survey
research targeting those who are likely to be deemed “busy nonrespondents,” such as primary
teachers, who are often very busy, feel overwhelmed, and feel overloaded with everything they
have to accomplish every day at school (Anseel et al., 2010; Johnson et al., 2005; Sivo et al.,
2006). The researcher timed the survey request to be sent after first quarter report cards and
parent-teacher conferences were completed, but before the holidays, in an attempt to reach
teachers when they were not quite as busy. But Anseel et al. (2010) warned that busy
nonrespondent groups such as teachers may not participate in survey research no matter the

timeline, goal, number of reminders, or offers of remuneration, as they are completely focused
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on only doing what they must absolutely do to just make it through each day. The subject or
purpose of the survey participation request often has nothing to do with busy nonrespondents’
choice to not partake. Busy people are found to have an average response rate of 34% (Anseel et
al., 2010), and most random research surveys receive a 22% to 59% response rate (Sivo et al.,
2006). While the researcher had aspired to a greater response rate and had especially tried for
higher participation from brand new teachers, the data collected did fall within acceptable
response rate ranges.

According to Sivo et al. (2006), the 32% response rate should be regarded as nonresponse
error in reference to statistical analysis, as it “refers to the condition wherein people of a
particular ilk are systematically not represented in the sample because such people are alike in
their tendency not to respond” (p. 352). Nonresponse error does not invalidate results, but those
who respond may have different viewpoints and experiences than those who do not (Anseel et
al., 2010; Sivo et al., 2006; Tanner, 2012). Tanner (2012) offers additional cautions regarding
generalizing the results of the statistical analysis. He says a low response rate likely gives an
accurate picture of the sample population, but conclusions reached from data analysis might not
be generalizable to the population as a whole. The analysis of this research was meant to convey
the experiences and attitudes of the teachers who participated in the survey, and therefore the
statistical results have been treated as a valid representation of the sample population.

Demographic questions were posed to the sample population. The demographic
information was collected for two purposes. Creswell (2012) advises collecting demographic
information to “assess the personal characteristics of individual in your sample” to allow for
greater understanding of the data. The second purpose was for data analysis purposes. The

researcher sought to compare the experiences and results of the various independent
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demographic groups. According to Tanner (2012), independent groups should have a minimum
of 9 members for accurate statistical comparative analyses. Because of the anonymous nature of
the survey, and the researcher’s inability to control who of the target population actually
participated, not all demographic groups contained enough members to allow for accurate
comparative analysis.

The demographic categories that did not have a large enough response in each
independent group or categorical analysis were those of gender, type of preparation, student
teaching, and certification type. Of the 74 participants, 73 were female and 1 was male. There
were 65 respondents who attended a traditional teacher education program that culminated in a
bachelor’s degree, 6 who attended a traditional teacher education program that culminated in a
master’s degree, 2 who completed an alternative certification route, and 1 who specified “other.”
67 respondents spent at least an 8-week block of time student teaching in a primary grade level
prior to earning certification, and 7 did not. Of the respondent population, 65 held general
elementary certification (K-6 or K-8), 6 held early childhood certification (P-3), and 3 chose
“other.” In the state where the research took place, teachers may be teaching a primary grade
without full certification if they are an emergency hire to fill a temporary position, or hold
another type of certification. These “other” teachers have a limited number of years to earn the
appropriate certification in order to remain in the position (SDE, 2012).

The two demographic questions that yielded more than 9 participants in each independent
group were the categories of years taught and the primary grade level taught. There were 18 new
teacher respondents who had been teaching 0-3 years, 15 practiced teacher respondents with 4-10
years of experience, and 41 veteran teacher respondents who had been teaching 11 or more

years. Of those who partook in the study, 12 participants taught kindergarten, 23 taught first



92

grade, 23 taught second grade, and 16 taught third grade. These two demographic groups were
the only ones with large enough numbers in each independent group to allow for a statistically
accurate comparative analysis (Tanner, 2012). However, for the purpose and parameters of this
study, which was to determine if new teachers are better prepared to teach primary literacy now
than the practiced and veteran teachers were when they started, the comparison of groups of
grade taught was not a focus. If there had been a high enough response rate to yield a minimum
of 9 new, practiced, and veteran teachers in each grade level, the researcher would have deemed
it appropriate and relevant to the focus of the research to proceed with grade level statistical
comparative analyses. Due to noted parameters, the results of this research are predominantly
focused on the differences among new, practiced, and veteran teacher responses.
Results

Are new teachers entering the profession feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the
primary level now than in the past? This mixed-methods study attempted to answer that question,
along with three supporting subquestions: In which components of primary literacy instruction
do new teachers perceive themselves as strong, and in which components do they perceive
themselves as weak? In which areas of primary literacy instruction did new teachers feel better
prepared by their preparation programs than in the past, and in which areas did they wish they
had received greater preparation? Has there been a change over time in what new teachers
believe were the strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs? This section delineates
the results of the quantitative and qualitative analyses in relation to the research focus.

Quantitative analyses were applied to the Likert-scale data. Laerd Statistics (Lund
Research Ltd., 2013) advises that when Likert-scaled surveys are developed to measure more

than one construct, such as the one developed for this research with seven individual categories,
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the results should be multi-dimensional. Therefore, a statistical analysis of internal consistency
of responses was necessary to determine the reliability of the results of both the survey as a
whole, and of the individual sections of the survey. Following recommendations by statistical
experts, the Cronbach’s alpha test was utilized for this purpose (Connelly, 2011; Gliem & Gliem,
2003; Lund Research Ltd., 2013; Tanner, 2012).

Once the survey responses were deemed wholly reliable by the Cronbach’s alpha test, the
data were broken into the three independent subgroups of teachers. There were 18 new teachers
with 0 to 3 years of experience, 15 practiced teachers with 4 to 10 years of experience, and 41
veteran teachers with 11 or more years of experience. The researcher ran the Kruskal-Wallis test
to determine if there were statistically significant differences among the groups, followed by
post-hoc pairwise analyses to determine between which two groups the differences existed (Lund
Research Ltd., 2013; Tanner, 2012). Next, the areas in which all respondents statistically agreed
was discussed. Subsequently, a qualitative analysis was completed on the short-answer responses
and how they relate to the quantitative data. Finally, the researcher summarized the mixed-
methods data as a whole and reviewed its relation to the research question.

Internal consistency and reliability. Cronbach’s alpha is a statistical analysis used to
determine the internal consistency of responses and, therefore, overall reliability of results of a
Likert-scale survey (Connelly, 2011; Gliem & Gliem, 2003; Lund Research Ltd., 2013; Tanner,
2012). This statistical test is not used to analyze the meaning of the data, it is used merely to
determine if the survey item results are interrelated enough to provide a consistent and reliable
picture of the data reported (Connelly, 2011). Cronbach’s alpha determines consistency and
reliability by relating the Likert-scale ratings of each item to every other item to determine if

they produce a consistent type of score throughout the survey for each participant (Connelly,
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2011). As Gliem and Gliem (2003) stated, “Cronbach’s alpha is the average value of the
reliability coefficients one would obtain for all possible combinations of items when split into
two half-tests” (p. 84). Cronbach’s alpha should be used to assess the reliability and consistency
of the entire survey, or of an entire block of related questions within a survey, but never for
individual item analysis (Gliem & Gliem, 2003; Lund Research Ltd., 2013). Analyzing
individual items defeats the interrelational purpose of Cronbach’s alpha (Gliem & Gliem, 2003,
Connelly, 2011).

Cronbach’s alpha analysis normally results in a reliability coefficient that ranges between
0 and 1 (Gliem & Gliem, 2003; Lund Research Ltd., 2013). Survey results with a very reliable
internal consistency will have coefficients above .80, although .70 and higher are normally
deemed acceptably reliable (Gliem & Gliem, 2003; Lund Research Ltd., 2013). To ensure an
accurate coefficient, before running a Cronbach’s alpha analysis, any negatively worded items
were recoded in the opposite scale. This prevented items that were answered with the same
intention from being reported as conflicting (Lund Research Ltd., 2013).

This research survey produced reliable internal consistency for the entire survey as a
whole, as well as for each section of the survey. Table 10 delineates the Cronbach’s alpha

results.
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Table 10

Cronbach’s alpha Results

Survey Section Tested Cr(;?sﬁ;hls
Full survey 0.96
Section 1: General Preparation 0.90
Section 2: Phonemic Awareness 0.90
Section 3: Phonics 0.89
Section 4: Fluency 0.91
Section 5: Comprehension 0.74
Section 6: Assessment 0.87
Section 7: Conclusion/General 0.77

The internal consistency of the full survey was well above acceptable levels, with a
reliability coefficient of .96. Sections 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 were considered very reliable, with
coefficients above .80. Sections 5 and 7 were deemed acceptably reliable, with coefficients
above .70 (Gliem & Gliem, 2003; Lund Research Ltd., 2013). In conclusion, the results of the
Cronbach’s alpha analysis of the research survey judged the Likert-scale results to be valid and
reliable.

Statistically significant differences. The research question for this study was: Are new
teachers entering the profession feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the primary level now
than in the past? This question was supported with three subquestions: In which components of
primary literacy instruction do new teachers perceive themselves as strong, and in which
components do they perceive themselves as weak? In which areas of primary literacy instruction

did new teachers feel better prepared by their preparation programs than in the past, and in which
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areas did they wish they had received greater preparation? Has there been a change over time in
what new teachers believe were the strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs? To
answer the research question, the Likert-scale data were categorized into three groups: new
teachers with up to 3 years of experience; practiced teachers with 4 to 10 years of experience;
and veteran teachers with more than 10 years of experience. Practiced and veteran teachers were
asked to think back to the beginnings of their teaching careers when answering the Likert
statements. This was done to allow for a comparison to determine if there had been any
statistically significant changes in the perceptions of levels of preparation and beginning-of-
career experiences among the three groups.

The participant pool was disaggregated demographically into the three experience level
groups for analysis:

e 18 respondents labeled as new teachers with 3 or fewer years of experience;

e 15 respondents labeled as practiced teachers with 4 to 10 years of experience; and

e 41 respondents labeled as veteran teachers with 11 or more years of experience.

The Kruskal-Wallis test was chosen for statistical analysis of this research because it is a
nonparametric statistical test used to determine significant differences between three or more
independent groups of ordinal data that are not normally distributed (Lund Research Ltd., 2013;
Tanner, 2012). Three independent groups of teachers participated in this research study. The
groups were deemed independent because the selection of participants for analysis in one group
was not dependent upon the selection of the participants in the other groups (Tanner, 2012). The
group parameters for the study were predetermined to be new teachers, practiced teachers, and
veteran teachers. The researcher did not know in advance into which groups the anonymous

participants would fall, nor how many from each group would choose to participate. The groups
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were designed to be fully independent of each other for the analytical purposes set forth by this
research. The data met the Kruskal-Wallis requirement of containing three independent groups.

The data set of this research is not normally distributed because it is not a large set of
continuous random variables. The sample population is relatively small and targeted, which
makes it impossible for the data to represent a normal, symmetrical distribution (Tanner, 2012).
In addition, the Likert-scale scores collected is ordinal data, and ordinal data does not meet
standards of normality (Tanner, 2012). The ordinal data collected in this research was based on a
ranked scale on which participants could rate their thoughts and views on their preparation
programs, their levels of perceived preparedness in the four fundamental components of literacy,
and of preparedness for primary literacy teaching in general. The ordinal data did not provide
exact numerical scores related to proficiency in literacy instruction for the participants. For these
reasons, ordinal data cannot be normally distributed (Tanner, 2012).

The data set in this research met the parameters for nonparametric statistical analysis,
which is what is used when the data is not normally distributed, and is ordinal scale. There were
three independent groups with more than nine participants in each group, yet no group had an
identical number of participants. Therefore, the recommended statistical test to determine
statistically significant differences between the responses of each group was the Kruskal-Wallis
test (Lund Research Ltd., 2013; Tanner, 2012).

The Kruskal-Wallis test provided information on whether or not the groups being
analyzed had statistically-identical scores. If the Kruskal-Wallis score was not statistically
significant, then all three groups were statistically identical, meaning they generally felt the same
way about the Likert-scale statement. If the Kruskal-Wallis did show statistical significance, then

at least one of the three groups differed significantly from the others on its view of the Likert-
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scale statement (Lund Research Ltd., 2013; Tanner, 2012). However, the Kruskal-Wallis does
not tell which of the three groups differs from the other two, or if they all three differ
significantly from each other (Lund Research Ltd., 2013).

When the Kruskal-Wallis test resulted in a statistically significant score on a specific
Likert-scale statement, which meant there was a statistical difference in opinion with at least one
of the three groups, the researcher performed a post-hoc test. A post-hoc test is specifically used
for that situation, to determine which of the three groups varied significantly from the others.
The post-hoc test chosen for this situation was a pairwise comparison using Dunn’s (1964)
procedure with a Bonferroni correction (Lund Research Ltd., 2013). The pairwise comparison
assessed each possible pair of scores against the complete data set for that statement. The
Bonferroni correction adjusted the significance levels, due to the increased risk of error that
naturally occurs when performing multiple comparisons (Lund Research Ltd., 2013). By using
the pairwise comparison and adjusting the significance levels with the Bonferroni correction, the
researcher was able to determine which group or groups differed significantly from the others in
their responses to individual Likert-scale statements.

The researcher conducted the Kruskal-Wallis test on the Likert-scaled items using SPSS
(IBM Corp., 2011). The independent variable, or categorical variable, was the experience group
to which the teacher belonged. The ordinal data dependent variables were the various Likert-
scale statement segments. The researcher based analysis on the following hypotheses:

Ho: The three groups will have the same distribution of scores.

Ha: At least two of the groups will contain a statistically significant difference in the

distribution of scores.
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In running the Kruskal-Wallis test, SPSS first calculated the medians for the three
different experience groups. Next, it calculated the statistical significance of the test results,
which either affirmed or denied the null hypothesis. Then SPSS provided information regarding
the which items demonstrated a statistically significant difference between groups. Out of 49
Likert-scale statements on the survey, 22 resulted in a statistically significant difference between
groups as noted by the Kruskal-Wallis score, where p < 0.05. Because the Kruskal-Wallis score
does not detail between which two groups the differences occur, the researcher analyzed the
SPSS pairwise comparison post-hoc tests on those items with statistically significant differences
to determine which two groups differed significantly in their responses. The pairwise
comparisons were performed using Dunn’s (1964) procedure with a Bonferroni correction for
multiple comparisons, for which statistical significance was accepted at the adjusted p < 0.05
level (Lund Research Ltd., 2013). Not all of the statements that showed statistical significance in
the Kruskal-Wallis analysis retained the paired significance after submitting to the Bonferroni
correction for multiple comparisons, so were therefore deemed marginally significant.

Data tables for each section of the survey are embedded below. For each survey item
number that was a Likert-scale statement, the chi-square score (?), and the Kruskal-Wallis p
value are displayed. Items resulting in statistically significant p values, where p < 0.05, are
highlighted. Highlighted items include the results of the post-hoc test that established which
paired groups differed. If two sets of paired groups differed on one item, the second pair is listed
under the first pair. Each initial pairwise p score is shown, which indicates the paired score
originally calculated at p < 0.05. The final column discloses the results of the Bonferroni
correction, which determined if the difference between the two groups was still statistically

significant following an adjustment for multiple comparisons. Items remained statistically
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significant if the adjusted p values (adj. p) maintained scores where adj. p < 0.05. If the adjusted
value maintained significance, the cell remained highlighted. If the adjusted value was no longer
less than 0.05, the difference was deemed to only be marginally significant, and highlighting was
removed from the final cell. The tables follow, with discussion of items with resulting
statistically significant Kruskal-Wallis scores.

There were statistically significant differences between groups of teachers on five items
in Section 1, with two items being deemed marginally significant (Table 11). The items are
discussed below, and include the Likert-scale statement for the item. The discussion explains the
results of the analysis for each item.

Table 11

Independent Samples Kruskal-Wallis Test of Survey Section 1: Teacher Preparation Program

Item v p Fl?grf_simg Pairwise p adj. p

1 4,106 0.128

2 8.943 0.011 N/V 0.003 0.009

3 4,180 0.124

4 1.727 0.021 P/V 0.031 0.092
N/V 0.023 0.069

5 2.107 0.349

6 5.710 0.058

7 3.198 0.202

8 8.172 0.017 N/V 0.027 0.027
N/P 0.043 0.043

9 0.027 0.987

10 3.250 0.197

11 9.158 0.010 N/V 0.003 0.008

12 7.769 0.021 P/V 0.011 0.033

Note. The Kruskal-Wallis score was deemed statistically significantly different among the three
experience groups with df of ¥3(2) when p < 0.05. Post-hoc testing determined paired
differences, and the p of the pair. The Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was
calculated, resulting in adjusted p levels that maintained statistical significance when the adj. p
< 0.05.

* N = New teachers, P = Practiced Teachers, V = Veteran Teachers.
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Item 2 stated, “My teacher preparation consisted of course work that offered in-depth
knowledge of best practices in teaching reading.” This item showed a difference between new
and veteran teachers on their beliefs regarding the statement. The difference maintained
statistical significance following the Bonferroni correction, where adj. p = 0.009. New teachers
were much more likely to believe they had been offered such coursework in their preparation
programs than veteran teachers. Of this survey sample population, 76% of new teachers believed
their university course work offered in-depth knowledge of best practices in teaching reading, yet
only 32% of veteran teachers did. This type of coursework is vital for preservice teachers, for
without it they are much more likely to struggle when trying to teach primary students how to
read (Bornfreund, 2012; Dillon, 2004; Moats, 1999; Walsh et al., 2006).

Item 4 stated, “Professors in my program often taught using the same pedagogical
techniques they were instructing me to use as a teacher (i.e., collaboration, hands-on,
reflection).” The results of the Kruskal-Wallis on Item 4 resulted in a significant score of p =
0.021. The post-hoc pairwise analysis showed the differences to be between two pairs of
independent groups, practiced teachers and veteran teachers, and new teachers and veteran
teachers. The statistical significance did not hold up to the Bonferroni correction for either
pairing, rating these differences as marginally significant. Original levels noted statistical
significance between practiced teachers and veteran teachers p = 0.031, but the adjusted level
was adj. p = 0.092. Data showed 86% of practiced teachers in the survey sample agreed or
strongly agreed with the statement, versus only 46% of veteran teachers.

Item 4 pairwise analysis also originally determined statistically significant differences
between new teachers and veteran teachers at p = 0.023. When adjusted for multiple

comparisons using the Bonferroni correction however, the adj. p = 0.069, reflecting marginal
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significance. There was still a noted difference, with 77% of new teachers versus 46% of veteran
teachers who believed they had been taught by professors using pedagogical techniques similar
to those they were expected to use when they became primary teachers. Studies have shown that
preservice teachers who learn in pedagogical styles using scientifically-based methods similar to
those they will be expected to utilize in the primary classroom are more effective when they
begin their careers (Morris, 2011; NCATE, 2013; Pimentel, 2007).

Item 8 stated, “My teacher preparation program included courses that helped fully
prepare me to develop lessons and teach using Common Core State Standards in literacy.” The
Kruskal-Wallis resulted in a p = 0.017 score, which was statistically significant. Following post-
hoc pairwise comparison and the Bonferroni correction, this item showed significant statistical
difference between new teachers and veteran teachers at adj. p = 0.027, and new teachers and
practiced teachers at adj. p = 0.043. A significantly higher level of new teachers, 56%, believed
they had received adequate levels of coursework and fieldwork that prepared them to be able to
teach under the new standards required by CCSS. Only 21% of practiced teachers and 10% of
veteran teachers believed their preparation programs provided them with what they would have
needed if they would have been required to teach using CCSS in their first years of teaching.
This means the new teachers in this sample population felt they were entering the profession
better prepared to teach the core elements of literacy while helping primary students to utilize
those core skills to create deeper comprehension of complex text, analyze nonfiction text, and
demonstrate their understanding through narrative, argumentative, and evaluative writings
(Greenberg et al., 2013; Hiebert & Pearson, 2012; NGAC/CCSSO, 2010; VanTassel-Baska,
2014). However, the data showed still only about half of these new teachers felt adequately

prepared in this area.
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Item 11 stated, “My student teaching experience included adequate amounts of time spent
collaborating or team planning with other teachers.” The Kruskal-Wallis score demonstrated a
statistically significance difference with a score of p = 0.010. Pairwise analysis showed there was
a statistically significant difference between veteran teachers and new teachers. That difference
remained significant following the Bonferroni correction, with the adj. p = 0.008. There were
71% of new teachers who said they received adequate collaboration or team planning time in
their student teaching experience, which has been in the past three years. Only 39% of veteran
teachers, who went through preparation programs more than 10 years ago, felt they had received
adequate collaboration or team planning time as a part of their student teaching experience. This
shows an increase over time in this sample population in learning how to team plan and
collaborate as part of their preparation program. Research has shown team planning and
collaboration is vital to maintaining understanding of practice and improving performance in all
areas, including literacy instruction (Ballard & Bates, 2008; Brilhart, 2010; Dillon, 2004;
Johnson et al., 2005).

Item 12 stated, “My university outlined specific guidelines for my student teaching
experience, delineating the roles of the university mentor, the supervising teacher, and the
student teacher.” The Kruskal-Wallis score for this item was statistically significant at p = 0.021.
Pairwise analysis determined the significant difference to lie between practiced and veteran
teachers, with an adjusted significance level at adj. p = 0.033. Practiced teachers agreed at a 93%
rate that their universities had adequately outlined guidelines for student teaching, while only
60% of veteran teachers thought so. New teachers fell in the middle on this question, with 76%
believing the guidelines were specific. When universities provide specific guidelines for

expectations of the university supervisors, school administrators, mentor teachers, and student
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teachers, especially in regards to teaching expectations, collaboration, and evaluation, the student
teaching experience has been shown to be more effective and to better prepare the student
teacher for the realities of teaching (Allen, 2002; Fuhrken, 2006; Heller et al., 2007; Russell &
Russell, 2011; Smith, 2009).

The first section of the survey was comprised of broad statements regarding the
participants’ teacher preparation program as a whole. The strength of a preparation program is
indicative of the level of effectiveness that can be expected of the teachers who matriculate from
the program. Successful primary literacy teachers possess a knowledge of content and pedagogy
that can best be obtained through a comprehensive, highly effective preparation program (Allen,
2002; Bornfreund, 2012; CAEP, 2013; Greenberg et al., 2013; Maloch et al., 2003; NCATE,
2013; Scott & Baker, 2003; Shuls & Ritter, 2013). The results of Section 1 indicate a general
improvement over time in the overall perceived strength of teacher preparation programs
attended by the sample population.

Section 2 of the survey focused on levels of preparedness teachers felt they had received
in phonemic awareness. Likert-scale items obliged survey participants to rate their levels of
agreement with the importance of elements of phonemic awareness as related to early literacy
development, in relation to the beliefs fostered by their teacher preparation. Participants also
rated their teacher preparation as it related to phonemic awareness.

Table 12 delineates the results of the Kruskal-Wallis test of Section 2.
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Table 12

Independent Samples Kruskal-Wallis Test of Survey Section 2: Preparedness for Phonemic

Awareness

ltem v p pD;,f-simg Pairwise p adj. p

14 5.382 0.068

15 2.285 0.319

16 5.434 0.066

17 2.921 0.232

18 8.419 0.015 N/V 0.018 0.053
P/V 0.026 0.078

19 6.550 0.038 N/V 0.024 0.071

Note. The Kruskal-Wallis score was deemed statistically significantly different among the three
experience groups with df of ¥*(2) when p < 0.05. Post-hoc testing determined paired
differences, and the p of the pair. The Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was
calculated, resulting in adjusted p levels that maintained statistical significance when the adj. p
< 0.05.

* N = New teachers, P = Practiced Teachers, V = Veteran Teachers.

Items 14-17 were not statistically significant. However, items 14 and 16 did show
marginal significance at p = 0.068 and 0.066, respectively. Item 14 stated, “Phonemic awareness
is a strong predictor of reading success.” There were 93% of new teachers who recognized
having been taught this fact, but only 69% of practiced teachers and 67% of veteran teachers
began their careers with this understanding. In relation, the same strong 93% of new teachers
also understood the importance of Item 16, which stated, “The ability to orally segment and
blend sounds in words is a strong predictor of reading success,” yet 31% of practiced teachers
and 33% of veteran teachers reported having not begun teaching with this understanding.

Item 18 stated, “My preparation program included learning research-based theories
and/or techniques regarding phonemic awareness.” The Kruskal-Wallis score demonstrated a

statistically significant difference in results at p = 0.015. The pairwise comparison determined a
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significant difference between the responses of new teachers versus veteran teachers, and
between practiced teachers versus veteran teachers. However, the adjusted statistical significance
did not hold up to the Bonferroni correction for either pairing, so the item has been rated as
marginally significant.

The initial significance level calculated exhibited a difference between new and veteran
teachers at p = 0.018. When adjusted for multiple comparisons, the significance level for the
difference between new teachers, at 64%, and veteran teachers, at 28%, was adj. p = 0.053,
allowing for marginal significance between the affirmative responses. In addition, the original
significance level between practiced teachers, at 54%, and veteran teachers, at 28%, was p =
0.026, yet the score when adjusted using the Bonferroni correction was adj. p = 0.078.

Item 19 stated, “My preparation program provided me adequate fieldwork experiences
teaching phonemic awareness in a primary (K-3) setting.” The original Kruskal-Wallis score for
this item was p = 0.038, which denoted a statistically significant difference among the groups.
The pairwise analysis determined the significance existed between new teachers and veteran
teachers at p = 0.024, where new teachers believed they had adequate fieldwork experiences
teaching phonemic awareness, and veteran teachers did not. When adjusted using the Bonferroni
correction, the adj. p = 0.071, so the pairing was no longer considered to have a highly
statistically significant difference, but was still considered marginally significant. The numerical
data indicated 57% of new teachers believed they had engaged in adequate fieldwork experience
teaching phonemic awareness, compared to 38% of practiced teachers and a mere 15% of
veteran teachers.

While this section on phonemic awareness yielded no highly statistically significant

differences between the groups, the data do indicate a small increase over time in the level of
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preparation for teaching phonemic awareness, which is a key building block of early literacy.
Without a solid foundation in phonemic awareness, many children struggle to become highly
functioning, successful readers (Bone et al., 2002; Frey & Fisher, 2010; Koutsoftas et al., 2009;
Moats, 1999; Sousa, 2006; Tyler & Burnham, 2006; Walsh et al., 2006). In conclusion, the data
demonstrated that the three groups statistically agreed as to the importance of the elements of
phonemic awareness in literacy instruction. The groups did not feel as prepared as they needed to
be to successfully teach phonemic awareness, although numerical data shows the level of
preparedness has increased over time.

Table 13 shows the statistical analysis of Section 3: Preparedness for Phonics. There were
five items in the section that did not result in a statistically significant Kruskal-Wallis score, and
three that did. Two of the significant items showed differences between two experience groups,

new versus practiced, and new versus veteran. The results are discussed further below the table.
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Table 13

Independent Samples Kruskal-Wallis Test of Survey Section 3: Preparedness for Phonics

ltem v p pD;,f-simg Pairwise p adj. p

23 1.696 0.428

24 3.657 0.161

25 13.830 0.001 N/P 0.022 0.065
N/V 0.000 0.001

26 14.343 0.001 N/P 0.035 0.106
N/V 0.000 0.000

27 10.749 0.005 N/V 0.001 0.003

28 1.986 0.370

29 5.943 0.051

30 2.997 0.223

Note. The Kruskal-Wallis score was deemed statistically significantly different among the three
experience groups with df of ¥*(2) when p < 0.05. Post-hoc testing determined paired
differences, and the p of the pair. The Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was
calculated, resulting in adjusted p levels that maintained statistical significance when the adj. p
< 0.05.

* N = New teachers, P = Practiced Teachers, V = Veteran Teachers.

The first two items in the section demonstrated received high levels of consensus among
the groups of teachers taking the survey. Almost all teachers believed that phonics was a critical
skill for emergent readers, including 92% of new teachers, 81% of practiced teachers, and 92%
of veteran teachers. Additionally, a large amount of the teachers in this survey began their
careers believing they should be delivering systematic, explicit phonics instruction to their
primary students, including 100% of new teachers, 82% of practiced teachers, and 78% of
veteran teachers, which is a view highly supported by research (Gehsmann & Templeton, 2012;
Goswami, 2006; Moats, 1999; Roundy & Roundy, 2009; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2007).

Items 25-27 inquired about the level of understanding the survey participants possessed

in regards to teaching some fundamental elements of phonics, which underlined the amount of
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training the teachers had received from their programs in teaching these elements. These three
items showed significant differences among groups, demonstrating a marked increase in the level
of phonics preparation over time.

Item 25 stated, “I have a solid understanding of how to teach digraphs.” All of the new
teachers believed they possessed a solid understanding of how to teach digraphs, demonstrating a
substantially stronger regard than both practiced (36%) and veteran (32%) teachers possessed in
their first years. The Kruskal-Wallis noted a statistically significant difference among the groups
at p = 0.001. The pairwise comparison determined which pairs differed, and showed an initial
significant difference between new and practiced teachers at p = 0.022, and new and veteran
teachers at p = 0.000. When the Bonferroni correction was applied, the statistically significant
difference between the new and practiced teachers was not sustained, at adj. p = 0.065. However,
significant difference between new and veteran teachers was upheld with an adj. p = 0.001.

Item 26 stated, “I have a solid understanding of how to teach diphthongs.” This item
produced very similar data to Item 25, as 92% of new teachers believed they were secure in their
understanding of teaching diphthongs, as opposed to 27% of practiced teachers and 25% of
veteran teachers in their first years. The initial Kruskal-Wallis score resulted in a significant
p = 0.001 score. The pairwise analysis showed differences between new and practiced teachers at
p = 0.035, and new and veteran teachers at p = 0.000. Following the Bonferroni correction, the
difference between new and practiced teachers was no longer found to be significant, with at adj.
p = 0.106. The significant difference between new and veteran teachers was maintained, with an
adjusted statistical significance of p = 0.000. This data pointed to an increased knowledge among

new teachers with regards to being prepared to teach basic phonics skills.
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Item 27 stated, “I have a solid understanding of how to teach spelling in relation to
phonics rules.” The Kruskal-Wallis signified a statistical difference with a score of p = 0.005.
The pairwise comparison found the significant difference to be between new and veteran
teachers, with an original result of p = 0.001. When corrected for multiple comparisons, the adj.
p = 0.003, which demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the groups. Veteran
teachers did not feel they possessed a solid understanding of how to teach phonics in relation to
spelling rules when they were new teachers, whereas current new teachers did. The numerical
result from practiced teachers supported the upswing in preparation. Only 38% of veteran
teachers felt they had received adequate training to possess the skills and knowledge necessary to
teach spelling using phonics rules. Of the sample population, 45% of practiced teachers were
confident in this area their first years of teaching, whereas 100% of new teachers either strongly
agreed (25%) or agreed (75%) to the statement.

The final three items in Section 3 dealt with being taught how to understand the science
of reading in relation to phonics, being trained in research-based theories and pedagogical
techniques for teaching phonics, and having completed adequate fieldwork teaching phonics as
part of the survey participants’ teacher preparation. None of these items showed a statistically
significant difference between any two groups. All of the groups had fairly split percentages
between those who agreed or disagreed to the statements. Research has shown the importance of
primary literacy teachers possessing a deep understanding of how the brain works in relation to
phonics and overall reading development (Frey & Fisher, 2010; Keller & Just, 2009; Moats,
1999; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004, 2007; Sousa, 2006; Walsh et al., 2006), as well as gaining

preservice experience in teaching phonics (Bornfreund, 2011; Copeland et al., 2011; Dillon,
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2004; Dyrli,1999; Maloch et al., 2002; NCATE, 2013). The results of Items 28-30 varied widely,
demonstrating the need for continued improvement in teacher preparation in those areas.

Section 4: Preparedness for Fluency included seven Likert-scale statements that requested
survey participants’ opinions on their preparatory knowledge of fluency and teaching of fluency,
and their levels of agreement related to being fully prepared in primary fluency instruction. Five
of the statements showed a statistically significant difference among groups as shown by a
Kruskal-Wallis score of p < 0.05. Table 14 shows the results of the analysis of Section 4.

Table 14

Independent Samples Kruskal-Wallis Test of Survey Section 4: Preparedness for Fluency

Item v p Fl?grf_simg Pairwise p adj. p

34 8.123 0.017 N/P 0.023 0.068
N/V 0.006 0.019

35 9.215 0.010 N/V 0.007 0.020
P/V 0.048 0.143

36 6.285 0.043 N/P 0.021 0.063
N/V 0.030 0.090

37 1.068 0.586

38 5.921 0.052

39 11.081 0.004 N/V 0.001 0.003

40 7.250 0.027 N/V 0.008 0.024

Note. The Kruskal-Wallis score was deemed statistically significantly different among the three
experience groups with df of ¥*(2) when p < 0.05. Post-hoc testing determined paired
differences, and the p of the pair. The Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was
calculated, resulting in adjusted p levels that maintained statistical significance when the adj. p
< 0.05.

* N = New teachers, P = Practiced Teachers, V = Veteran Teachers.

Item 34 stated, “The ability of K-1 students to read lists of letters or sounds fluently,
without having to stop to think, is an indicator of future reading success.” The teachers were

asked to rate their level of agreement with this statement in relation to what they had been taught
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in their preparation programs. The Kruskal-Wallis test showed a statistically significant
difference among the levels of agreement at p = 0.017. Post-hoc analysis determined the groups
that differed were new teachers versus practicing teachers, with an original pairwise significance
score of p = 0.023, and new teachers versus veteran teachers, with an original pairwise
significance score of at p = 0.006. When the scores were adjusted for multiple comparisons using
the Bonferroni correction, the new and practicing teachers were no longer statistically
significantly different in their views, with an adj. p = 0.068. However, new and veteran teachers
maintained a significant difference with an adj. p = 0.0109.

Research has proven fluency to be a strong indicator of reading success, as long as its
meaning is truly understood, and it is measured correctly and taught appropriately (Baker et al.,
2008; Bomer, 2006; Moats, 1999; Shaywitz and Shaywitz, 2004; Winn et al., 2006). The past
decade has brought increased understanding of the importance of explicitly teaching fluency
strategies to students to build literacy development (Pruitt & Cooper, 2008; Roundy & Roundy,
2009). In reflection of this emerging research, 100% of new teachers either agreed or strongly
agreed to the statement, whereas 57% of veteran teachers and 54% of practiced teachers agreed
reflecting on their beliefs from their first years of teaching.

Item 35 stated, “Fluency is reading correctly with speed and prosody.” This statement
was included to determine if teachers began their careers with the understanding that fluency
focuses not just on reading with speed, but also includes the critical elements of accuracy and
prosody (Baker et al., 2008; Bomer, 2006). Neither veteran teachers nor practiced teachers were
secure in this concept when they were new teachers, yet current new teachers all had an
understanding of the terminology, as represented by the data. The Kruskal-Wallis test of Item 35

resulted in a significance level of p = 0.010. The pairwise analysis determined a statistically
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significant difference lied between new and veteran teachers at p = 0.007, and practiced and
veteran teachers at p = 0.048. Following the Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons, the
adjusted significance levels supported a difference between new and veteran teachers at adj. p =
0.020. However, the difference between practiced and veteran teachers did not hold up to the
correction, with an adjusted significance level of p = 0.143. Numerical data showed 100% of
new teachers either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, followed by 82% of practiced
teachers, and 73% of veteran teachers. The sample population has shown an increase over time
in their beginning-of-career understanding of fluency.

Item 36 stated, “Fluency timings are a valuable progress indicator for holistic reading
growth.” Research has shown this to be true (Alber-Morgan, 2006; Baker et al., 2008; Mellard et
al., 2001; Pruitt & Cooper, 2008), yet many teachers have not been taught the science behind this
statement by their preparation programs. They begin their careers with an unclear understanding
of the purpose and utilization of fluency timings, despite expert recommendations for extensive
training in fluency for new teachers (Baker et al., 2008; Moats, 1999; Pruitt & Cooper, 2008;
Roundy & Roundy, 2009; Winn et al., 2006). In this sample population, new teachers were
exposed in their programs to the value of fluency timings in relation to holistic reading growth at
a higher rate (92%) than were practiced teachers (36%) and veteran teachers (51%). The
Kruskal-Wallis test demonstrated an overall statistically significant difference between groups,
with a significance level of p = 0.043. The pairwise analysis determined the differences were
between new and practiced teachers, with a significance level of p = 0.021, and between new and
veteran teachers, with the significance level of p = 0.030. However, when the two relationships
were adjusted using the Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons, neither pair retained a

statistically significant difference as determined by a score of adj. p < 0.05. New teachers as
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compared to practiced teachers showed an adj. p = 0.063, and new teachers as compared to
veteran teachers revealed an adj. p = 0.090. The numerical data evidenced that new teachers are
receiving a higher level of preparation in understanding and utilizing fluency timings in literacy
instruction.

Item 39 stated, “My preparation program included learning research-based theories
and/or techniques regarding fluency.” New teachers received significantly greater exposure to
learning research-based theories and techniques regarding fluency than veteran teachers did in
their preparation programs. The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed a significant difference among the
groups with p = 0.004. The pairwise analysis revealed the significant difference was between
new and veteran teachers, with p = 0.001. The Bonferroni correction revealed an adjusted
significance score of adj. p = 0.003. With the guideline of significance being adj. p < 0.05, the
difference between new and veteran teachers on this item is considerable. New teacher
respondents noted 83% agreement or strong agreement with the statement, as compared to 30%
of practiced teachers and only 24% of veteran teachers. The data demonstrates an evolvement in
teacher preparation programs in regards to teaching research-based theories and techniques in
fluency.

Item 40 stated, “My preparation program provided me adequate fieldwork experiences
teaching fluency strategies in a primary (K-3) setting.” The responses to this statement differed
significantly according to the Kruskal-Wallis significance score of p = 0.027. The pairwise
analysis showed the statistically significant difference was between the new and veteran teacher
groups, with a pairwise significance rating of p = 0.008. When corrected for multiple
comparisons, the pair retained a statistically significant difference with an adj. p = 0.024, as new

teachers acknowledged having a greater amount of fieldwork in their preparation programs that
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allowed them to better learn to teach fluency. None of the three groups overwhelmingly agreed
to having adequate amounts of fieldwork experience in teaching fluency strategies to primary
students, though, as only 58% of new teachers, 37% of practiced teachers, and 24% of veteran
teachers believed they had been provided such. Researchers acknowledge the vital role fieldwork
plays in helping a preservice teacher establish knowledge and pedagogical techniques in fluency
instruction that they can later utilize in their teaching to help them be more effective literacy
teachers (Bornfreund, 2012; Gehsmann & Templeton, 2012; Greenberg et al., 2013).

Section 5 of the survey was focused on the teachers’ level of preparation for teaching
comprehension to emergent readers, and their related experiences in their first years of teaching.
Initial analysis revealed this this was the component of literacy instruction in which veteran
teachers had been best prepared, and in which all groups of teachers had been well prepared.
There were no statistically significant differences among the teachers in their ratings of the
following statements:

e Vocabulary is a critical component of comprehension instruction.

e Emergent readers who read fluently demonstrate better comprehension overall.

e Multiple readings encourage better comprehension of text.

e Higher-order thinking questions are an essential piece of comprehension
instruction.

e My preparation program included learning research-based theories and/or
techniques regarding comprehension instruction.

The majority of veteran teachers, practiced teachers, and new teachers who participated
in this survey strongly agreed or agreed with all of those statements. Comprehension instruction,

including vocabulary development, has long been agreed on by experts to be a vital component
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of literacy education (Bomer, 2006; Connor et al., 2009; Dymock & Nicholson, 2010; Frey &
Fisher, 2010; Gerstl-Pepin & Woodside-Jiron, 2005; Heller et al., 2007; Hiebert & Pearson,
2012; Moats, 1999; Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004; Ylimaki & McClain, 2005). It is the one
component that was a strong preparatory focus for all groups of survey participants.

Table 15 shows the results of the statistical analysis of Section 5.
Table 15

Independent Samples Kruskal-Wallis Test of Survey Section 5: Preparedness for Comprehension

ltem v p pD;,f-simg Pairwise p adj. p

44 2.310 0.315

45 1.313 0.519

46 3.961 0.138

47 4,115 0.128

48 5714 0.057

49 11.529 0.003 N/V 0.008 0.025
P/V 0.007 0.021

Note. The Kruskal-Wallis score was deemed statistically significantly different among the three
experience groups with df of ¥*(2) when p < 0.05. Post-hoc testing determined paired
differences, and the p of the pair. The Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was
calculated, resulting in adjusted p levels that maintained statistical significance when the adj. p
< 0.05.

* N = New teachers, P = Practiced Teachers, V = Veteran Teachers.

The Kruskal-Wallis test determined one item in Section 5 presented a statistically
significant difference among groups, with a significance score of p = 0.003. Item 49 stated, “My
preparation program provided me adequate fieldwork experiences teaching comprehension in a
primary (K=3) setting.” The pairwise analysis established the differences between new and
veteran teachers at p = 0.008, as well as between practiced and veteran teachers at p = 0.007.
Following the Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons, both pairs retained significant

difference. The adjusted score for the new teacher group and veteran teacher group pairing was
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adj. p = 0.025, and for the practiced teacher group and veteran teacher group pairing was

adj. p =0.021. The conclusion reached by this data is veteran teachers did not believe they
received an adequate amount of fieldwork in their teacher preparation programs in preparation
for teaching comprehension. Only 35% of veteran teachers agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement, as compared to 73% of practiced teachers and 75% of new teachers. This result
highlighted the point that a degree of progress has been made with preparation programs
providing more fieldwork opportunities for their preservice teachers.

Section 6 was directed toward participants’ perceptions of their preparation for
assessment, as related to effective teaching of primary literacy. Researchers have argued that
assessment plays a key role in primary literacy instruction, and all new teachers need their
preparation programs to prepare them to proficiently utilize it (Connor et al., 2009; Moss et al.,
2008; NCATE, 2013). Progress monitoring assessments aid teachers in not only knowing how
students are progressing, but also in determining skill weaknesses, growth trends, and
intervention requirements. It is recommended that teachers enter the profession already skilled in
giving assessments, scoring assessments, and utilizing assessment data to guide curricular
decisions (Connor et al., 2009; Dillon, 2004; Maloch et al., 2003; Morris, 2011; Moss et al.,
2008; Walsh et al., 2006).

Section 6 included five Likert-scale items. Two of the items did not show a statistically
significant difference among the participant teacher groups. Three of the items did indicate a
significant difference in beliefs or experiences. The statistical data for Section 6 is displayed in

Table 16 below.
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Table 16

Independent Samples Kruskal-Wallis Test of Survey Section 6: Preparedness for Assessment

ltem v p pD;,f-simg Pairwise p adj. p
53 4,928 0.085
54 5.263 0.072
55 9.542 0.008 N/V 0.003 0.009
56 13.876 0.001 N/V 0.000 0.001
57 6.749 0.034 N/V 0.010 0.030

Note. The Kruskal-Wallis score was deemed statistically significantly different among the three
experience groups with df of ¥*(2) when p < 0.05. Post-hoc testing determined paired
differences, and the p of the pair. The Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was
calculated, resulting in adjusted p levels that maintained statistical significance when the adj. p
< 0.05.

* N = New teachers, P = Practiced Teachers, V = Veteran Teachers.

Overall, the statistically teachers agreed that they should frequently collect data on their
students to ensure growth in literacy development. They were also statistically similar in their
ambivalence toward believing they had received an adequate amount of coursework in
assessment theory and practice.

The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed a statistically significant difference on Item 55, which
stated, “My teacher preparation program provided adequate fieldwork time to practice giving
progress monitoring assessments.” The significance score was p = 0.008. The pairwise analysis
revealed the difference to be between new and veteran teacher groups, with a pairwise
significance score of p = 0.003. Following the Bonferroni correction, the item maintained
significance adj. p = 0.009, with new teachers more often believing they had been provided
adequate fieldwork time in this area. Further breakdown of the data shows a potential upward

trend over time toward programs providing adequate fieldwork for learning how to give
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assessments. There were 58% of new teachers in agreement with the statement, yet only 27% of
practiced teachers and 22% of veteran teachers agreed.

With similar results, Item 56 stated, “My teacher preparation program provided adequate
fieldwork time to practice using progress monitoring data to develop interventions for my
students.” The Kruskal-Wallis showed a significant difference existed, at p = 0.001. The pairwise
comparison noted it was new and veteran teacher groups who differed, at the significance level
of p = 0.000. The pair retained the significant difference following the Bonferroni correction,
with the adj. p = 0.001. New teachers more often believed that their programs gave them
adequate fieldwork time to develop interventions using progress monitoring data, at 58%, as
compared to 27% of practiced teachers and only 11% of veteran teachers. While the sample
population data showed a positive trend toward greater amounts of fieldwork time spent
dedicated to learning to develop interventions from assessment, the percentage of new teachers
who acknowledged receiving adequate amounts of time was not sufficient according to
professional recommendations (NCATE, 2013).

Item 57 stated, “I believe assessment data should be used to drive instruction.” A
significant difference was found to exist among the groups as to their levels of agreement with
this statement, according to the results of the Kruskal-Wallis, at p = 0.034. The pairwise
comparison determined the difference was significant between new and veteran teachers, with a
paired p = 0.010. Following the Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons, the adjusted
significance level was adj. p = 0.030. Further evaluation of the data supports this significant
difference, since 100% of new teacher respondents began teaching with this belief, as compared

to 64% of practiced teachers and 49% of veteran teachers who began their careers in agreement
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with the researcher-recommended (Dillon, 2004; Morris, 2011; NCATE, 2013) practice of
utilizing assessment data in lesson planning.

The final section of the survey was the Conclusion. The Likert-scale statements were
broad reflections upon the participants’ understanding of and preparation for primary literacy
instruction. Regardless of their experience level or preparation level, all of the teachers
statistically agreed to Item 60, “I believe a solid foundation in literacy is essential for overall
student academic success.” Decades of research have proven this to be true. Students who
possess proficient literacy skills by the end of third grade are more likely to be successful in
school and career (Connor et al., 2009; Early Warning, 2001; Gewertz, 2011; Hernandez, 2011;
Morris, 2011; Wood et al., 2005). In the sample population, 100% of new teachers, 100% of
practiced teachers, and 84% of veteran teachers began their teaching careers agreeing with this
viewpoint.

Table 17 below portrays the significance of the differences among the teacher groups in
their responses to Likert-scale items in Section 7, as determined by the Kruskal-Wallis.

Table 17

Independent Samples Kruskal-Wallis Test of Survey Section 7: Conclusion

Item v p Fl?grf_simg Pairwise p adj. p
60 5.886 0.053
61 7.410 0.025 N/V 0.007 0.020
62 7.755 0.021 N/V 0.006 0.017
63 11.714 0.003 N/V 0.001 0.002
64 0.369 0.832

Note. The Kruskal-Wallis score was deemed statistically significantly different among the three
experience groups with df of ¥3(2) when p < 0.05. Post-hoc testing determined paired
differences, and the p of the pair. The Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was
calculated, resulting in adjusted p levels that maintained statistical significance when the adj. p
< 0.05.

* N = New teachers, P = Practiced Teachers, V = Veteran Teachers.
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The test determined there was a statistically significant difference among groups on three
items. Item 61 stated, “I believe my university provided me with strong foundational knowledge
of the science of reading.” The Kruskal-Wallis significance level on this item was p = 0.025. The
pairwise analysis determined the difference to be significant between the groups of new and
veteran teachers, with a paired level of p = 0.007. When adjusted using the Bonferroni correction
for multiple comparisons, the significance level was adj. p = 0.020. A significant difference
between new and veteran teachers remained. New teachers felt much more confident in their
foundational knowledge of the science of reading than veteran teachers. Teachers should
understand how the brain works in relation to reading (Connor et al., 2009; Frey & Fisher, 2010;
Gehsmann & Templeton, 2012; Keller & Just, 2009; Moats, 1999; Moss et al., 2008; Shaywitz &
Shaywitz, 2004, 2007; Sousa, 2006; Walsh et al., 2006). Only 27% of veteran teachers began
their first year believing they had been provided a strong foundational knowledge of the science
of reading, as compared to 36% of practiced teachers and 75% of new teachers. This data support
a conclusion of progress being made in preparation programs providing preservice teachers with
requisite knowledge of developing science-based reading research.

Item 62 stated, “My first year of teaching, | felt very prepared to effectively teach all the
core elements of literacy.” The results of this item contradict the expectations placed upon new
teachers to be highly qualified and fully effective at teaching primary literacy at the outset of
their careers (Bornfreund, 2011, 2012; Early Warning, 2010; IRA, 2003a; O’Donnell, 2010).
New teachers believed they were better prepared than the other groups, with 58% agreeing to the
statement, yet none strongly agreed. Practiced teachers had only 27% in agreement, and veteran
teachers had 13% who agreed or strongly agreed. The Kruskal-Wallis test of this item yielded a

significant difference among the groups, at the level p = 0.021. The pairwise analysis determined
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the significant difference to be between new and veteran teachers, with the paired p = 0.006.
Following the Bonferroni correction, the adj. p = 0.017. The difference between new and veteran
teachers who agreed to this statement was statistically significant. A significantly greater portion
of new teachers believed they had been prepared to effectively teach all the core elements of
literacy their first year of teaching than veteran teachers felt they had in their first year.

Confidence in Item 63 appeared related to that in Item 62. Item 63 stated, “My first year
of teaching, | felt very prepared to determine appropriately focused interventions for struggling
students.” Veteran teachers did not feel well prepared in this area, with only 13% answering in
the affirmative. Practiced teachers agreed at a 27% rate, and 66% of new teachers denoted
agreement, yet none in those two groups strongly agreed to the statement. The Kruskal-Wallis
test determined there was a statistically significant difference among the groups in their
responses to this question, with a significance level of p = 0.003. The pairwise analysis
established the difference was between new and veteran teachers, with a paired significance level
of p = 0.001. The Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was applied, resulting in an
adjusted significance level of adj. p = 0.002, which maintained the determination of a statistical
significance between the two groups since the adj. p < 0.05.

The final item in the survey sought to determine the level at which participants agreed
with the statement, “Regardless of the strength my preparation program, | began my teaching
career optimistically, knowing | would be a good reading teacher.” The sample population
demonstrated a strong level of agreement with this statement, regardless of experience group.
Either strongly agreeing or agreeing were 100% of new teachers, 73% of practiced teachers, and
86% of veteran teachers. The teachers in this survey represented themselves in a way that

supports the research, which has said most teachers will begin their careers optimistically,
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despite their level of training (Brilhart, 2010; Maloch et al., 2003; Ye, 2009). New teachers are
said to possess an intrinsic sense of mission, and usually enter their classroom prepared to work
diligently to meet the needs of all students (Ballard & Bates, 2008; Freedman & Appleman,
2009; Gentry et al., 2011; Johnson et al., 2005).

The survey consisted of 49 Likert-scale statements. The survey was completed by
teachers who belonged to one of three experience groups: new teachers with 0-3 years of
experience; practiced teachers with 4-10 years of experience; and veteran teachers with 11 or
more years of experience. Practiced and veteran teachers were asked to reflect upon their
preparation and their first years of teaching while answering the survey, to allow for comparison.
The survey aimed to determine if teacher preparation in primary literacy instruction is improving
over time, as determined by the beliefs and experiences conveyed by the teachers in the three
groups. A Kruskal-Wallis test was run on each statement to ascertain if a statistically significant
difference existed among the three experience groups of teachers. If a significance level of
p < 0.05 was found, then a pairwise comparison was run to determine between which two groups
of teachers the differences lay. The significance level of the pair was subjected to a Bonferroni
correction for multiple comparisons, which yielded an adjusted level that was significant at
adj. p <0.05.

There were 22 items that initially possessed significant differences between groups as
determined by their Kruskal-Wallis score, which yielded 31 pairwise comparisons. Following the
Bonferroni correction, there were 20 pairs that retained the adj. p < 0.05 significance. For these
20 items, the researcher rejects the null hypothesis, Ho: The three groups will have the same
distribution of scores. Of those 20 pairs, 17 were new versus veteran teacher pairings, 2 were

practiced versus veteran teacher pairings, and one was a new versus practiced teacher pairing.
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These broad results indicate the greatest differences in preparation for primary literacy
instruction were between new and veteran teachers, with new teachers agreeing to more of the
statements than veteran teachers, and practiced teachers often falling in the middle of the two.
This suggests a trend of increased preparation in primary literacy instruction over time as
represented by this sample population. According to the analysis of the qualitative data derived
from this survey, new teachers seem to be entering the classroom having acquired greater
knowledge of the science of reading, having taken more coursework in pedagogy, and having
participated in far more fieldwork experiences as part of their teacher preparation than practiced
and veteran teachers.

Qualitative analysis. Survey respondents also wrote several short answers to open-ended
questions that were related to each survey segment. Practiced teachers and veteran teachers were
asked to reflect upon the beginnings of their careers when answering all questions. The
researcher utilized the open-coding strategy to generate conceptual categories, followed by axial
coding to relate the commonalities of responses and deduce overarching themes (Marshall &
Rossman, 2011). There were several correlations observed among the three experience segments
of teachers.

Phonemic awareness and phonics. The first focus of the survey was on phonemic
awareness, which is based on oral language. It is the ability to count and manipulate phonemes,
or individual sounds, in spoken words (Annenberg Foundation, 2013). The second section of the
survey was focused on phonics, which is the understanding of how individual phonemes are
connected to written language, the understanding of sound-spelling correspondence, and the
rules of orthography (Annenberg Foundation, 2013). Most of the teachers surveyed did not

completely comprehend the difference between phonemic awareness and phonics and defined
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them as nearly the same thing. While phonemic awareness and phonics do work in connection
with each other, very few teachers surveyed, only 7%, understood that phonemic awareness was
an oral-only skill. They confused it with phonics, believing both were when sounds are
connected to letters and letter combinations or decoding. Because the two skills are very
interrelated and many of the teachers referenced them interchangeably in their comments, the
two sections’ results have been somewhat connected in this report.

Teachers were asked to write about their experiences in relation to learning how to teach
and assess phonemic awareness and phonics in their training programs. Veteran teachers clearly
stated they had little to no experience or learning opportunities regarding phonemic awareness or
phonics in their preparation programs, and practiced teachers expressed having had just slightly
more. However, more than half of new teachers had received a great number of opportunities to
learn to teach phonemic awareness and phonics. Figures 2 and 3 show the percentages of
teachers who wrote about receiving focused, high-quality training in phonemic awareness and in
phonics, which included both course work and fieldwork; percentages of teachers who received
unfocused or mediocre training, which may have included course work but no practical
application; and percentages of teachers who reported receiving no training in phonemic

awareness or phonics at all.
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Figure 2

Remembered Level of Preparation or Training in Phonemic Awareness
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Figure 3

Remembered Level of Preparation or Training in Phonics
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Many of the veteran teachers and practiced teachers commented that they had gone
through their teacher preparation courses during a time when whole language was the focus, and
oftentimes phonemic awareness and phonics were discouraged. One veteran teacher said, “My
university instructors strongly felt that phonics and phonemic awareness was [sic] totally

unnecessary and basically a waste of time. | was unprepared in this area even though I had a
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minor in reading.” Another veteran teacher wrote, “We were taught whole-language approaches.
It wasn't until I began teaching that I had to discover for myself why some of my students could
not read.”

The practiced teachers fell in the middle of the pedagogical change from whole-language
to scientific-based reading instruction, so their answers were very diverse. Many believed they
had been introduced to the concepts of phonemic awareness and phonics because it had become
required, but they did not actually receive adequate training in how to teach phonemic awareness
or phonics. One practiced teacher stated, “I think this was skimmed over with the assumption
that since we knew how to read, we could teach kids to read. | remember a lot of drill and
practice on terms but not a lot of experience in working with the methods behind the terms.”
Several of those who had received some training referenced being exposed to the concepts of
phonemic awareness and phonics just enough to pass a state literacy test required for graduation.
This was corroborated by a practiced teacher stating she had taken one 50-minute course on
phonemic awareness and phonics. Another commented, “When | took the reading methods
course, | memorized diphthongs, digraphs, and irregular vowels. However, | was not told how to
apply this knowledge to teaching.”

The underlying sentiment in the short answers of the new teachers was completely
opposite. They wrote about the opportunities they had in learning to teach both phonemic
awareness and phonics through demonstration, fieldwork, and student teaching. A common
theme emerged regarding role-playing in class as both teacher and student, which is a
pedagogical technique supported by research to help the preservice teachers (Maloch et al., 2003;
Morris, 2011; Pimentel, 2007). One teacher wrote, “I remember sitting in class and listening to

my professors go through phonics lessons with us. We were able to put ourselves in the role of
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our students and sit through a phonics lesson. Then we would look at the research behind why
and how phonics works.” The majority of new teacher respondents were overwhelmingly
positive about the coursework their university had provided them in phonemic awareness and
phonics. Their biggest complaint was not enough fieldwork time to implement and practice what
they had learned.

The new teachers who did not feel they had received adequate training in teaching
phonemic awareness and phonics all stated they had entered education in a nontraditional way,
be it via an online program or the state’s alternative certification route program. They expressed
great frustration with their lack of knowledge compared to other new teachers and referenced
how important their teaching team had been in helping them learn on the job.

After reflecting on the amount and type of preparation they had received, teachers were
asked to write about their experiences in teaching phonemic awareness and phonics their first
year. An overarching theme among all experience groups was the common feeling of being
overwhelmed with how much they did not know. They wrote of not feeling as ready to teach as
they had thought they were, and of being thankful for the help of mentors and curricula,
regardless of the amount of training and practice they had accumulated. A few of the numerous
comments that reflect this theme were:

e “The first year of teaching is just surviving. Some concrete examples of what works

would have been very helpful.”

o | literally went every morning to the teacher next door for tips and a quick phonics

lesson. | would not have survived without her help!

o “| feel that | have played the 'learn as you go' game since | have had my own

classroom. | have been told I'm doing a great job, but | do not feel as prepared as |
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should. I am very glad that we have a great reading program that can guide me along,
it's been helpful.”

Fluency. The next segment of the survey was focused on fluency, which is defined as the
ability to read quickly, smoothly, automatically, and with prosody, allowing for concentration on
the meaning of the text rather than the decoding of the text (Annenberg Foundation, 2013). All of
the new teachers had a solid understanding of what fluency is, knew that it included the critical
elements of prosody (reading with voice, phrasing, and appropriate pauses to make text reflect
spoken language [Bomer, 2006]), and understood that it led to better comprehension. Most of the
practiced teachers and veteran teachers, when reflecting back to their understanding of fluency at
the beginning of their careers, said they just thought fluency meant reading as fast as possible.
Some practiced and veteran teachers said they had not really learned the term before they started
teaching.

When it came to their preservice training in understanding and teaching fluency, all of the
new teachers had received some training, and over half believed they had received a great
amount of training that gave them a solid foundation and an understanding of how to teach
fluency to their primary students. One teacher stated, “We practiced taking and testing for
fluency on a regular basis.” Another went into more detail describing one of her preservice
training experiences, writing:

I took a summer course for my literacy endorsement where | worked with a small group
of individuals going into the third grade. Each day, we had the students read the same passage
two or three times into the iPad, recording themselves. They could listen to themselves and

determine which passage they liked the best. We assessed them weekly on pace, smoothness,
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volume, and phrasing. It was great to learn how students read when by themselves and how they
do on various passages each day.

Preservice teachers who get to have fieldwork experiences such as the one described are
much more likely be successful teaching fluency in the primary classroom in their first years of
teaching (Baker et al., 2008; Moats, 1999; Pruitt & Cooper, 2008; Roundy & Roundy, 2009).

The majority of practiced teachers and veteran teachers received very little to no training
on fluency. They again referenced their first year as being a “trial by fire” and how much
learning on the job they had to do. They were thankful for mentor teachers and curricular
training. One experienced teacher even wrote, “Not to beat a dead horse, but | wasn't taught how
to teach children to read. Everything I know, I learned hands-on in the classroom.” Figure 4
delineates the remembered amount of preparation and training the surveyed teachers received
from their programs in fluency.

Figure 4

Perceived Level of Preparation or Training in Fluency

Perceived Level of Preparation or Training in Fluency
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Very few veteran teachers had even heard about fluency when they began teaching. The
ones who had experienced minute exposure to the term had received no training on how to teach

students to improve their fluency. The experiences of those who had heard of the term were
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similar to the one who mentioned, “We read a book about fluency but did not look at it in the
light of how it would play out in the classroom.”

When it came to actually teaching fluency their first year, teachers again showed
overwhelming gratitude for mentor teachers or reading coaches. Many of the practiced teachers
began their careers about the time the state first mandated thrice-yearly fluency assessments, so
they were focused on getting their students to read faster, but did not necessarily correlate the
push for increased speed with lessons on prosody or error correction. New teachers were evenly
split on either being excited to teach fluency and really seeing it make a difference in their
students’ overall reading ability, or being frustrated that they were just focused on words per
minute and having to do too many assessments without seeing the benefit. This lack of
understanding in half of the teachers reflected the split in the amount and quality of preservice
training they had received in fluency instruction.

Comprehension. The next section of the survey focused on comprehension. Teacher
participants were again asked to comment on their understanding of comprehension, their
perception of their preservice training in how to teach comprehension, and their first-year
teaching experiences regarding comprehension. All of the teachers surveyed had a solid
understanding of what comprehension meant.

When asked about their preservice training in comprehension, the majority of
respondents had positive things to say. Overall, they believed that their level of training in
comprehension, including vocabulary, had been the strongest of all of the four elements of
literacy. In fact, many said that comprehension was the only area of literacy in which they felt
they were well trained by their preparation programs. This finding is not surprising, as

comprehension is an element of both scientific, research-based reading instruction and whole-
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language-theory reading instruction. The teachers were taught questioning strategies, and several
veteran teachers said this was supported by intensively learning Bloom’s taxonomy. Both a new
teacher and an practiced teacher wrote about making binders with comprehension activities while
in their preservice program, and said they have often utilized these materials in their classrooms.
Figure 5 shows the amount of preparation and training in comprehension the surveyed teachers
reported receiving.

Figure 5

Perceived Level of Preparation or Training in Comprehension

Perceived Level of Preparation or Training in Comprehension
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Those teachers who did not receive instruction in how to teach comprehension
overwhelmingly gave one of two reasons: (a) They were just to assume if a student could read,
then the student understood what was being read or (b) they were just taught to follow the
teacher’s manual and do whatever it said to do, with no further direction. One veteran teacher
bemoaned, “My experiences in comprehension were similar to all of the others. I was highly
underprepared!”

Assessment. The next section of the survey focused on curriculum-based progress

monitoring assessments, including how prepared the teachers were to administer them, to
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interpret the results, and to use the results to formulate interventions and drive instruction.
Science-based literacy instruction requires teachers to understand their students’ strengths,
weaknesses, and progress or lack thereof, in multiple skills. Developing appropriate interventions
for struggling learners and utilizing progress monitoring assessments are ways to accomplish that
(Connor et al., 2009; Moss et al., 2008; NCATE, 2013). Based on the responses of survey
participants, universities have been doing more in recent years to prepare preservice teachers to
give curriculum-based progress monitoring assessments, understand the data, and utilize that
data to develop interventions for struggling students. Figure 6 charts the response commonalities
from the participants regarding the amount of preparation they received in this area.

Figure 6

Perceived Level of Preparation or Training in Giving Curriculum-Based Literacy Assessments

and Utilizing Assessment Data

Perceived Level of Preparation or Training in Giving Curriculum-
Based Literacy Assessments and Utilizing Assessment Data
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Practiced teachers and veteran were divided on this subject, due to paradigm shift that
occurred over the past two decades. Those whose universities had retained a whole-language
focus at the time said they had received no training in assessment. The others, whose programs

had begun to disseminate scientific knowledge and research-based best practices in early
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literacy, reflected a common theme of being introduced to assessment, but not taught what to do
with it. Over time, preparation programs improved their training in this subject, as evidenced by
the new teacher sample population.

All of the new teachers who had gone through traditional university preparation programs
said they received intense, explicit training and practice in assessment. One reflected, “This was
definitely something drilled into my brain during college.” Another reported learning that,
“frequent reading probes helped the teacher evaluate if a student was progressing in their reading
skills. It enabled the teacher to accommodate the students who are in need of more individualized
teaching and repetition.” The new teachers who had not been well prepared in giving and
utilizing assessment data had received their training online or through a nontraditional route. One
of those non-traditionally trained teachers expressed, “I thought assessment was only for the
parents to see what their child learned.”

Next, teachers were asked to reflect upon their experiences in their first year of teaching
with giving assessments and planning interventions based on assessment data. New teachers
were all overwhelmed by how much data they were required by their schools to collect. Even
though most of them understood how to give the assessments and what to do with the data on a
conceptual level, and they had practiced with individual or small groups of students as part of
their fieldwork assignments, reality was much more difficult. First, the pure magnitude of the
data they were required to collect for an entire class, in addition to everything else they were
learning as first-year teachers, was overwhelming for them. Second, they said it was much more
difficult to assess and plan for an entire class than the small groups they had practiced with. They

cited time as a stressor, because it takes quite a long time to assess the entire class. The new
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teachers often relied on the help of mentors or team teachers to assist them in understanding and
sifting through all of the data and learning to plan more effectively from it.

Practiced teachers had vastly different experiences, reflected in three overarching themes.
Some taught their first years in schools focused on whole language and never gave progress
monitoring assessments. Others gave the tests from the basal reading series and progressed
through the curriculum regardless of test scores, wondering what to do for the students who did
not do well, but not really knowing where to start in planning how to help them. The third group
began their teaching careers at schools that embraced science-based literacy instruction and
progress monitoring curriculum-based assessments, but had no idea how to meet the school’s
curricular expectations. One teacher said she was “not prepared at all. Everything had to be
spoon fed to me from when to test, who to test, how often, and how to read the data.” Another
reflected, “I stumbled and fell down a lot. . . . [they were] slow and low and it took them several
years to catch up—some had a harder time catching up than others. | was never sure how to
assess the students in my class, and the assessment results just made me cry.”

The veteran teachers expressed very mixed experiences in this area. Some merely taught
the basal series, gave accompanying assessments, and progressed through the basal program.
Those who began their careers in the era of whole language used discussions and projects to
assess their students’ learning. A few said they made up their own assessments to figure out
where their students needed extra help. The most common theme throughout the veteran
teachers’ responses was that there was not any standard curriculum-based progress monitoring
assessment data being collected or used when they began their careers.

Final thoughts. At the end of the survey, participants were asked to share any final

thoughts they had regarding the level of preparation they had received in relation to becoming a
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successful, quality, primary literacy teacher. The answers were as individual as the teachers
providing them. However, there emerged three dominant themes: positive experiences, negative
experiences, and suggestions for improvement. Figure 7 delineates the generalized statements
that supported each theme.

Figure 7

Teachers’ Final Thoughts on Preparation in Primary Literacy Instruction

" . . . Suggestions for
Positive Experiences Negative Experiences

* Teacher preparation is « | felt my teacher * | believe more time is
improving. preparation was very needed in literacy
« | am a good literacy poor. preparation course work.
teacher because of * | liked my professors * | believe programs need
intrinsic motivation and and my program but to teach more about the
willingness to put in lots realized after | started science behind how
of extra teaching that I really reading actually works
time/energy/work. didn’t learn what was in the brain and how to
« | felt well prepared by actually needed. actually teach children
my university teacher « | was completely how to read.
education program. unprepared for reality. * | believe more fieldwork
« | learned more through time is needed in literacy
student teaching or from preparation, including
my first-year teaching whole-group settings.
mentor than from my
university.

These three themes were repeated throughout the categories of teachers, whether they
were new, practiced, or veteran teachers. There were no overarching themes that related to just
one category of teacher for this response. In utilizing this final section to reference the research
question, Are new teachers entering the profession feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the
primary level now than in the past? one could conclude that these teachers believed there is
progress being made. They expressed the belief that yes, new teachers are entering the classroom

better prepared to effectively teach primary literacy now than in the past, but there is still much
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that needs to be addressed to help all future teachers enter the profession fully prepared to be
successful primary literacy teachers.
Remuneration

At the conclusion of the survey, participants were offered the opportunity to follow a link
to a separate Qualtrics survey that in no way connected to their original anonymous responses. In
this confidential survey, participants were asked to provide their names and e-mail addresses for
a chance at a $25 Amazon e-gift card. Of the 74 survey participants, 35 chose to click the link
and provide the requisite information for the remuneration survey. The researcher used online
randomizer software, random.org, which is touted to provide a true random number drawing
result, rather than an algorithmic result (Randomness and Integrity Services, Inc., 2012). The
researcher used the randomizer to determine four numbers, which were then matched to the
corresponding survey participants. Those four participants were each sent the e-gift card. All

four gift cards were claimed within 48 hours.



Chapter V
Discussion
Introduction

This mixed-methods study posed the primary research question, Are new teachers
entering the profession feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the primary level now than in
the past? This question was supported by three subquestions: In which components of primary
literacy instruction do new teachers perceive themselves as strong, and in which components do
they perceive themselves as weak? In which areas of primary literacy instruction did new
teachers feel better prepared by their preparation programs than in the past, and in which areas
did they wish they had received greater preparation? Has there been a change over time in what
new teachers believe were the strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs?

The researcher sought to begin to answer the question by surveying current kindergarten
through third-grade teachers throughout three districts in a western state that varied somewhat in
location and demographics. All current K-3 teachers in the districts were given the opportunity
to participate. The survey was completed by 74 teachers. The researcher disaggregated the
participants into three groups: new teachers with 0 to 3 years of experience; practiced teachers
who have been teaching 4 to 10 years; and veteran teachers who have 11 or more years of
experience. To maintain focus on the research topic, all teachers, regardless of experience level,
were asked to reflect upon their training programs and the beginnings of their careers when
answering the questions, and to respond with the knowledge or experiences they had had during
that time.

The survey began by collecting demographic data on participants. This data allowed for

the researcher to group the results and conduct comparative analyses. Participants provided
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information on gender, years of teaching, the type of teacher preparation program they had
attended, and the type of teacher certification they possessed. The subsequent survey items
consisted of 5-point Likert-scale statements and short-answer questions. The survey was broken
into seven segments: an introductory section, a section for each of the four core elements of
literacy instruction (phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and comprehension), a section on
assessment, and the conclusion. The researcher performed a quantitative statistical analysis of
Likert-scaled items and a qualitative analysis of open-ended responses.

Summary of the Results

The overarching research question of this research was: Are new teachers entering the
profession feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the primary level now than in the past? The
undeniable answer to that general question by participants in this survey was a resounding yes.
Based on the answers to the Likert-scale statements and open-ended survey questions on the
participants’ personal perceived levels of preparation in primary literacy, the new teachers,
practiced teachers, and veteran teachers who participated in this survey wholly indicated that
teacher preparation in primary literacy is stronger now than in the past.

This question was supported by three subquestions: In which components of primary
literacy instruction do new teachers perceive themselves as strong, and in which components do
they perceive themselves as weak? In which areas of primary literacy instruction did new
teachers feel better prepared by their preparation programs than in the past, and in which areas
did they wish they had received greater preparation? Has there been a change over time in what
new teachers believe were the strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs? A mixed

discussion of the quantitative and qualitative results of the subquestions follows.
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The first two subquestions are interrelated in their answers, so will be addressed in the
same section. They are: In which components of primary literacy instruction do new teachers
perceive themselves as strong, and in which components do they perceive themselves as weak?
In which areas of primary literacy instruction did new teachers feel better prepared by their
preparation programs than in the past, and in which areas did they wish they had received greater
preparation? In short, the teachers in this sample population perceived themselves as strongest
and best-prepared in the component of comprehension, and weakest or needing more preparation
in the components of phonemic awareness, phonics, and fluency. They also considered
themselves as slightly weak and needing greater preparation in both giving and utilizing progress
monitoring and other assessment data. Even though participants indicated said components were
still somewhat weak, overall there was definite growth in newer teachers toward a greater level
of both preparation and strength.

The component in which teachers across all experience categories rated the strongest,
both in levels of perceived preparation received and personal strength as beginning teachers, was
comprehension. There was widespread agreement on the importance of vocabulary instruction in
comprehension (100% of new teachers, 73% of practiced teachers, and 92% of veteran teachers).
In addition, the majority of teachers in all categories understood that fluent readers often have
greater levels of overall comprehension, and that multiple readings encourage higher levels of
comprehension. The greatest agreement on the comprehension section was regarding higher
order thinking questions. 100% of new teachers, 82% of practiced teachers, and 73% of veteran
teachers began their teaching careers understanding the importance of high-level questioning to

aid in student comprehension (Dymock & Nicholson, 2010; Heller et al., 2007; Hiebert &



141

Pearson, 2012), and a similar percentage believed that it was a strength of their preparation
program.

The responses of the sample population demonstrated that their weaknesses and the
perceived weaknesses in their preparation were spread throughout the key components of
phonemic awareness, phonics, and fluency. However, new teachers rated themselves as
significantly stronger in these three components than practiced and veteran teachers believed
they had been at the beginnings of their careers. This finding supports the literature, which has
reported ad infinitum since the implementation of NCLB the importance of preparing new
primary literacy teachers to be knowledgeable in the science of reading, and to be highly
effective in all components of literacy instruction (Ballard & Bates, 2008; Barnyak & Paquette,
2010; Bornfreund, 2011, 2012; Connor et al., 2009; Dillon, 2004; Dymock & Nicholson, 2010;
Early Warning, 2010; Frey & Fisher, 2010; Gehsmann & Templeton, 2012; Goswami, 2006;
Heibert & Pearson, 2012; Heller et al., 2007; IRA, 2003a; Keller & Just, 2009; Macaruso &
Shankweiler, 2010; Maloch et al., 2003; Mellard et al., 2001; Moats, 1999; Morris, 2011;
NCATE, 2013; O’Donnell, 2010; Piasta et al., 2009; Pimentel, 2007; Roundy & Roundy, 2009;
Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2004, 2007; Smith, 2009; Sousa, 2006; Walsh et al., 2006).

Almost two-thirds of new teachers, 64%, felt they had received adequate preparation in
theories and techniques of teaching phonemic awareness, as compared to about half, or 54%, of
practiced teachers, and just over a quarter, or 28%, of veteran teachers. In addition, the amount
of fieldwork experience provided in teaching phonemic awareness was deemed inadequate by
large percentages of the survey participants. Only 57% of new teachers, 38% of practiced
teachers, and 15% of veteran teachers began their careers having had what they felt was adequate

field experience in teaching phonemic awareness. According to this sample population,
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preparation programs have definitely made progress in phonemic awareness preparation. But
with only half of new teachers feeling secure in their preparation in phonemic awareness, there is
still much progress to be made. New teachers more often report having had some experience
with phonemic awareness in their preparatory programs, but still demonstrated confusion as to
what exactly phonemic awareness was. They expressed uncertainties in how to explicitly and
effectively teach phonemic awareness, assess it, and help students who struggle. Given that
phonemic awareness is the building block of language and literacy development (Gehsmann &
Templeton, 2012; Goswami, 2006; Moats, 1999; Roundy & Roundy, 2009; Shaywitz &
Shaywitz, 2007), it is crucial that future new teachers receive an even stronger preparatory
experience in phonemic awareness than that which was reported by survey participants.

Teachers also felt overwhelmingly that they were underprepared in phonics. In fact, many
of the teachers surveyed did not fully understand the difference between phonemic awareness
and phonics, as noted by numerous instances of confusion of the two in participants’ short
answer responses. Teachers who do not understand the differences between the two components
have more difficulty in successfully teaching those foundational skills to young children who are
in the throes of language and literacy development. In spite of the confusion regarding definition,
the vast majority of all participants, including 92% of new teachers, 81% of practiced teachers,
and 92% of veteran teachers, agreed that phonics was an important skill for emergent readers.
They also agreed phonics should be taught systematically and explicitly, a view held by 100% of
new teachers, 82% of practiced teachers, and 78% of veteran teachers. This view was even
expressed by some who had not been taught in their preparation programs how to teach phonics.
These respondents had received their teacher preparation during the whole language movement,

at which time the participants stated that teaching phonics was actively discouraged by their
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programs. Subsequently, many of these teachers wrote about feeling inept, at a loss of how to
teach and help their struggling readers in those times, and actively wishing they knew more
about teaching phonics when they began their careers.

The survey inquired about teachers’ understandings of some basic elements of phonics
and how to teach them, which resulted in a clear trend of greater understanding among the new
teacher sample population. The survey inquired about participants’ knowledge of how to teach
digraphs, diphthongs, and spelling in relation to general phonics rules. Overall, the new teachers
conveyed much more understanding of these elements and how to teach them, answering in the
affirmative 100%, 92%, and 100% of the time respectively, versus veteran teachers at 32%, 25%,
and 38% respectively. The new teachers also reported having had greater coursework and
fieldwork experiences in the specifics of teaching phonics, assessing phonics, and planning
interventions in phonics. However, many new teachers are still unclear about how the brain
actually works and learns from systematic explicit phonics instruction, how exactly to deliver
said instruction well, and how to utilize their small-group training experiences in a whole-group
classroom setting. One new teacher wrote, “[Universities] should be teaching more of the science
behind how young minds work when developing reading skills.” The data from the survey
showed a significant perceived increase in the level of teacher preparation in phonics, with new
teachers being more prepared than practiced and veteran teachers, but also demonstrated that the
new teachers in this sample population still lacked some vital preparation.

Fluency was a more controversial element, as indicated in comments that demonstrated a
misunderstanding of the concept of fluency. The teachers who believed fluency was merely
speed reading, as opposed to reading at a comfortable pace correctly with prosody and

comprehension, were at times disparaging to the concept and to their training in it. One teacher
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who clearly misunderstood the concept of fluency instruction stated, “To read words with speed
alone is NOT my goal as a teacher.” Several veteran teachers wrote they had never heard the
word when they started teaching. This is in direct opposition to many of the new teacher
participants, who were very clear in their understanding. One new teacher wrote:

Fluency refers to the student ability to see the letters or words and respond quickly or

instantly without hesitation so that the students reading flows. It is very important,

especially when it comes to comprehension. A fluent reader typically means that they can
comprehend what they are reading because they have sentence fluency as opposed to
choppy, inconsistent reading which makes it difficult to understand. I also think it is
important when it comes to a student wanting to read. Once they “get it” and can read
fluently, they love it.
This teacher’s understanding of fluency is what all new teachers should be entering the
profession with. Research has shown that fluent readers demonstrate greater comprehension, a
larger vocabulary, and greater writing ability (Frey & Fisher, 2010; Macaruso & Shankweiler,
2010; Mellard et al., 2001; Moats, 1999; Walsh et al., 2006). Teachers who understand and
embrace the true concept of fluency and recognize the need for fluency instruction are better able
to pass that understanding and excitement for fluency growth onto their students.

In the fluency section of the survey, almost all items showed a statistically significant
difference between veteran teachers and new teachers. Fluency has been a focus of changing
teacher preparation recommendations (NCATE, 2013), but according to the participants in this
survey, programs still have much to do in that realm. New teachers are receiving coursework and
fieldwork training in fluency, but the fieldwork is still not adequately preparing them for real

world classroom experiences. One teacher stated, “It was highly stressed [in my program] to
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teach a child to read fluently... | felt pressure to get them to read faster without really
understanding why it was important.” Although 83% of new teachers reported having learned
research-based theories and techniques regarding teaching fluency, the short answer response
section consisted of polarized responses when asked about feeling prepared to actually teach the
skill to their students, especially when taken in relation to the primary grade level taught. One
new teacher stated, “I didn’t feel nearly as prepared as | probably needed to be,” yet another new
teacher wrote, “So far, | think | am pretty prepared on teaching and assessing fluency.” Both
those teachers had recently graduated from bachelor’s degree programs. This difference shows
that perhaps not all preparation programs are yet preparing their teacher candidates to be skilled
in teaching fluency.

The section on assessment was related to the four sections on the elements of literacy.
Giving, analyzing, and utilizing curriculum-based assessment is a way for teachers to understand
student strengths and weaknesses, and provides teachers a focus in preparing for differentiated
instruction, including intervention lessons. These are skills researchers have recommended
teachers enter the profession possessing (Connor et al., 2009; Dillon, 2004; Maloch et al., 2003;
Morris, 2011; Moss et al., 2008; Walsh et al., 2006). The data in this section showed a trending
increase toward new teacher preparation in curriculum-based assessment based on the
experiences of survey participants.

Zero veteran teachers or practiced teachers strongly agreed to having received
coursework regarding theories and techniques of assessment, fieldwork time giving assessment,
or practice utilizing assessment data to develop interventions for struggling students, and only
42% of veteran teachers and 50% of practiced teachers agreed. This agreement was given in

conjunction with the frequently-written caveat on the short answer questions that their
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coursework on assessment had basically taught them to follow the teacher’s manual, give
programmatic assessments, and then move along in the curriculum. They wrote that they did this
without ever knowing much about how to determine exactly what their low-achieving students
were struggling with, or how to help them. Only 27% of practiced teachers and 22% of veteran
teachers agreed to having had preparatory fieldwork time dedicated to giving literacy
assessments and learning to utilize the assessment data for instructional interventions.

Conversely, about 25% of new teachers strongly agreed and 42% agreed to having had
coursework strongly focused on assessment. Also, 17% of new teachers strongly agreed and 42%
agreed they had received adequate fieldwork preparation in assessment. They reported having
participated in field work experiences where they gave curriculum-based literacy assessments,
and learned to disaggregate the data gleaned from student assessments to assist in planning
interventions for struggling learners. However, in the short answer questions, new teachers still
reported feeling underprepared, because most of their field experiences had been with small
groups of students. They reported being overwhelmed in regards to managing the multitudes of
data they were required to collect, report on, and plan from when they began teaching their own
classes. They called for more universities to require more fieldwork experiences in whole-group
settings. Nevertheless, new teachers reported feeling much more comfortable and more prepared
to help struggling students by collecting assessment data and planning from said data than either
practiced or veteran teachers did.

The third subquestion of this research was: Has there been a change over time in what
new teachers believe were the strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs? There
has been a change over time in the strengths and weaknesses of teacher preparation programs in

regard to preparing teachers for primary literacy, according to the experiences of the teachers
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who participated in this survey. New teachers report having had better preparation in how to
teach phonemic awareness, phonics, and fluency, and how to utilize assessment data to better
inform instructional practice. The responses indicate new teachers spend more preparatory
coursework time and fieldwork time developing the knowledge and skills to be successful
teachers in those components of primary literacy instruction.

Weaknesses in coursework were spoken to by all categories of participants, although the
responses did seem to indicate progression over time. The new teacher participants noted much
greater strength in coursework required by their programs to prepare them for primary literacy
instruction. The veteran and practiced teachers often noted having little to no in-depth
coursework in the science behind phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and assessment. Their
courses were more focused on comprehension and holistic language experiences. The new
teachers wrote of having benefitted from in-depth coursework in the science of literacy, in each
of the components of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and comprehension, and in utilizing
assessment to inform instructional practice.

The greatest weakness noted was in being prepared to implement the knowledge gleaned
from preparation into practice once the teachers began their careers and had their own
classrooms. This was a weakness noted by all categories of respondents, although the magnitude
did change over time. Veteran and practiced teachers had little to no fieldwork experiences in the
components of phonemic awareness, phonics, and fluency, or in giving, scoring, or planning
from assessment, which many stated they wished they had received. New teachers noted having
experienced much greater numbers of fieldwork hours in those areas, yet still wished for more,

especially in regard to whole-group practice. One new teacher said,
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| felt like | had a lot of great professors and learned a lot of content throughout my time
as a student, but I strongly feel like I wasn’t prepared to do all of these things amongst all
the other things teachers are expected to do... 1 did not realize that it would be as difficult
as itis. I do not think I had a realistic view of how difficult it would be, how time-
consuming [the grading of assessments and planning] it was even after school hours, and
the amount of stress it would be.
This type of sentiment was expressed more than once. In contradiction to those types of requests,
in being realistic about preparation, another new teacher wrote, “I think it is difficult for a
university to provide a student teacher with the kind of experience a "real classroom” teacher
has. They are only there for a short time!”

In conclusion, the answer to subquestion three would indicate that the component which
has been historically strong, comprehension, has remained strong, and there was not much
change over time in that component. However, there has been a significant change over time in
the historically weaker components of phonemic awareness, phonics, and fluency, and in
assessment preparation. These areas have all gotten stronger, although they are not yet at the
level of strength needed. Overall, the new teachers surveyed reported having received a much
greater level of preparation in the foundational elements of teaching primary literacy than the
practiced and veteran teachers did, but still wanted for even more in-depth, practical, useful
preparation. One new teacher indicated such by this statement, “Many of the things that the
education program required were not helpful or beneficial when I actually became a teacher. It
seems there were many unnecessary hoops to jump through.” Teacher preparation programs have
made great strides toward improvement, but there is still more to be done, according to the

participants of this survey.
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The overarching question for this research was, Are new teachers entering the profession
feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the primary level now than in the past? While the
subquestions assisted in determining improvement in focal points of preparation, many other
details of preparation programs play key parts in effective teacher preparation in primary literacy
instruction. These details help enhance the understanding teacher’s feelings of adequate
preparation, as discussed below.

Some general experiences that assist teachers in becoming more effective teachers of
literacy are having experiences collaborating and team planning with other teachers (Ballard &
Bates, 2008; Brilhart, 2010; Dillon, 2004; Fuhrken, 2006; Johnson et al., 2005). New teachers
noted significantly many more experiences with collaboration and teaming while in their
preparation programs than did veteran teachers. There were 71% of new teachers who either
strongly agreed or agreed to having had adequate time learning to team plan and collaborate
during their teacher preparation, as compared to 54% of practiced teachers and 39% of veteran
teachers. Because a large number of comments from teachers at all levels referenced the gigantic
role fellow teachers played in helping them through their first years in multiple areas of literacy
instruction, it is a definite benefit to preservice teachers for preparation programs to continue to
increase required experiences in teaming, and to continue teaching the importance of the
collaboration process.

In addition, when preservice teachers engage in role-playing and are taught by professors
using the same pedagogical techniques they will be expected to utilize in their elementary
teaching, they will be better teachers (Maloch et al., 2003; Morris, 2011; Pimentel, 2007). There
were no statistically significant differences in the groups, yet the results show an upward trend of

new teachers, at 76%, receiving more of these course work experiences than veteran teachers, at
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46%, which was supported further by the qualitative analysis. In support of the importance of
role-play in preservice training, one participant stated, “I took a course in college that allowed
me to decode words myself acting as a young reader. We learned how to teach different students
at all levels how to decode words into sounds and structures.” This type of instruction helped this
new teacher to feel more secure in her understanding of phonics pedagogy.

One of the most critical components of teacher preparation is the student teaching period.
This is a time when preservice teachers truly develop their pedagogical and management skills,
work with a full-time mentor who is there to help with reflection and improvement, and begin
the final transition from student into teacher (Maloch et al., 2003; Morris, 2011). The qualitative
analysis of this survey research overwhelmingly supported the importance teachers at all levels
placed on their student teaching experience. It was noted time and again that they learned more
in that experiential time than they had in all their course work combined. Because of this, it is
crucial that the student teaching time be effective and meaningful, that student teachers should be
paired with quality teacher mentors, supervised by university liaisons, and have explicit
guidelines of expectations of all parties (Allen, 2002; CAEP, 2013; Harmon et al., 2001; Heller
et al., 2007; Russell & Russell, 2011). This is the one area in which the participants in this survey
indicated a decrease in preparation program effectiveness in recent years. A full 93% of
practiced teachers strongly agreed or agreed to the statement, “My university outlined specific
guidelines for my student teaching experience, delineating the roles of the university mentor, the
supervising teacher, and the student teacher.” New teachers agreed at a rate of 76%, and veteran
teachers at 61%. In this survey pool, practiced teachers received the benefit of better guidelines.

The data derived from this survey research indicates an affirmative response to the survey

question, Are new teachers entering the profession feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the
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primary level now than in the past? The quantitative analysis often demonstrated statistically
significant differences between veteran and new teachers, demonstrating an upward trend over
time in the level of preparation offered to preservice teachers. That analysis showed new teacher
participants feeling better prepared in their first year to be highly effective primary literacy
teachers than the practiced and veteran teacher participants felt in their first years. Qualitative
analysis further supported the upward trend in preparation. Veteran teachers and practiced
teachers often wrote about being woefully underprepared, as opposed to new teachers citing
specific experiences from their preparation programs that represented an increased level of
preparedness. Furthermore, many of the survey participants noted personal beliefs that university
programs have been making progress, and have recently been doing a much better job at
preparing teachers for primary literacy instruction. One veteran teacher wrote in her final
thoughts section, “Teachers coming from universities today are much better prepared to teach
reading than | was many years ago.” Overall, based on the survey data provided by participating
primary teachers, it has been concluded that teachers are entering the profession feeling better
prepared to teach literacy at the primary level now than in the past.
Implications for Professional Practice

This survey research has shed light on the great strides that have been made in teacher
education on the part of universities in general, as reported by survey participants, to better
prepare their preservice teachers to be skilled, competent, effective, primary literacy teachers.
Education is an evolving practice. Teachers face new requirements every year, and teacher
preparation programs must keep up so their graduates are ready to face the classroom. According
to the results of this survey, improvements have been made in teaching the science of reading,

helping preservice teachers to know how their students’ brains are working when learning to
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read. Yet a great percentage of teachers surveyed longed for even more knowledge in that area.
Teachers also asked for greater development of background knowledge in phonemic awareness
and phonics, more pedagogical instruction, and more fieldwork opportunities to practice
implementing their knowledge and skills while working with an effective teacher mentor. This
researcher calls on universities to train their teachers with in-depth knowledge of brain science,
as well as phonemic awareness and phonics and how to effectively teach them.

In addition, many teacher participants held misconceptions regarding the definition of
fluency, and its importance in literacy development. This researcher calls on preparation
programs to teach their preservice teachers this vital information, to make sure they understand
the research behind fluency development, and train them in the pedagogical skills necessary to
be able to help their students develop high levels of comprehensive fluency. University
preparation programs have also made vast improvements in teaching their preservice teachers
how to assess fluency using curriculum-based progress monitoring assessments, but the survey
participants feel they need more field practice in reading the data and using the data to formulate
interventions or to drive instructional decisions. This researcher asks universities to provide
greater opportunity for their preservice teachers to utilize the data they have learned to gather
and teach them more practical applications for teaching fluency skills to students.

Student teaching is the most critical fieldwork experience in which a preservice teacher
participates (CAEP, 2013). It is the time when preservice teachers apply all their previous
coursework and fieldwork to the real classroom, while being supported by a teacher mentor.
Previous research has shown the importance of a successful student teaching assignment, which
is best when supported by the university, the mentor teacher, and the school administrator

(Russell & Russell, 2011). Specific guidelines should be provided by the university for the
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student teaching experience that delineates the expectations of all parties involved. In an effort to
address the deficiencies in preparation noted by the sample population, this researcher
recommends more specific guidelines in primary literacy instruction experiences for student
teaching assignments. Universities owe it to future generations of students to train preservice
teachers to teach reading well.

Recommendations for Further Research

This survey was conducted in one western state. Although an attempt was made to utilize
a significant sample size, the response rate was low. This survey included teachers with any
number of years of experience, in an attempt to determine if university preparation in primary
literacy has improved over time, and the survey results were positive in relation to the sample
population. However, there are still several weaknesses that survey participants noted in their
preparation. Teaching literacy is one of the most important jobs a primary teacher has, as
learning to read by third grade sets students up for success for the rest of their educational
careers (Connor et al., 2009; Early Warning, 2001; Gewertz, 2011; Hernandez, 2011; Morris,
2011; Wood, Hill, Meyer, & Flowers, 2005). Having shown the improvement that has happened
over time as related to this small sample population, the researcher now recommends a more
widespread study.

This survey collected demographic information on participants. This demographic data
provided several groups that could have been utilized for further disaggregation of the data if the
sample population had been larger. A recommendation is for a similar study to be conducted
with a much larger sample population to allow for the disaggregation of several subpopulations
in addition to new, practiced, and veteran teachers. It would be interesting to determine if the

level of preparation felt by the survey population was affected by the primary grade level taught.
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For instance, did third grade teachers feel better prepared than kindergarten, first, or second
grade teachers? The statistical analysis of all possible grade level pairings could shed light on the
types of preparation the new teachers of each grade level felt they lacked. For example, if
phonemic awareness is much more explicitly taught in kindergarten than third grade, and
comprehension is more explicitly taught in second and third grade than kindergarten and first
grade, did the new teachers of each grade possess the knowledge and skill necessary to be highly
effective at their grade level?

Other demographic groupings that are recommended for further analysis in a similar,
larger-scale study would be the types of preparation programs the teachers matriculated from, the
degree level possessed, the route to certification (traditional or alternative), and gender. Similar
studies could be focused solely on newer teachers to see what improvements still need to be
made in literacy components of university teacher preparation programs.

Conclusion

The research question this dissertation focused on was, Are new teachers entering the
profession feeling better prepared to teach literacy at the primary level now than in the past? To
fully answer this question, there were three supporting subquestions: In which components of
primary literacy instruction do new teachers perceive themselves as strong, and in which
components do they perceive themselves as weak? In which areas of primary literacy instruction
did new teachers feel better prepared by their preparation programs than in the past, and in which
areas did they wish they had received greater preparation? Has there been a change over time in
what new teachers believe were the strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs?

The answer to this question is complex, but the data gathered in this research survey

suggests it is affirmative. New teachers are entering the profession feeling better prepared to
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teach literacy at the primary level than practiced and veteran teachers. New teachers perceive
themselves to be strong in teaching comprehension, which has not changed much over time.
They are better at teaching fluency than in the past, but fluency is still an area of difficulty. New
teachers feel weakest in teaching phonics and phonemic awareness. However, the level of
preparation and preparedness in phonics and phonemic awareness has increased drastically from
veteran to new teachers. The weaknesses of programs have improved over time, but survey
participants still call for more training and fieldwork in phonemic awareness and phonics
instruction. The sample population showed a belief that preparation programs have gotten better
at offering pedagogically strong coursework, and requiring substantially more relevant
fieldwork.

Due to variances in university programs, be it the course work options, fieldwork options,
or student teaching options, as well as variances in alternative paths to certification, not all
teachers enter the field equally qualified. But what this research has shown is there has been
improvement over time in the level of teacher preparation for primary literacy instruction.
Teachers today are learning more from their preparation programs than in the past about how to
teach the science of reading, and are more prepared to enter the classroom as effective primary

literacy teachers.



References

Alber-Morgan, S. R. (2006). Ten ways to enhance the effectiveness of repeated readings. Journal
of Early and Intensive Behavior Intervention, 3(3), 273-279.

Allen, M. (2002). Improving teacher preparation, recruitment, and retention. Spectrum: Journal
of State Government, 75(3), 8-11.

Annenberg Foundation. (2013). Key terms. Retrieved from
http://www.learner.org/workshops/readingk2/front/keyterms.html#Efferent_Response

Anseel, F., Lievens, F., Schollaert, E., & Choragwicka, B. (2010). Response rates in
organizational science, 1995-2008: A meta-analytic review and guidelines for survey
researchers. Journal of Business & Psychology, 25(3), 335-349. doi:10.1007/
$10869-010-9157-6

Apel, K. (2011). What is orthographic knowledge? Language, Speech & Hearing Services in
Schools, 42(4), 592-603. doi:10.1044/0161-1461(2011/10-0085)

Baker, S. K., Smolkowski, K., Katz, R., Fien, H., Seeley, J. R., Kame’enui, E. J., & Beck, C.
(2008). Reading fluency as a predictor of reading proficiency in low-performing, high-
poverty schools. School Psychology Review, 37(1), 18-37.

Ballard, K., & Bates, A. (2008). Making a connection between student achievement, teacher
accountability, and quality classroom instruction. The Qualitative Report, 11(4), 560—
580. Retrieved from http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR13-4/ballard.pdf

Barnyak, N., & Paquette, K. R. (2010). An investigation of elementary preservice teachers’

reading instructional beliefs. Reading Improvement, 47(1), 7-17.



157

Binder, K. S., Snyder, M. A., Ardoin, S. P., & Morris, R. K. (2011). Dynamic indicators of basic
early literacy skills: An effective tool to assess adult literacy students? Adult Basic
Education & Literacy Journal, 5(3), 150-160.

Bomer, R. (2006). Reading with the mind’s ear: Listening to text as a mental action. Journal of
Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 49(6), 524-535.

Bone, R. B., Cirino, P., Morris, R. D., & Morris, M. K. (2002). Reading and phonological
awareness in reading-disabled adults. Developmental Neuropsychology, 21(3), 305-320.

Borland, K.W., Jr., (2001). Qualitative and quantitative research: A complementary balance.
New Directions for Institutional Research, 2001(112), 5-13.

Borman, G. D., & Kimball, S. M. (2005). Teacher quality and educational equality: Do teachers
with higher standards-based evaluation ratings close student achievement gaps?
Elementary School Journal, 106(1), 3—-20.

Bornfreund, L. A. (2011). Getting in sync: Revamping licensing and preparation for teachers in
pre-K, kindergarten, and the early grades. Washington, DC: New America Foundation.
Retrieved from http://newamerica.net/publications/policy/getting_in_sync

Bornfreund, L. A. (2012). Preparing teachers for the early grades. Educational Leadership,
69(8), 36-40.

Brilhart, D. (2010). Teacher conceptualization of teaching: Integrating the personal and the
professional. Journal of Ethnographic & Qualitative Research, 4(4), 168-179.

Carifio, J., & Perla, R. (2008). Resolving the 50-year debate around using and misusing Likert
scales. Medical Education, 42(12), 1150-1152. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2923.2008.03172.x

Check, J., & Schutt, R. K. (2012). Research methods in education. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.



158

Cochran-Smith, M., & Power, C. (2010). New directions for teacher preparation. Educational
Leadership, 67(8), 6-13.

Compton, L., Davis, N., & Correia, A. (2010). Pre-service teachers’ preconceptions,
misconceptions, and concerns about virtual schooling. Distance Education, 31(1), 37-54.
doi:10.1080/01587911003725006

Connelly, L. M. (2011). Cronbach’s alpha. MEDSURG Nursing, 20(1), 44-45.

Connor, C. M., Jakobsons, L. J., Crowe, E. C., & Meadows, J. (2009). Instruction, student
engagement, and reading skill growth in Reading First classrooms. Elementary School
Journal, 109(3), 221-250.

Copeland, S. R., Keefe, E. B., Calhoon, A. J., Tanner, W., & Park, S. (2011). Preparing teachers
to provide literacy instruction to all students: Faculty experiences and perceptions.
Research & Practice for Persons with Severe Disabilities, 36(3/4), 126-141.

Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP). (2013). Draft standards [Data
file]. Retrieved from http://caepnet.org/commission/standards/

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating quantitative
and qualitative research (4th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education.

Danielson, C. (2007). Enhancing professional practice: A framework for teaching (2nd ed.).
Alexandria, VA: ASCD.

Delfino, M. M., & Persico, D. D. (2007). Online or face-to-face? Experimenting with different
techniques in teacher training. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 23(5), 351-365.
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2729.2007.00220.x

Desimone, L. M. (2013). Reform before NCLB. Phi Delta Kappan, 94(8), 59-61.



159

Dillon, N. K. (2004). An examination of teacher education programs and school induction
programs in their preparation of teachers for the first year of teaching (Unpublished
doctoral dissertation). East Tennessee State University, Johnson City, Tennessee.
Retrieved from http://etd-submit.etsu.edu/etd/theses/available/etd-0712104-112559/

Dobbie, W. (2001). Teacher characteristics and student achievement: Evidence from Teach for
America. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Harvard University, Cambridge,
Massachusetts. Retrieved from http://www.people.fas.harvard.edu/~dobbie/
research/TeacherCharacteristics_July2011.pdf

Dunn, O. J. (1964). Multiple comparisons using rank sums. Technometrics, 6(3), 241-252.
doi:10.1080/00401706.1964.10490181

Dymock, S., & Nicholson, T. (2010). “High 5! strategies to enhance comprehension of
expository text. Reading Teacher, 64(3), 166-178. do0i:10.1598/RT.64.3.2

Dyrli, O. (1999). Study finds few teachers feel “very well prepared.” Curriculum Administrator,
35(4), 7.

Early Warning: Why reading by the end of third grade matters. (2010). Education Digest, 76(1),
27-31.

Ediger, M. (2000). Why aren’t needed changes in education implemented? College Student
Journal, 34(1), 6.

Fayne, H. R., & Ortquist-Ahrens, L. (2006). Entry-year teachers inside and outside of the
academy. College Teaching, 54(4), 320-323.

Fitzharris, L., Jones, M., & Crawford, A. (2008). Teacher knowledge matters in supporting

young readers. Reading Teacher, 61(5), 384-394.



160

Freedman, S., & Appleman, D. (2009). In it for the long haul. Journal of Teacher Education,
60(3), 323-337. d0i:10.1177/0022487109336181

Frey, N., & Fisher, D. (2010). Reading and the brain: What early childhood educators need to
know. Early Childhood Education Journal, 38(2), 103-110. doi:10.1007/
$10643-010-0387-z

Fuhrken, C. D. (2006). Preservice teachers’ perceptions of preparation and practices for
teaching reading/language arts: Three case studies (Unpublished doctoral dissertation).
University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas. Retrieved from http://repositories.lib.utexas
.edu/bitstream/handle/2152/2865/fuhrkenc88198.pdf

Gehsmann, K. M., & Templeton, S. (2012). Stages and standards in literacy: Teaching
developmentally in the age of accountability. Journal of Education, 192(1), 5-16.

Gentry, M., Steenbergen-Hu, S., & Choi, B. (2011). Student-identified exemplary teachers:
Insights from talented teachers. Gifted Child Quarterly, 55(2), 111-125.
doi:10.1177/0016986210397830

Gerstl-Pepin, C. 1., & Woodside-Jiron, H. (2005). Tensions between the “science” of reading and
a “love of learning”: One high-poverty school’s struggle with NCLB. Equity &
Excellence in Education, 38(3), 232-241. doi:10.1081/10665680591002605

Gewertz, C. (2011). P-2 years targeted to achieve grade 3 reading proficiency. Education Week,
30(36), 1-23.

Gliem, J. A. & Gliem, R. R. (2003). Calculating, interpreting, and reporting Cronbach’s alpha
reliability coefficient for Likert-type scales. Proceedings of 2003 Midwest Research to
Practice Conference in Adult, Continuing, and Community Education. Columbus, OH:

Ohio State University. Retrieved from: http://hdl.handle.net/1805/344


http://hdl.handle.net/1805/344

161

Greenberg, J., McKee, A., & Walsh, K. (2013). Teacher prep review: A review of the nation’s
teacher preparation programs. National Council on Teacher Quality. Retrieved
from http://www.nctq.org/dmsStage/Teacher_Prep_Review 2013 Report

Griffin, K. A., & Museus, S. D. (2011). Application of mixed-methods approaches to higher
education and intersectional analyses. New Directions for Institutional Research,
2011(151), 15-26. doi:10.1002/ir.396

Guarino, C. M., Reckase, M. D., & Wooldridge, J. M. (2012). Can value-added measures of
teacher performance be trusted? The Education Policy Center at Michigan State
University (Working Paper No. 18). Retrieved from http://education.msu.edu/epc/
publications/documents/Guarino-Reckase-Wooldridge-May-2012-Can-Value-Added
-Measures-of-Teacher-Performace-Be-Tr_000.pdf

Hargreaves, A., & Shirley, D. (2009). The fourth way: The inspiring future for educational
change. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin. [Amazon Kindle version]

Harmon, J., Hedrick, W., Martinez, M., Perez, B., Keehn, S., Fine, J. C., ... Sailors, M. (2001).
Features of excellence of reading teacher preparation programs. Yearbook: National
Reading Conference, 50, 262—-274. Retrieved from ftp://yearbook.nrconline.org/
50th_Yearbook/harmon.pdf

Harris, D. N., & Sass, T. R. (2008). Teacher training, teacher quality, and student achievement.
Journal of Public Economics, 95(7-8), 798-812. Retrieved from http://heartland.org/sites
/default/files/1001059 teacher_training.pdf

Heller, M. F., Wood, N. J., & Shawgo, M. (2007). Teaching and learning in language arts: From

campus to classroom and back again. Journal of Educational Research, 100(4), 226-234.


http://www.nctq.org/dmsStage/Teacher_Prep_Review_2013_Report

162

Hernandez, D. J. (2011). Double jeopardy: How third-grade reading skills and poverty influence
high school graduation. Baltimore: Annie E. Casey Foundation. Retrieved from
http://www.aecf.org/~/media/Pubs/Topics/Education/Other/DoubleJeopardyHowThird
GradeReadingSkillsandPovery/DoubleJeopardyReport030812forweb.pdf

Hiebert, E. H., & Pearson, P. (2012). What happens to the basics? Educational Leadership,
70(4), 48-53.

Hoffman, J. V., Roller, C., Maloch, B., Sailors, M., Duffy, G., & Beretvas, S. (2005). Teachers’
preparation to teach reading and their experiences and practices in the first three years of
teaching. Elementary School Journal, 105(3), 267-287.

Hoskin, T. (2014). Parametric and nonparametric: Demystifying the terms [PDF document].
Retreived from Mayo Clinic Department of Health Sciences Research online website:
http://www.mayo.edu/mayo-edu-docs/center-for-translational-science-activities-
documents/berd-5-6.pdf.

IBM Corp. (2011). IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows (Version 20.0) [software]. Armonk, NY:
IBM Corp.

International Reading Association. (2003a). Prepared to make a difference: An executive
summary of the National Commission on Excellence in Elementary Teacher Preparation
for Reading Instruction. Newark, DE: IRA. Retrieved from
www.reading.org/Libraries/reports-and-standards/teaching_reading_well.pdf

International Reading Association. (2003b). Teacher prep deemed crucial. Reading Today, 20(6),
1.

Johns, R. (2010). Likert items and scales. Survey Question Bank: Methods Fact Sheet 1.

Retrieved from http://surveynet.ac.uk/sgb/datacollection/likertfactsheet.pdf



163

Johnson, S., Berg, J., & Donaldson, M. (2005). Who stays in teaching and why: A review of the
literature on teacher retention (A Project on the Next Generation of Teachers).
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Graduate School of Education. Retrieved from http://assets
.aarp.org/www.aarp.org_/articlessNRTA/Harvard_report.pdf

Justice, M., Greiner, C., & Anderson, S. (2003). Determining the influences of traditional Texas
teachers vs. teachers in the emergency teaching certification program. Education, 124(2),
376-389.

Keller, T. A., & Just, M. (2009). Altering cortical connectivity: Remediation-induced changes in
the white matter of poor readers. Neuron, 64(5), 624-631. doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2009
.10.018

Killion, J. M. (2009). Teacher education programs and data driven decision making: Are we
preparing our future teachers to be data and assessment literate? (Doctoral dissertation).
Retrieved from ProQuest Digital Dissertations. (UMI 3355456)

Konstantopoulos, S., & Sun, M. (2012). Is the persistence of teacher effects in early grades larger
for lower-performing students? American Journal of Education, 118(3), 309-339.
Koutsoftas, A. D., Harmon, M., & Gray, S. (2009). The effect of tier 2 intervention for phonemic
awareness in a response-to-intervention model in low-income preschool classrooms.

Language, Speech & Hearing Services in Schools, 40(2), 116-130. doi:10.1044/
0161-1461(2008/07/0101)

Lester, S. (1999). An introduction to phenomenological research. Taunton, UK: Stan Lester
Developments. Retrieved from: www.sld.demon.co.uk/resmethy.pdf

Likert, R. (1932). The method of constructing an attitude scale. In M. Fishbein (1967)

(Ed.), Readings in attitude theory and measurement (pp. 90-95). New York: Wiley.



164

Lund Research Ltd. (2013). Laerd Statistics Premium. Retrieved from
https://statistics.laerd.com/

Lynn, M. R. (1986). Determination and quantification of content validity. Nursing Research,
35(6), 382—-386. Retrieved from http://journals.lww.com/nursingresearchonline/Citation
/1986/11000/Determination_and_Quantification_Of_Content.17.aspx

Macaruso, P., & Shankweiler, D. (2010). Expanding the simple view of reading in accounting for
reading skills in community college students. Reading Psychology, 31(5), 454-471.
doi:10.1080/02702710903241363

Maloch, B., Fine, J., & Flint, A. S. (2002). “I just feel like I’m ready”: Exploring the influence of
quality teacher preparation on beginning teachers. The Reading Teacher, 56(4), 348-350.

Maloch, B., Flint, A., Eldridge, D., Harmon, J., Loven, R., Fine, J. C., ... Martinez, M. (2003).
Understandings, beliefs, and reported decision making of first-year teachers from
different reading teacher preparation programs. Elementary School Journal, 103(5), 431-
457.

Marshall, C., & Rossman, G. B. (2011). Designing qualitative research (5th ed.). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Mellard, D., Woods, K., & Fall, E. (2001). Assessment and instruction of oral reading fluency
among adults with low literacy. Adult Basic Education and Literacy Journal, 5(1), 3-14.

MET. (2010). Measures of Effective Teaching project. Retrieved from
http://www.metproject.org/index.php

Moats, L. C. (1999). Teaching reading IS rocket science: What expert teachers of reading should
know and be able to do. American Federation of Teachers. Retrieved from

http://www.aft.org/pdfs/teachers/rocketscience0304.pdf



165

Morris, D. (2011). Practicum training for teachers of struggling readers. Phi Delta Kappan,
92(8), 54-57.

Mortari, L. (2012). Learning thoughtful reflection in teacher education. Teachers & Teaching,
18(5), 525-545. doi:10.1080/13540602.2012.709729

Moss, M., Fountain, A. R., Boulay, B., Horst, M., Rodger, C., & Brown-Lyons, M. (2008).
Reading First implementation evaluation: Final report. U.S. Department of Education
Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development. Retrieved from http://www?2.ed
.gov/rschstat/eval/other/readingfirst-final/readingfirst-final.pdf

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). (2013). What makes a
teacher effective? The Case for High Quality Teacher Preparation. Retrieved from
http://lwww.ncate.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=JFRrmWgaljU%3d&tabid=361

National Governors Association Center for Best Practices and Council of Chief State School
Officers (NGAC/CCSSO). (2010). English language arts standards. Common Core State
Standards Initiative. Retrieved from http://www.corestandards.org/ELA-L.iteracy

O’Donnell, P. S. (2010). Is “highly qualified” really highly qualified? An examination of teacher
quality measures and their impact on student achievement (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation). Georgetown University, Washington, DC. Retrieved from http://cdm16261
.contentdm.oclc.org/cdm/ref/collection/p15036¢oll3/id/592

Perin, D., & Greenberg, D. (2007). Research-based reading instruction in an adult basic
education program. Adult Basic Education & Literacy Journal, 1(3), 123-132.

Piasta, S.B., Connor, C.M., Fishman, B.J., & Morrison, F.J. (2009). Teachers’ knowledge of
literacy concepts, classroom practices, and student reading growth. Scientific Studies of

Reading, 13(3), 224-248. doi:10.1080/10888430902851364



166

Pimentel, S. (2007). Teaching reading well: A synthesis of the International Reading
Association’s research on teacher preparation for reading instruction. International
Reading Association, Inc. Retrieved from http://www.reading.org/Libraries/reports-and
-standards/teaching_reading_well.pdf

Polit, D. F., & Beck, C. T. (2006). The content validity index: Are you sure you know what’s
being reported? Critique and recommendations. Research in Nursing and Health, 29(5),
489-497. do0i:10.1002/nur.20147

Pruitt, B., & Cooper, J. T. (2008). Ready, set, go: Three strategies to build reading fluency.
Beyond Behavior, 17(3), 8-13.

Qualtrics. (2013). Qualtrics: Sophisticated research made simple [Online Software]. Retrieved
from http://www.qualtrics.com/

Randomness and Integrity Services, Inc. (2012). Random.org: True random number service
[Online Software]. Retrieved from http://www.random.org/company/

Rennert-Ariev, P. (2008). The hidden curriculum of performance-based teacher education.
Teachers College Record, 110(1), 105-138.

Romano, M. (2014). Seeking quality professional development. Science Teacher, 81(2), 10.

Roszkowski, M. J., & Soven, M. (2010). Shifting gears: Consequences of including two
negatively worded items in the middle of a positively worded questionnaire. Assessment
& Evaluation in Higher Education, 35(1), 113-130. doi:10.1080/02602930802618344

Roundy, A. R., & Roundy, P. T. (2009). The effect of repeated reading on student fluency: Does
practice always make perfect? International Journal of Social Sciences, 4(1), 54-59.

Russell, M. L., & Russell, J. A. (2011). Mentoring relationships: Cooperating teachers’

perspectives on mentoring student interns. Professional Educator, 35(1), 16-35.



167

Scarborough, H. S., Ehri, L. C., Olson, R. K., & Fowler, A. E. (1998). The fate of phonemic
awareness beyond the elementary school years. Scientific Studies of Reading, 2(2), 115.

Scott, S. & Baker, R.G. (2003). Determining the effectiveness of a teacher preparation course by
exploring the transfer of complex teaching models by graduates. Asia-Pacific Journal of
Teacher Education, 31(1), 67-85. doi:10.1080/0955236032000060063

Shaw, D. M., & Mahlios, M. (2011). Literacy metaphors of pre-service teachers: Do they change
after instruction? Which metaphors are stable? How do they connect to theories? Journal
of Education for Teaching, 37(1), 77-92. doi:10.1080/02607476.2011.538274

Shaywitz, S. E., & Shaywitz, B. A. (2004). Reading disability and the brain. Educational
Leadership, 61(6), 6-11.

Shaywitz, S. E., & Shaywitz, B. A. (2007). What neuroscience really tells us about reading
instruction. Educational Leadership, 64(5), 74-76.

Shuls, J. V., & Ritter, G. W. (2013). Teacher preparation: Not an either—or. Phi Delta Kappan,
94(7), 28-32.

Sivo, S. A., Saunders, C., Chang, Q., & Jiang, J. J. (2006). How low should you go? Low
response rates and the validity of inference in IS questionnaire research. Journal of the
Association for Information Systems, 7(6), 351-414. Retrieved from
http://pegasus.cc.ucf.edu/~ssivo/Distribution/PublishedPapers/2006%20JA1S%20-
%20Treating %20Nonresponse%20in%201S%20Survey%20Research.pdf

Skinner, C. H., & Johnson, C. W. (1995). The influence of rate of presentation during taped-
words interventions on reading performance. Journal of Emotional & Behavioral

Disorders, 3(4), 214.



168

Smith, M. (2009). Learning how to teach reading: A tale of two beginners and the factors that
contributed to their vastly different teaching perspectives. Reading Improvement, 46(4),
247-262.

Sousa, D. A. (2006). How the Brain Learns (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

Sparks, K. (2004). The effect of teacher certification on student achievement (Doctoral
dissertation). Retrieved from http://repository.tamu.edu/handle/1969.1/2229

Spear-Swerling, L., Brucker, P. O., & Alfano, M. P. (2005). Teachers’ literacy-related
knowledge and self-perceptions in relation to preparation and experience. Annals of
Dyslexia, 55(2), 266—296.

State Department of Education. (2012). [Data file]. Retrieved from http://www.sde.idaho.gov/

Stumbo, C., & McWalters, P. (2010). Measuring effectiveness: What will it take? Educational
Leadership, 68(4), 10-15.

Tanner, D. (2012). Using statistics to make educational decisions. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Teaching Certification. (2012). Alternative teaching certification. Retrieved from
http://lwww.teaching-certification.com/alternative-teaching-certification.html

Tyler, M. D., & Burnham, D. K. (2006). Orthographic influences on phoneme deletion response
times. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 59(11), 2010-2031.
doi:10.1080/17470210500521828

Valleley, R. J., & Shriver, M. D. (2003). An examination of the effects of repeated readings with
secondary students. Journal of Behavioral Education, 12(1), 55-76.

VanTassel-Baska, J. (2014). Performance-based assessment. Gifted Child Today, 37(1), 41-47.



169

Walsh, K., Glaser, D., & Wilcox, D. D. (2006). What education schools aren’t teaching about
reading and what elementary teachers aren’t learning. National Council on Teacher
Quality. Retrieved from http://www.nctq.org/nctg/images/nctq_reading_study_app.pdf

Winn, B. D., Skinner, C. H., Oliver, R., Hale, A. D., & Ziegler, M. (2006). The effects of
listening while reading and repeated reading on the reading fluency of adult learners.
Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 50(3), 196-205.

Wood, F. B., Hill, D. F., Meyer, M. S., & Flowers, D. (2005). Predictive assessment of reading.
Annals of Dyslexia, 55(2), 193-216.

Ye, H. (2009). Strength-based mentoring in pre-service teacher education: A literature review.
Mentoring & Tutoring: Partnership in Learning, 17(3), 263-275.
doi:10.1080/13611260903050205

Ylimaki, R. M., & McClain, L. (2005). Instructional leadership at the crossroads: Unintended
outcomes of current reading policies. Leadership & Policy in Schools, 4(4), 261-280.

doi:10.1080/15700760500365150



170

Appendix A
Human Research Review Committee Approval
From: Northwest Nazarene University
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2013
Subject: [Northwest Nazarene University] RE: New Teacher Preparedness in Primary Literacy

Instruction: A Mixed-Methods Study

Dear Amanda,

The HRRC has reviewed your protocol: New Teacher Preparedness in Primary Literacy
Instruction: A Mixed-Methods Study. You received a "Full Approval." Congratulations, you may
begin your research. If you have any questions, let me know.

Dr B Lester

Protocol #: 8062013



Appendix B

National Institutes of Health Certification

4 Certificate of Completion

The National Institutes of Health (NIH) Office of Extramural Research
.| certifies that Amanda Eller successfully completed the NIH Web-based
training course “Protecting Human Research Participants”.

Date of completion: 10/27/2012

Certification Number: 1037840

AT

171




172

Appendix C

Content Validity Index: Expert Rankings and Initial Findings

Section 1: Teacher Preparation Program

Number
Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | in Agree- | Item
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ment CVI
1 X X X X - X X X 710.88
2 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
3 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
4 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
5 X X X - X X X X 710.88
6 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
7 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
8 X - X X X X X X 710.88
9 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
10 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
11 X - X X X X X X 710.88
12 X - X - X X X X 6|0.75
13 X - X X X X X X 710.88
Section 2: Preparedness for Phonemic Awareness
Number
Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | in Agree- | Item
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ment CVI
14 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
15 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
16 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
17 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
18 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
19 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
20 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
21 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
22 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
Section 3: Preparedness for Phonics
Number
Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | in Agree- | Item
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ment CVI
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23 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
24 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
25 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
26 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
27 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
28 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
29 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
30 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
31 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
32 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
33 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
Section 4: Preparedness for Fluency
Number

Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | in Agree- | Item
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ment CVI
34 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
35 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
36 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
37 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
38 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
39 X X X X - X X X 710.88
40 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
41 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
42 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
43 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
Section 5: Preparedness for Comprehension

Number

Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | in Agree- | Item
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ment CVI
44 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
45 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
46 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
47 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
48 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
49 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
50 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
51 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
52 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
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Section 6: Preparedness for Assessment

Number
Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | in Agree- | Item
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ment CVI
53 X X X X X X X - 710.88
54 X X X - X X X X 710.88
55 X X X X X X X 710.88
56 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
57 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
58 X X - X X X X X 710.88
59 X X - - X X X X 6| 0.75
60 X X - - X X X X 6|0.75
61 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
62 X X X - X X X X 710.88
Section 7: Conclusion
Number
Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | in Agree- | Item
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ment CVI
63 X X X X X X X 710.88
64 X X X X - X X X 710.88
65 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
66 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
67 X X X X X X X - 710.88
68 X X X X X X X X 8| 1.00
Cumulative Calculations
Proportion Deemed Relevant by Each Expert MI-CVI | 0.96
Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | Expert | S-
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 CVI/IUA | 0.75
1.00 0.93 0.96 0.88 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.94 | MEP 0.96
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Number in
Agree- | Item

Item Expert 1 |Expert 2|Expert 3|Expert 4|Expert 5|Expert 6 |Expert 7|Expert 8] ment CVI
Section 1: Teacher Preparation Program
1 X X X X - X X X 7 0.88
2 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
3 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
4 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
5 X X X - X X X X 7 0.88
6 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
7 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
8 X - X X X X X X 7 0.88
9 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
10 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
11 X - X X X X X X 7 0.88
13 X X X X X X X 7 0.88
Section 2: Preparedness for Phonemic Awareness
14 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
15 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
16 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
17 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
18 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
19 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
20 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
21 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
22 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
Section 3: Preparedness for Phonics
23 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
24 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
25 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
26 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
27 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
28 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
29 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
30 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
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31 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
32 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
33 X X X X X 8 1.00
Section 4: Preparedness for Fluency

34 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
35 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
36 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
37 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
38 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
39 X X X X - X X X 7 0.88
40 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
41 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
42 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
43 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
Section 5: Preparedness for Comprehension

44 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
45 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
46 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
47 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
48 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
49 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
50 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
51 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
52 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
Section 6: Preparedness for Assessment

53 X X X X X X X - 7 0.88
54 X X X - X X X X 7 0.88
55 X X X X X X X - 7 0.88
56 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
57 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
58 X X - X X X X X 7 0.88
61 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
62 X X X - X X X X 7 0.88
Section 7: Conclusion

63 X X X X X X X - 7 0.88
64 X X X X - X X X 7 0.88
65 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
66 X X X X X X X X 8 1.00
67 X X X X X X X - 7 0.88
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| g8 1.00

Cumulative Recalculations Following Striking of Irrelevant ltems
Proportion Deemed Relevant by Each Expert MI-CVI 0.97
Expert 1|Expert 2|Expert 3|Expert 4 |Expert 5|Expert 6|Expert 7|Expert 8)S-CVI/UA | 0.78
1.00 0.95 0.98 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.94 |MEP 0.97
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Appendix E

Survey Text

Introduction

My name is Amanda Eller. | am a doctoral student at Northwest Nazarene University conducting
dissertation research entitled, A Mixed-Methods Study Determining New Teachers' Level of
Preparedness in Primary Literacy Instruction. You are invited to participate in this research survey
because you are a primary (kindergarten through third) grade teacher. As this is a survey regarding
new teacher perceptions of preparation, experienced teachers are asked to reflect back upon their
first year of teaching when answering the survey questions. The survey will take approximately 20-
30 minutes to fill out. I understand the heavy workload you maintain, so in appreciation for your
time spent in participation and completion of this survey, you will be offered an opportunity to
participate in a random drawing to receive one of four $25 Amazon gift cards following completion
of the survey.

Consent Form

The central research question for this mixed-methods study asks:

* Are new teachers entering the profession feeling well-prepared to teach literacy at the primary
level?

This question will be answered by analyzing the results of sub-questions, which include:

* In which components of primary literacy instruction do new teachers feel strongest, and in which
components are they weakest?

* In which areas of primary literacy instruction did new teachers feel well prepared by their
university programs, and in which areas did they wish they had received greater preparation?

» What do teachers perceive were the strengths and weaknesses of their preparation programs, and
have those strengths and weaknesses changed over time?

Teachers with all levels of experience are asked to participate in this study. However, for
experienced teachers, when answering please reflect back to your beginning teaching experiences.
A comparative analysis will be run to determine if literacy preparation is evolving.

Participation is voluntary and completely anonymous. This Qualtrics survey tool completely
protects your identity and does not collect names, e-mail addresses, or IP addresses. Only basic
demographic data will be collected to validate the participant meets the research parameters. The
researcher will not know who participated, which school or district the participant is from, or any
other information beyond that provided in the survey by the participant. All Qualtrics data will be
kept in a password protected format.
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Information you provide in this survey will only be used for scholarly purposes and may become
part of the researcher's dissertation, which may be published in the future. The survey consists of
Likert-scale questions and open-ended questions. Scaled questions will be quantitatively analyzed.
Open questions will be qualitatively analyzed, and the researcher may choose to quote some
answers. All responses are completely anonymous. You may choose to terminate your participation
at any time by closing out of the survey and not submitting. If you have any questions regarding this
research, please contact Amanda Eller at 208-420-2696 or aeller@nnu.edu.

Electronic Consent:

By choosing "I agree™ below, you verify:

* You have read all of the information above.
* You voluntarily agree to participate and
understand that you may opt out at any time
by exiting the survey.

* You are a K-3 teacher.

* You are over 18 years of age.

o I agree and choose to participate.
o I disagree or choose not to participate.

Demographics

Gender Male Female

Years Teaching 0-3 4-10 11+

Grade Currently Teaching K 1 2 3

Traditional Alternative

Elementary Teaching Certification Route University Certification
General Elementary | Early Childhood

Type of Certification (i.e. K-6 or K-8) (i.e. Pre-3)

Degree Level at Time of Initial Certification

/ First Teaching Position Bachelors | Masters | Other

Instructions

This survey is broken into sections. There is an introductory section, sections related to the core
elements of literacy instruction, a section on assessment, and a conclusion section. Each core
element section begins with a write-in question, followed by a few Likert-scaled questions, and ends
with write-in comments. Remember, experienced teachers should answer all questions in a
reflective mode, thinking back to what their answers would have been their first year of teaching.

On the Likert Scale questions, where 5 = Strongly Agree, 4 = Agree, 3 = Neutral, 2 = Disagree, and
1 = Strongly Disagree, please answer with your initial reaction to each statement.
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The researcher greatly appreciates your thoroughness and attention to detail in completing this

survey.

Section 1: Teacher Preparation Program

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

My teacher preparation program prepared me
to be a strong K-3 reading teacher.

2

My teacher preparation consisted of course
work that offered in-depth knowledge of best
practices in teaching reading.

My teacher preparation program focused
strongly on teaching me the "science of
reading"” (i.e. how the brain works, research
behind techniques, etc.).

Professors in my program often taught using
the same pedagogical techniques they were
instructing me to use as a teacher (i.e.
collaboration, hands-on, reflection).

I had adequate course preparation in
child/brain development.

My teacher preparation courses included
frequent fieldwork opportunities that offered
in-depth experiences using best practices in
teaching reading.

My course-based fieldwork included
numerous hours at the primary (K-3) level.

My teacher preparation program included
courses that helped fully prepare me to
develop lessons and teach using Common
Core State Standards in literacy.

My student teaching included a block of time
(at least eight weeks) spent at the primary
(K-3) level.

The supervising teacher I had while student
teaching was a knowledgeable mentor in
teaching using the "science of reading."
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12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

My student teaching experience included
adequate amounts of time spent collaborating
or team planning with other teachers.
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My university outlined specific guidelines
for my student teaching experience,
delineating the roles of the university mentor,
the supervising teacher, and the student
teacher.

Section 2: Preparedness for Phonemic
Awareness (Teachers who are not brand
new, please answer these questions as you
would have as you began your first year of
teaching.)

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

What is phonemic awareness?

Phonemic awareness is a strong predictor of
reading success.

The ability to recognize and produce rhyme
is a strong predictor of reading success.

The ability to orally segment and blend
sounds in words is a strong predictor of
reading success.

The ability to orally syllabicate words is a
strong predictor of reading success.

My preparation program included learning
research-based theories and/or techniques
regarding phonemic awareness.

My preparation program provided me
adequate fieldwork experiences teaching
phonemic awareness in a primary (K-3)
setting.

Please comment on your university
experiences related to learning to teach
phonemic awareness. Detailed experiences
would be greatly appreciated!

Please comment on your teaching
experiences in your first year as related to
feeling prepared when teaching phonemic
awareness. Detailed experiences would be
greatly appreciated!
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33
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Section 3: Preparedness for Phonics
(Teachers who are not brand new, please
answer these questions as you would have as
you began your first year of teaching.)

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

What is phonics?

Letter-sound correspondence is a critical skill
for beginning readers.

Students should receive systematic, explicit
instruction in phonics.

I have a solid understanding of how to teach
digraphs.

I have a solid understanding of how to teach
diphthongs.

I have a solid understanding of how to teach
spelling in relation to phonics rules.

Explicit phonics instruction can aid students
with learning disabilities in retraining their
brains to function more like brains of
students without learning disabilities.

My preparation program included learning
research-based theories and/or techniques
regarding phonics.

My preparation program provided me
adequate fieldwork experiences teaching
phonics in a primary (K-3) setting.

Please comment on your university
experiences related to learning to teach
phonics. Detailed experiences would be
greatly appreciated!

Please comment on your teaching
experiences in your first year as related to
feeling prepared when teaching phonics.
Detailed experiences would be greatly
appreciated!

Section 4: Preparedness for Fluency
(Teachers who are not brand new, please
answer these questions as you would have as
you began your first year of teaching.)

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

What is fluency?
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36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

The ability of K-1 students to read lists of
letters or sounds fluently, without having to
stop to think, is an indicator of future reading
SuCCess.
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Fluency is reading correctly with speed and
prosody.

Fluency timings are a valuable progress
indicator for holistic reading growth.

Repeated readings of reading-level text are
essential to fluency growth.

Fluency practice is a significant piece of my
reading instruction.

My preparation program included learning
research-based theories and/or techniques
regarding fluency.

My preparation program provided me
adequate fieldwork experiences teaching
fluency strategies in a primary (K-3) setting.

Please comment on your university
experiences related to learning to teach and
assess fluency. Detailed experiences would
be greatly appreciated!

Please comment on your teaching
experiences in your first year as related to
feeling prepared when teaching fluency.
Detailed experiences would be greatly
appreciated!

Section 5: Preparedness for
Comprehension (Teachers who are not
brand new, please answer these questions as
you would have as you began your first year
of teaching.)

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

What is comprehension?

Vocabulary is a critical component of
comprehension instruction.

Emergent readers who read fluently
demonstrate better comprehension overall.

Multiple readings encourage better
comprehension of text.
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Higher-order thinking questions are an

essential piece of comprehension instruction. 5 4 3 2 1
My preparation program included learning

research-based theories and/or techniques

regarding comprehension instruction. 5 4 3 2 1
My preparation program provided me

adequate fieldwork experiences teaching

comprehension in a primary (K-3) setting. 5 4 3 2 1
Please comment on your university

experiences related to learning to teach and

assess comprehension. Detailed experiences

would be greatly appreciated!

Please comment on your teaching

experiences in your first year as related to

feeling prepared when teaching

comprehension. Detailed experiences would

be greatly appreciated!

Section 6: Preparedness for Assessment

(Teachers who are not brand new, please

answer these questions as you would have as | Strongly Strongly
you began your first year of teaching.) Agree Agree | Neutral | Disagree | Disagree
Beginning your first year of teaching, what

was your view of the role assessment plays

in being an effective literacy teacher?

Teachers should frequently (weekly/bi-

weekly) gather data from progress

monitoring of reading skills. 5 4 3 2 1
My preparation course work included

learning research-based theories and/or

techniques regarding giving and utilizing

assessments. 5 4 3 2 1
My teacher preparation program provided

adequate fieldwork time to practice giving

progress monitoring assessments. 5 4 3 2 1
My teacher preparation program provided

adequate fieldwork time to practice using

progress monitoring data to develop

interventions for my students. 5 4 3 2 1
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65

I believe literacy assessment data should be
used to drive instruction (i.e. planning
interventions, creating effective lessons).
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Please comment on your university
experiences related to learning to give
curriculum-based literacy assessments and
utilize assessment data. Detailed experiences
would be greatly appreciated!

Please comment on your teaching
experiences in your first year as related to
feeling prepared when assessing students and
planning from assessment. Detailed
experiences would be greatly appreciated!

Section 7: Conclusion (Teachers who are
not brand new, please answer these
questions as you would have as you began
your first year of teaching.)

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

I believe a solid foundation in literacy is
essential for student academic success.

I believe my university provided me with
strong foundational knowledge of the science
of reading.

My first year of teaching, | felt very prepared
to effectively teach all the core elements of
literacy.

My first year of teaching, | felt very prepared
to determine appropriately-focused
interventions for struggling students.

Regardless of the strength my preparation
program, | began my teaching career
optimistically, knowing I would be a good
reading teacher.

Final thoughts: Please share any final
thoughts you have regarding the level of
preparation you received in relation to
becoming a successful, quality primary
literacy teacher.




Appendix F

Independent Samples Kruskal-Wallis Test of Survey
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ltem v p ng,f.simg Pairwise p adj. p

1 4,106 0.128

2 8.943 0.011 N/V 0.003 0.009

3 4,180 0.124

4 7.727 0.021 P/V 0.031 0.092
N/V 0.023 0.069

5 2.107 0.349

6 5.710 0.058

7 3.198 0.202

8 8.172 0.017 N/V 0.027 0.027
N/P 0.043 0.043

9 0.027 0.987

10 3.250 0.197

11 9.158 0.010 N/V 0.003 0.008

12 7.769 0.021 P/V 0.011 0.033

14 5.382 0.068

15 2.285 0.319

16 5.434 0.066

17 2.921 0.232

18 8.419 0.015 N/V 0.018 0.053
P/V 0.026 0.078

19 6.550 0.038 N/V 0.024 0.071

23 1.696 0.428

24 3.657 0.161

25 13.830 0.001 N/P 0.022 0.065
N/V 0.000 0.001

26 14.343 0.001 N/P 0.035 0.106
N/V 0.000 0.000

27 10.749 0.005 N/V 0.001 0.003

28 1.986 0.370

29 5.943 0.051

30 2.997 0.223

34 8.123 0.017 N/P 0.023 0.068
N/V 0.006 0.019

35 9.215 0.010 N/V 0.007 0.020
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P/V 0.048 0.143
36 6.285 0.043 N/P 0.021 0.063
N/V 0.030 0.090
37 1.068 0.586
38 5.921 0.052
39 11.081 0.004 N/V 0.001 0.003
40 7.250 0.027 N/V 0.008 0.024
44 2.310 0.315
45 1.313 0.519
46 3.961 0.138
47 4.115 0.128
48 5.714 0.057
49 11.529 0.003 N/V 0.008 0.025
PV 0.007 0.021
53 4.928 0.085
54 5.263 0.072
56 9.542 0.008 N/V 0.003 0.009
56 13.876 0.001 N/V 0.000 0.001
57 6.749 0.034 N/V 0.010 0.030
60 5.886 0.053
61 7.410 0.025 N/V 0.007 0.020
62 7.755 0.021 N/V 0.006 0.017
63 11.714 0.003 N/V 0.001 0.002
64 0.369 0.832

Note. The Kruskal-Wallis score was deemed statistically significantly different among the three
experience groups with df of ¥3(2) when p < 0.05. Post-hoc testing determined paired
differences, and the p of the pair. The Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was
calculated, resulting in adjusted p levels that maintained statistical significance when the adj. p
< 0.05.

* N = New teachers, P = Practiced Teachers, V = Veteran Teachers.
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