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At Education Northwest 

Issues
&
Answers
is
an
ongoing
series
of
reports
from
shortterm
Fast
Response
Projects
conducted
by
the
regional
educa
tional
laboratories
on
current
education
issues
of
importance
at
local,
state,
and
regional
levels.
Fast
Response
Project
topics

change
to
reflect
new
issues,
as
identified
through
lab
outreach
and
requests
for
assistance
from
policymakers
and
educa
tors
at
state
and
local
levels
and
from
communities,
businesses,
parents,
families,
and
youth.
All
Issues
&
Answers
reports

meet
Institute
of
Education
Sciences
standards
for
scientifically
valid
research.
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Summary

New and experienced teachers 
in a school reform initiative: the 
example of Reading First 

REL 2009–No. 082 

This
study
compares
the
experiences

and
perceptions
of
new
and
experienced

teachers
in
four
key
areas
of
school

reform.
Data
from
235
Reading
First

schools
in
six
western
states
revealed

differences
in
teachers’
experiences
with

reading
coaches
(but
not
in
perceptions

of
support
from
coaches)
and
in
teach
ers’ confidence in using data to guide 
instruction, but no differences in their 
perceptions of collaborative grade
level meetings or overall support for 
Reading First. 

This
study
examines
the
experiences
and

perceptions
of
new
and
experienced
teach
ers
in
Reading
First,
a
federal
school
reform

initiative
implemented
in
more
than
5,880

highpoverty,
lowperforming
schools
across

the
country.
The
initiative
aims
to
help
schools

improve
reading
among
K–3
students
with
the

goal
of
having
all
students
reading
at
grade

level
by
the
end
of
grade
3.
Reading
First
is
the

largest
federal
reading
initiative
in
history,
and

its
influence
has
spread
to
many
other
schools

in
the
region
and
across
the
country
(Deussen,

Nelsestuen,
and
Scott
2008;
Scott
2006).


The
study
considers
four
areas
of
the
multi
faceted
Reading
First
reform
model:
instruc
tional
coaches,
teacher
collaboration,
teacher

use
of
student
assessment
data,
and
support


for
reform.
The
first
three
elements
are
re
quired
in
all
Reading
First
schools
and
are

commonly
found
in
other
reform
models
as

well
(Comprehensive
School
Reform
Quality

Center
2005).
While
there
is
some
literature

about
these
reform
elements,
little
attention

has
been
given
to
new
teachers’
experiences

with
reform.
The
issues
are
particularly

relevant
in
Reading
First
schools,
which
tend

to
have
a
high
proportion
of
new
teachers
(in

their
first
four
years
of
teaching).
Some
34

percent
of
teachers
are
new
in
Reading
First

schools
in
the
six
western
states
(Alaska,

Arizona,
Idaho,
Montana,
Washington,
and

Wyoming)
included
in
this
study
compared

with
22
percent
across
all
elementary
schools

in
the
same
states
(U.S.
Department
of
Educa
tion
2006).


Four
research
questions
drove
this
study:


•	 How
do
new
teachers’
experiences
with

their
reading
coach
differ
from
those
of

their
more
experienced
peers?


•	 How
do
new
teachers’
experiences
with

teacher
collaboration
differ
from
those
of

their
more
experienced
peers?


•	 How
do
new
teachers’
perceptions
of
their

data
skills
differ
from
those
of
their
more

experienced
peers?




ii Summary 

•	 How
does
new
teachers’
support
for
the

reform
initiative
differ
from
that
of
their

more
experienced
peers?


To
answer
these
questions,
the
study
exam
ined
previously
collected
data
from
all
235

Reading
First
schools
in
the
six
western
states.

The
data
came
from
2008
statewide
evalua
tions
and
included
teacher
surveys,
teacher

interviews,
and
coach
interviews.
Surveys
were

collected
from
3,094
(91
percent)
of
the
K–3

teachers
in
these
schools.
The
study
analyzed

a
subset
of
19
survey
items
using
hierarchical

linear
modeling
to
test
for
differences
between

the
responses
of
new
and
experienced
teach
ers.
Interview
data
came
from
a
subset
of

169
teachers
and
85
reading
coaches
from
85

(36
percent)
of
the
235
schools.


The
first
question
focused
on
instructional

coaching,
a
practice
gaining
in
popularity

across
the
country
(Russo
2004).
Reading

coaches,
as
they
are
called
in
Reading
First

programs,
are
school
staff
members
responsi
ble
for
providing
ongoing
professional
devel
opment
to
teachers
through
modeling,
observ
ing,
and
providing
feedback
to
teachers.
The

study
found
three
differences
in
new
teachers’

experiences
with
their
reading
coach.
First,
the

probability
of
teachers
reporting
feedback
oc
curring
once
a
month
or
more
was
higher
for

new
teachers
than
for
experienced
teachers,

and
the
response
difference
was
significant

(t[5260]
=
2.53,
p
<
0.05).
Second,
interviewed

coaches
reported
that
new
teachers
needed

more
help
with
classroom
management,
core

program
use,
and
modeling
of
teaching
prac
tices.
Third,
a
higher
percentage
of
interviewed

new
teachers
believed
that
coaching
assistance

had
changed
their
instruction.
Despite
these

differences,
however,
there
were
no
differences


between
new
and
experienced
teachers’
overall

perceptions
of
the
effectiveness
of
support

from
their
reading
coach,
based
on
survey
data

(t[178]
=
1.12,
p
>
.05).


The
second
question
focused
on
teacher
col
laboration,
an
increasingly
common
practice

in
the
school
reform
movement
(Johnson,

Berg,
and
Donaldson
2005).
The
mecha
nism
for
collaboration
in
most
Reading
First

schools
is
the
gradelevel
meeting
at
which

teachers
discuss
curriculum,
instruction,
and

the
needs
of
individual
students.
No
differ
ences
were
found
between
new
and
expe
rienced
teachers’
views
of
the
usefulness
of

collaborative
gradelevel
meetings;
both
sur
veyed
groups
agreed
that
the
meetings
were
a

good
use
of
their
time.
Teacher
interview
data

confirmed
this
finding.


Teachers’
perceptions
of
their
data
skills
was

the
focus
of
the
third
question.
Regular
use

of
student
assessment
data
is
now
an
almost

universal
expectation
in
school
reform
efforts

(Scott
2007).
In
Reading
First,
teachers
are

expected
to
regularly
use
the
results
of
reading

assessments
to
make
instructional
decisions,

such
as
on
grouping
students
and
differentiat
ing
lessons.
Survey
results
indicate
that
new

teachers’
confidence
in
their
ability
to
use

data
for
tasks
such
as
grouping
students
and

understanding
schoolwide
trends
was
signifi
cantly
lower
than
that
of
experienced
teachers

(t[2200]
=
–8.55,
p
<
0.01).


The
final
question
examined
teachers’
support

for
the
Reading
First
reforms.
Support—or

its
absence—can
influence
the
likelihood

of
sustaining
or
scaling
up
reform
(Steiner

2000;
Taylor
2005).
Both
survey
and
interview

data
indicated
that
new
teachers’
support
for




iii Summary 

Reading
First
was
similar
to
that
of
experi
enced
teachers.


Since
data
for
this
study
came
from
Reading

First
schools
in
western
states,
findings
may

not
be
generalizable
to
other
regions
or
other

reform
initiatives.
This
study
is
also
limited

by
its
descriptive
nature;
it
says
nothing
about

whether
differences
between
new
and
expe
rienced
teachers
had
any
ultimate
impact
on


teacher
instruction
or
student
learning.
A
de
scriptive
study
also
cannot
establish
whether

the
differences
between
new
and
experienced

teachers
are
due
to
differences
in
years
of

teaching
experience,
since
other
factors
not

accounted
for
in
the
study
could
contribute
to

how
teachers
experience
and
react
to
school

reform.
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1 Why ThiS STudy? 

This study compares 
the experiences and 
perceptions of new 
and experienced 
teachers in four key 
areas of school reform. 
Data from 235 Reading 
First schools in 
six western states 
revealed differences in 
teachers’ experiences 
with reading coaches 
(but not in perceptions 
of support from 
coaches) and in 
teachers’ confidence 
in using data to 
guide instruction, 
but no differences in 
their perceptions of 
collaborative grade
level meetings or 
overall support for 
Reading First. 

Why This sTuDy? 

This
study
examines
the
experiences
and
percep
tions
of
new
and
experienced
teachers
in
Read
ing
First,
a
federal
school
reform
initiative
for

improving
reading
outcomes
for
K–3
students

in
highpoverty,
lowperforming
schools.
Since

2003,
Reading
First
has
given
more
than
$6
billion

to
states,
which
gave
grants
to
more
than
5,800

schools
to
provide
professional
development
to

teachers,
purchase
scientifically
based
reading
ma
terials,
and
promote
the
use
of
reading
assessment

data
to
make
informed
instructional
decisions

(Gamse
et
al.
2008).
The
ultimate
goal
of
Reading

First
is
to
ensure
that
all
students
read
at
grade

level
by
the
end
of
grade
3.


What is Reading First? 

Reading
First
is
similar
to
many
other
school

reform
models
(for
definition
of
this
and
other

key
terms,
see
box
1).
Reading
First
schools
are
re
quired
to
hire
a
reading
coach
to
work
with
teach
ers,
have
teachers
collaborate
through
gradelevel

meetings,
and
use
data
from
regular
student
as
sessments
to
make
instructional
decisions.
Other

popular
reform
models
implemented
in
schools

across
the
country
also
contain
these
elements.


Instructional
coaching,
for
example,
is
practiced

increasingly
across
the
country
(Russo
2004).

Coaches
are
often
skilled
teachers
who
step
out

of
their
classrooms
to
help
other
teachers
become

more
thoughtful
and
effective
in
their
instruction.

Coaches
work
with
teachers
in
the
classroom,
ob
serving,
modeling,
providing
feedback,
and
plan
ning
lessons,
according
to
each
teacher’s
needs.

The
intention
is
to
address
professional
develop
ment
for
highquality
teachers
through
coaching

that
is
jobembedded,
ongoing,
directly
related

to
the
challenges
teachers
face,
and
provided
by

people
familiar
with
the
context
of
the
teachers’

work.
In
a
2005
study
of
22
comprehensive
reform

models
by
the
Comprehensive
School
Reform

Quality
Center,
coaching
was
a
noted
feature
of

at
least
seven
models
implemented
in
more
than

4,000
schools
nationally,
such
as
America’s
Choice,
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box 1 

Terminology
used
in
this
study


Data skills.
Skills
in
using
student

assessment
data
to
inform
instruc
tional
decisions,
such
as
how
to
group

students
and
what
to
teach.


Experienced teacher.
Teacher
with

five
or
more
years
of
experience.


New teacher.
Teacher
with
one
to
four

years
of
experience.


Reading coach. Staff
member

responsible
for
providing
profes
sional
development
and
support
to

teachers
to
improve
their
reading

instruction.


School reform model.
Specific
struc
tures
and
practices
packaged
together

for
adoption
by
schools
seeking
change.


Teacher collaboration.
Formal
col
laboration
through
regular
grade
level
meetings—required
in
Reading

First
schools.


Modern
Red
School
House,
and
Coalition
of
Es
sential
Schools.1


Teacher
collaboration,
a
second
required
component

of
Reading
First,
occurs
through
regular
gradelevel

meetings
among
teachers
to
plan
lessons,
examine

student
data,
and
address
other
issues
of
teaching

and
learning.
The
school
reform
movement
has

been
credited
with
increasing
the
emphasis
on

teacher
collaboration
(Johnson,
Berg,
and
Don
aldson
2005).
The
Comprehensive
School
Reform

Quality
Center
(2005)
found
that
collaboration
was

a
required
component
of
nine
school
reform
models

implemented
in
more
than
2,700
schools
across
the

country,
including
Atlas
Communities,
First
Steps,

and
Modern
Red
School
House.


Reading
First
schools
must
also
assess
students

regularly
and
use
the
resulting
data
to
plan

instruction,
student
grouping,
and
professional

development.
Coaches,
principals,
and
teachers
are

all
expected
to
understand
and
use
results
from

multiple
reading
assessments.
The
regular
use
of

data
is
also
part
of
21
of
22
other
reform
models

implemented
in
almost
9,000
schools
across
the

country
(Comprehensive
School
Reform
Quality

Center
2005).


While
Reading
First
is
similar
to
other
reform

models,
it
stands
out
for
its
unprecedented
reach—

more
than
5,800
schools
participate,
and
compo
nents
of
Reading
First
have
spread
to
other
schools

in
the
same
districts
(Scott
2006).
In
addition,

Reading
First
promotes
threetiered
instruction,

a
model
increasingly
disseminated
in
response


to
intervention
initiatives.2
For
these
reasons,

lessons
learned
in
Reading
First
schools
may
be

relevant
for
other
schools,
especially
those
seeking

to
adopt
schoolwide
reforms
with
similar
program

elements.


Need for the study and study questions 

This
study
is
particularly
relevant
to
policymakers,

administrators,
and
educators
in
the
six
western

states—Alaska,
Arizona,
Idaho,
Montana,
Wash
ington,
and
Wyoming—that
are
the
focus
of
this

study.
Reading
First
has
been
implemented
in

more
than
230
schools
in
these
states,
and
ele
ments
of
Reading
First
such
as
coaching
and
use

of
data
have
spread
to
other
schools
in
the
states

(Deussen,
Nelsestuen,
and
Scott
2008).


The
study
compares
the
experiences
and
percep
tions
of
new
teachers
(one
to
four
years
of
teaching

experience)
with
those
of
experienced
teachers

(five
or
more
years
of
teaching
experience)
at

Reading
First
schools.
Reading
First
schools,
like

other
highpoverty
schools,
have
disproportion
ately
high
percentages
of
new
teachers.3
Across

the
six
states
from
which
this
study
drew
its
data,

34
percent
of
teachers
in
Reading
First
schools
are

new
teachers
compared
with
22
percent
in
all
el
ementary
schools
in
the
same
states
(U.S.
Depart
ment
of
Education
2006).


This
disproportionately
high
percentage
of
new

teachers
in
Reading
First
schools
is
not
surprising;

other
research
has
documented
that
highpoverty

schools
tend
to
have
a
less
experienced
teaching
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force
than
do
more
affluent
schools
(Clotfelter
et
al.

2007;
Lankford,
Loeb,
and
Wycoff
2002).
In
this

sense,
the
experience
of
new
teachers
is
particu
larly
relevant
to
highpoverty
schools—the
kind
of

schools
that
have
received
Reading
First
grants.


Little
has
been
published
on
new
teachers’
experi
ences
and
perceptions
of
school
reform
models

(see
appendix
A
for
a
review
of
the
literature).

For
example,
only
one
study
was
found
on
how

coaches
work
with
new
teachers
(Marsh
et
al.

2008),
and
only
a
few
studies
describe
or
measure

new
teachers’
use
of
data
in
making
instructional

decisions.
State
evaluations
have
found
support
for

the
reform
among
teachers
(Autio,
Roccograndi,

et
al.
2008;
Autio,
Scott,
et
al.
2008;
Nelsestuen,

Scott,
and
Burke
2008),
but
studies
have
not

explored
whether
support
varies
by
teachers’

experience,
as
Hargreaves
(2005)
suggests
that
it

might.
Because
of
the
lack
of
research,
it
is
unclear

whether
reforms
need
to
be
differentiated
for
new

and
experienced
teachers.


This
study
examines
the
experiences
and
per
ceptions
of
new
teachers
in
Reading
First
and

compares
them
with
those
of
experienced
teach
ers.
The
focus
is
on
topics
that
are
both
central
to

Reading
First
and
common
to
other
school
reform

models:
working
with
a
reading
coach,
collabo
rating
with
other
teachers,
and
using
assessment

data.
The
study
also
compares
new
and
experi
enced
teachers
in
overall
support
for
the
reforms

under
Reading
First.


Four
research
questions
drove
this
study:


•	 How
do
new
teachers’
experiences
with
their

reading
coach
differ
from
those
of
their
more

experienced
peers?


•	 How
do
new
teachers’
experiences
with

teacher
collaboration
differ
from
those
of
their

more
experienced
peers?


•	 How
do
new
teachers’
perceptions
of
their

data
skills
differ
from
those
of
their
more

experienced
peers?


Differences in 

experiences and 

perceptions were found 

between new and 

experienced teachers in 

coaching and data skills 

but not in collaboration 

and support for reform 

•	 How
does
new
teach
ers’
support
for
the

reform
initiative
dif
fer
from
that
of
their

more
experienced

peers?


Data
for
the
study,
col
lected
in
spring
2008,

included
teacher
surveys

and
teacher
and
coach
interviews
from
Reading

First
schools
in
Alaska,
Arizona,
Idaho,
Montana,

Washington,
and
Wyoming
(see
box
2
and
ap
pendix
B
for
details
on
data
collection
and
study

methods).


sTuDy FiNDiNgs 

This
section
presents
results
of
the
study
of
the
ex
periences
and
perceptions
of
new
and
experienced

teachers
in
four
areas
central
to
Reading
First
and

common
to
other
school
reform
models,
combin
ing
findings
from
survey
and
interview
data.


Overview of findings 

The
changes
that
school
reform
models
bring
to

a
school
can
be
experienced
or
perceived
differ
ently
by
different
member
of
the
school
staff.
In

the
two
study
areas
of
coaching
and
data
skills,

differences
in
experiences
and
perceptions
were

found
between
new
and
experienced
teachers

(table
1).
In
the
other
two
study
areas
of
collabo
ration
and
support
for
reform,
there
was
little

difference
in
the
perceptions
of
new
and
experi
enced
teachers.


The
study
found
three
differences
in
coaching

between
new
and
experienced
teachers.
First,
the

probability
of
teachers
reporting
feedback
occur
ring
once
a
month
or
more
was
higher
for
new

teachers,
a
finding
that
corroborates
another

recent
study
that
reported
that
coaches
empha
sized
working
with
new
teachers
(Marsh
et
al.

2008).
Second,
interviewed
coaches
reported
that

new
teachers
needed
more
help
with
classroom
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box 2 

Study
methods


The
study
used
a
concurrent
mixed

methods
design
(Creswell
2003)
to

analyze
survey
and
interview
data

concurrently.
Data
from
teacher

surveys
in
the
six
study
states
and

from
teacher
and
coach
interviews

were
collected
in
spring
2008.
Using

similar
survey
and
interview
instru
ments
in
each
state
made
it
possible

to
combine
datasets
for
analysis.


Data sources. K–3
teachers
in
235

fully
funded
Reading
First
schools
in

the
six
states
were
surveyed
as
part

of
statewide
evaluations
of
Reading

First.
Of
the
surveys’
more
than
100

closeended
items,
19
were
relevant

to
this
study.
Two
items
were
used

individually,
while
factor
analysis
was

used
to
create
three
scales
from
the

remaining
17
items
(see
table
B2
in

appendix
B
for
details).
Coach
support

was
measured
through
an
individual

item
about
the
frequency
of
coach

observations
and
through
a
scale

developed
by
averaging
four
survey

items
about
coach
support
(see
table

B1
in
appendix
B
for
survey
items

used
in
the
study).
Data
confidence

was
measured
with
a
scale
developed

from
averaging
five
survey
items.

The
usefulness
of
collaboration
was

measured
with
a
single
survey
item.

Support
for
reform
was
measured


using
a
scale
developed
by
averaging

eight
survey
items.
All
items
except

the
frequency
of
coach
observations

used
the
same
fivepoint
scale.


Interviews
were
conducted
with

reading
coaches
and
teachers
at

a
randomly
selected
subset
of
85

schools
(36
percent
of
the
total;
see

table
B6
in
appendix
B).
Each
school

had
one
Reading
First
coach;
all
85

were
interviewed.
The
teachers
inter
viewed
at
each
school
were
selected
to

include
an
even
distribution
of
new

and
experienced
teachers,
yielding

interviews
with
84
new
teachers
and

85
experienced
teachers.


Sample. Teacher
surveys
were

conducted
at
235
schools—all
fully

funded
Reading
First
schools—in
the

six
states
during
2007/08
(table
B8
in

appendix
B
shows
the
characteristics

of
participating
schools,
including

size,
years
in
Reading
First,
and
stu
dent
demographics).


Data analyses. Descriptive
results

were
calculated
for
all
the
survey

items/scales
of
interest
for
the
teacher

survey
data.
Multiple
imputation
was

used
to
address
missing
data.
Intra
class
correlation
coefficient
analysis

was
used
to
determine
whether
the

analysis
method
needed
to
address

the
nested
nature
of
the
data
(teach
ers
are
nested
within
schools,
so


school
characteristics
could
lead
to

similarity
among
teachers’
responses;

see
table
B10
in
appendix
B).
Hier
archical
linear
modeling
was
se
lected
for
analyzing
the
three
scales

(coach
support,
data
confidence,
and

support
for
reform)
and
one
item

(usefulness
of
collaborative
meetings)

that
were
measured
with
a
fivepoint

Likert
scale
response;
four
models

were
created,
with
the
predictor
of

interest
being
whether
teachers
were

new
or
experienced.
The
outcome

variables
were
the
three
scales
and

the
one
individual
item
(described
in

table
B1
in
appendix
B).
For
the
fifth

item
(frequency
of
coach
support),

hierarchical
generalized
linear
mod
eling
was
used
because
the
response

scale
was
an
ordinal
variable
with

uneven
spacing
between
points
on

the
scale.
Predicted
probabilities
were

calculated
for
new
and
experienced

teachers
reporting
“once
a
month
or

more”
in
response
to
this
item.


Interview
data
from
coaches
and

teachers
were
analyzed
using
an
in
ductive
coding
process—researchers

examined
the
data
and
developed

codes
inductively
to
categorize
re
sponses
(see
table
B11
in
appendix
B

for
codes).
Interrater
reliability
for

consistency
of
researcher
coding
was

98
percent.
Once
data
were
coded,

common
patterns
of
responses
were

examined.


management,
core
program
use,
and
modeling

of
teaching
practices.
And
third,
a
higher
per
centage
of
new
teachers
believed
that
coaching

assistance
had
changed
their
instruction.
There

were
no
differences
in
survey
data
between
new

and
experienced
teachers’
overall
perceptions
of

the
effectiveness
of
support
from
their
reading

coach.


No
differences
were
found
between
new
and
ex
perienced
teachers’
views
of
the
usefulness
of
col
laborative
gradelevel
meetings;
on
average,
both

surveyed
groups
agreed
that
the
meetings
were

a
good
use
of
their
time.
Other
studies
have
also

found
that
teachers,
regardless
of
experience,
value

collaboration
(Imbimbo
2004;
National
Education

Association
2003).




Table 1 

summary of findings 

difference between new and 
area of reform implementation experienced teachers? data source 

coaching 

frequency of feedback to teachers from their yes. probability of teachers reporting feedback Survey 
coach occurring once a month or more was higher for 

new teachers. 

Types of support new teachers need from their yes. coaches noted three areas where new interview 
reading coach teachers needed more support than experienced 

teachers did. 

Teachers’ perceptions of the impact of the yes. a higher percentage of new than of interview 
reading coach on their instruction experienced teachers said their coach had 

changed their instruction. 

Teachers’ perceptions of the support they no. Survey 
received from their reading coach 

collaboration 

Teachers’ views of the usefulness of collaborative no. Survey and interview 
meetings 

data skills 

Teachers’ confidence in their skills to use student yes. confidence in data skills was lower for new Survey 
data teachers than for experienced teachers. 

Support for reform 

Support for the school reform no. Survey and interview 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher surveys and teacher and coach interviews administered as part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s 
(now Education Northwest) statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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Surveyed
new
teachers’
confidence
in
their
data

skills
was
lower
than
that
of
their
more
experi
enced
peers.
Other
studies
have
concluded
that

new
teachers
need
more
professional
development

in
data
use
(Datnow,
Park,
and
Wohlstetter
2007;

Marsh,
Pane,
and
Hamilton
2006).


Finally,
both
survey
and
interview
data
indicate

that
new
teachers’
support
for
Reading
First
was

similar
to
that
of
experienced
teachers.
Another

recent
study
reached
different
conclusions:
Har
greaves
(2005)
found
that
new
teachers
were
more

receptive
to
education
reforms
than
experienced

teachers
were,
although
the
study
looked
at
reform

in
general
rather
than
at
specific
reform
models

such
as
Reading
First.


How do teachers’ experiences with reading coaches differ? 

The
study
examined
four
areas
related
to
teach
ers’
experience
with
reading
coaches:
frequency


of
feedback
to
teachers
(survey
data),
coaches’

perceptions
of
differences
in
coaching
needs
of

new
and
experienced
teachers
(coach
interview

data),
teachers’
perceptions
of
the
impact
of

coaching
on
instruction
(teacher
interview
data),

and
teachers’
perceptions
of
the
support
they

received
from
their
reading
coach
(teacher
survey

data).


Frequency of feedback to teachers.
Providing

regular
feedback
to
teachers
on
their
instruction

is
a
key
role
of
Reading
First
coaches.
The
states
in

this
study
expect
coaches
to
attend
multiple
read
ing
classrooms
daily,
eventually
serving
all
K–3

teachers
in
their
school.
The
maximum
ratio
of

coaches
to
teachers
in
the
study
schools
was
1:20,

implying
that
coaches
would
provide
feedback
to

each
teacher
at
least
monthly.
The
frequency
of

feedback
was
measured
through
a
single
teacher

survey
item
asking:
“This
year,
how
often
did
the

reading
coach
provide
you
with
feedback
on
your
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Thirty three percent of 

interviewed coaches 

reported that new 

teachers had a greater 

need for help with 

classroom management, 

including skills such as 

establishing routines 

and procedures for 

students and managing 

student behavior 

instruction?”
To
reflect
the
expec
tation
of
at
least
monthly
feedback

from
coaches,
the
six
response

options
in
the
survey
were
col
lapsed
into
two:
teachers
reporting

that
they
received
feedback
once

a
month
or
more,
and
teachers

reporting
that
they
received
feed
back
less
than
once
a
month.4


Feedback
frequency
was
analyzed

using
a
hierarchical
generalized

linear
model
(see
appendix
B
for


a
description).
The
probability
of
teachers
report
ing
feedback
occurring
once
a
month
or
more
was

69
percent
for
new
teachers
and
64
percent
for

experienced
teachers
(table
2).
The
difference
was

statistically
significant.5


Coaches’ perceptions of differences in coaching 
needs of new and experienced teachers.
Coaches

were
asked:
“Do
new
teachers
have
different

needs
than
veteran
teachers?
How?”
Of
the
85

coach
responses,
83
(98
percent)
were
used
in
the

analysis.
The
two
responses
that
were
not
included

came
from
a
coach
who
said
the
school
had
no

new
teachers
and
one
who
said
she
did
not
work

with
new
teachers.
All
83
of
the
coach
respondents

provided
examples
of
how
new
teachers’
needs

differed
from
those
of
experienced
teachers.
Most

responses
fell
into
four
categories:
classroom

management,
core
curriculum,
modeling,
and

receptiveness.


Thirtythree
percent
of
interviewed
coaches
(27
of

83)
reported
that
new
teachers
had
a
greater
need

for
help
with
classroom
management,
including

skills
such
as
establishing
routines
and
procedures

for
students
and
managing
student
behavior.


Twentyseven
percent
of
interviewed
coaches
(22

of
83)
said
that
new
teachers
needed
more
as
sistance
with
the
core
reading
curriculum,
which

all
K–3
teachers
in
Reading
First
were
required

to
use
at
least
90
minutes
a
day.
While
7
percent

of
coaches
(6
of
83)
said
that
experienced
teach
ers
also
needed
help
with
the
core
curriculum,
all

these
coaches
added
that
the
type
of
support
vet
eran
teachers
needed
was
different.
For
example,

some
veteran
teachers
needed
more
help
refining

their
core
program
instruction,
while
new
teachers

needed
help
with
fundamentals
such
as
pacing.


Twentytwo
percent
of
coaches
(18
of
83)
said
that

new
teachers
needed
more
modeling
from
the

coach—a
form
of
assistance
in
which
the
reading

coach
teaches
a
class
while
the
classroom
teacher

observes.
The
coach
might
model
strategies
for

increasing
student
engagement
or
speeding
the

pace
of
a
lesson.


Coaches
also
commented
on
differences
in
teacher

receptiveness
to
receiving
help.
During
interviews,

coaches
sometimes
spontaneously
described
new

teachers
as
being
easier
to
work
with
(28
percent;

23
of
83
coaches),
more
open
(22
percent;
18
of
83),

and
more
eager
(19
percent;
16
of
83).
In
contrast,


Table 2 

Frequency of coach feedback reported by new and experienced teachers, spring 2008 

probability of reporting 95% confidence degrees of 
Teacher  once a month or interval for freedom 
experience more” (percent) odds odds ratio odds ratio t statistic (approximate) p value 

new  
teachers 69.3 2.26 

1.27 1.055, 1.525 2.53 5,260 
experienced 
teachers 64.0 1.78 

.011 

Note: For this study’s collapsed scale, 1 = once a month or more (original responses 3–6), and 0 = less than once a month (responses 1 and 2). T
scale was 1 = never, 2 = once or a few times a year, 3 = once a month, 4 = 2–3 times a month, 5 = 1–3 times a week, 6 = daily. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher surveys administered as part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Education Nor
statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 

he original 

thwest) 
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2
percent
of
coaches
(2
of
83)
said
that
new
teach
ers
were
more
difficult
to
work
with
than
expe
rienced
teachers
were.
Comments
about
teacher

receptiveness
arose
voluntarily
as
part
of
coaches’

answers
to
a
question
about
how
teachers’
needs

differed.
Since
the
question
did
not
specifically
ask

about
teacher
receptiveness
to
coaching,
not
all

coaches
provided
comments
in
this
area.


Teachers’ perceptions of the impact of coaching on 
instruction.
When
asked
whether
the
coach
had

changed
teachers’
instruction
during
the
past
year,

85
percent
of
new
teachers
interviewed
(72
of
85)

and
61
percent
of
experienced
teachers
(51
of
83)

said
“yes.”
There
were
no
differences
between
the

descriptions
by
new
and
experienced
teachers

of
how
the
coach
had
changed
their
instruction.

For
example,
both
new
and
experienced
teachers

described
coaches
as
changing
their
instruction

by
providing
resources,
helping
with
data
analysis

and
student
grouping,
and
providing
strategies
for

student
engagement.


Five
percent
of
interviewed
new
teachers
(4
of
85),

compared
with
15
percent
of
interviewed
experi
enced
teachers
(12
of
83),
said
the
coach
had
not

changed
their
instruction.
The
remaining
new

teachers
(11
percent;
9
of
85)
and
experienced

teachers
(24
percent;
20
of
83)
gave
mixed
or
partial

responses
to
this
question.
For
example,
these
re
spondents
said
that
the
coach
had
only
a
minimal

impact
on
their
instruction
this
year
or
had
been

too
busy
to
help
or
that
they
did
not
need
coaching.


Teachers’ perceptions of 
the support they received 
from their reading coach. 
To
analyze
teachers’

overall
perceptions

of
the
support
they

received
from
their

coach,
a
coach
sup
port
scale
was
created

from
four
survey
items

asking
about
whether

the
coach
was
an
ally,
a

knowledgeable
resource,
or
had
helped
teachers

become
more
reflective
(see
table
B1
in
appendix

B
for
list
of
all
survey
items).
Responses
to
each

of
the
four
items
were
measured
on
a
fivepoint

scale
(a
higher
score
indicates
a
more
posi
tive
perception
of
support).
The
four
responses

were
averaged
for
each
teacher
to
create
a
single

variable.


both new and 

experienced teachers 

described coaches 

as changing their 

instruction by providing 

resources, helping 

with data analysis and 

student grouping, and 

providing strategies for 

student engagement 

The
means
for
both
groups
were
similar:
3.85
for

new
teachers
and
3.81
for
experienced
teachers,

which
is
close
to
“agree”
(4.0)
on
the
fivepoint

scale
(table
3).
The
differences
between
the
two

groups
were
not
statistically
significant.


How do teachers’ experiences with collaboration differ? 

This
questions
looks
at
regular
teacher
gradelevel

meetings,
which
are
required
in
Reading
First

schools.
Teacher
survey
and
interview
data
were

used
to
examine
this
question.


Table 3 

New and experienced teachers’ perceptions of support from their reading coach, spring 2008 

difference degrees of 
Teacher  mean on five between 95% confidence freedom 
experience point scalea mean scores interval t statistic (approximate) p value 

new  
teachers 3.85 

0.04 –0.03, 0.10 1.12 178 
experienced 
teachers 3.81 

.263 

a. The estimated mean from the hierarchical linear model. Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = ag
strongly agree. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher surveys administered as part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Educatio
statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 

ree, and 5 = 

n Northwest) 
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in interviews, 67 percent 

of new teachers and 74 

percent of experienced 

teachers agreed that 

collaborative meetings 

were a good use of time 

In
a
single
survey
item,
teachers

were
asked,
on
a
fivepoint
scale,

whether
they
agreed
with
the

statement,
“Attending
gradelevel

team
meetings
is
a
good
use
of
my

time.”
A
higher
score
meant
more

positive
perceptions.


Analysis
of
the
survey
data
showed
that
the
mean

response
was
3.78
for
new
teachers
and
3.79
for

experienced
teachers,
or
close
to
“agree”
(4.0)
on

the
fivepoint
scale
(table
4).
Differences
between

new
and
experienced
teachers
were
not
statisti
cally
significant.


Interview
data
supported
the
survey
findings.

In
interviews,
67
percent
of
new
teachers
(56
of

83
new
teachers
interviewed)
and
74
percent
of

experienced
teachers
(59
of
80)
agreed
that
the

meetings
were
a
good
use
of
time.
When
asked

to
explain
why,
64
percent
of
new
teachers
who

agreed
(36
of
56)
and
29
percent
of
experienced

teachers
who
agreed
(17
of
59)
said
they
appreci
ated
the
opportunity
to
collaborate.
Additionally,

38
percent
of
new
teachers
who
agreed
(21
of
56)

and
44
percent
of
experienced
teachers
who
agreed

(26
of
59)
commented
that
the
opportunity
to
re
view
data
and
group
students
for
instruction
made

the
meetings
worthwhile.


Interviewed
teachers
who
reported
not
fully
valuing

gradelevel
team
meetings
said
that
they
mostly

valued
meetings,
but
with
some
caveats:
25
percent


of
new
teachers
(21
of
83)
and
19
percent
of
expe
rienced
teachers
(15
of
80).
Another
smaller
group

reported
not
valuing
meetings:
7
percent
of
new

teachers
(6
of
83)
and
8
percent
of
experienced

teachers
(6
of
80).
For
both
new
and
experienced

teachers,
a
common
explanation
for
not
valuing
the

gradelevel
meetings
was
that
they
were
unhelp
ful
because
of
bickering,
offtask
conversations,
or

too
much
talking;
of
the
teachers
who
did
not
fully

value
the
meetings,
44
percent
of
new
teachers
(12

of
27)
and
48
percent
of
experienced
teachers
(10
of

21)
made
similar
comments.


How do teachers’ perceptions of their data skills differ? 

Responses
to
the
question
of
whether
new
and
ex
perienced
teachers’
perceptions
of
their
data
skills

differed
were
measured
using
five
survey
items,
in
cluding
confidence
in
using
data
to
group
students

and
understanding
of
school
trends
(see
table
B1

in
appendix
B
for
complete
list
of
items).
A
higher

score
on
the
fivepoint
scale
meant
greater
confi
dence
in
skills.
Responses
to
the
five
survey
items

were
averaged
for
each
teacher
to
create
a
single

variable
representing
teachers’
confidence
in
their

data
skills.


The
mean
confidence
for
both
new
and
experi
enced
teachers
was
at
or
above
4,
or
“agree,”
on

the
fivepoint
scale.
The
mean
confidence
of
new

teachers
(4.00)
was
lower
than
that
of
experienced

teachers
(4.20),
and
the
difference
was
statistically

significant
(table
5).


Table 4 

New and experienced teachers’ views of the usefulness of collaborative meetings, spring 2008 

difference degrees of 
Teacher mean on five between 95% confidence freedom 
experience point scalea mean scores interval t statistic (approximate) p value 

new  
teachers 3.78 

–0.01 –0.08, 0.06 -0.33 342 
experienced 
teachers 3.79 

0.742 

a. The estimated mean from the hierarchical linear model. Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agr
strongly agree. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher surveys administered as part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Education
statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 

ee, and 5 = 

 Northwest) 



How does teachers’ support for the reform initiative differ? 

Both
teacher
surveys
and
teacher
interviews
were

used
to
assess
teachers’
support
for
the
reforms

brought
to
their
school
by
Reading
First.


Eight
items
on
the
survey
related
to
whether
teach
ers
supported
the
instructional
changes
under

Reading
First—whether
they
liked
the
core
pro
gram
and
trusted
the
assessments
(see
table
B1
in

appendix
B
for
complete
list
of
items).
Responses

to
each
item
were
measured
on
a
fivepoint
scale,

with
a
higher
score
indicating
a
more
positive

perception
of
support.
The
eight
responses
were

averaged
for
each
teacher
to
create
a
single
variable

representing
support
for
Reading
First.


For
both
new
and
experienced
teachers,
mean

scores
for
support
for
Reading
First
were
close
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overall, 95 percent 

of new teachers  

and 95 percent of 

experienced teachers 

agreed or agreed 

with caveats that 

Reading First was good 

for them as a teacher 

to
the
midpoint
of
the

fivepoint
scale,
indicat
ing
that
teachers
“neither

agreed
nor
disagreed”:

3.08
for
new
teachers

and
3.12
for
experi
enced
teachers
(table
6).

The
difference
was
not

significant.


The
interview
data
also
showed
no
difference
in

support
for
Reading
First.
Overall,
95
percent
of

new
teachers
(81
of
85)
and
95
percent
of
experi
enced
teachers
(78
of
82)
agreed—or
agreed
with

caveats—that
Reading
First
was
good
for
them
as

a
teacher.
For
the
33
percent
of
new
teachers
(28

of
85)
and
40
percent
of
experienced
teachers
(33

of
82)
who
offered
caveats
to
their
approval
of
the

reform,
concerns
clustered
around
the
scripted


Table 5 

New and experienced teachers’ confidence in their data skills, spring 2005 

difference degrees of 
Teacher mean on five between 95% confidence freedom 
experience point scalea mean scores interval t statistic (approximate) p value 

new  
teachers 4.00 

–0.20 –0.25, –0.15 –8.55 2,200 <.001 
experienced 
teachers 4.20 

a. The estimated mean from the hierarchical linear model. Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, and 5 = 
strongly agree. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher surveys administered as part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Education Northwest) 
statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 

Table 6 

New and experienced teachers’ support for Reading First, spring 2008 

difference degrees of 
Teacher mean on five between 95% confidence freedom 
experience point scalea mean scores interval t statistic (approximate) p value 

new  
teachers 3.08 

–0.04 –0.10, 0.03 –1.41 9,406 .157 
experienced 
teachers 3.12 

a. The estimated mean from the hierarchical linear model. Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, and 5 = 
strongly agree. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher surveys administered as part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Education Northwest) 
statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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nature
of
the
core
curriculum
and
the
difficulty

that
created
for
differentiating
instruction
to
meet

the
needs
of
all
students.


sTuDy limiTaTioNs 

The
study
findings
should
be
considered
in
light

of
several
limitations.
First,
there
are
limitations

inherent
in
collecting
survey
and
interview
data,

such
as
the
tendency
for
some
respondents
to

give
consistently
high
or
low
ratings
(overrater

or
underrater
bias)
and
interviewer
subjectivity

(Isaac
and
Michael
1995).
Second,
because
of
the

semistructured
interview
protocol,
some
respon
dents
included
information
beyond
the
scope
of

the
question,
adding
information
on
which
not

all
respondents
had
a
chance
to
comment.
Third,

there
are
limitations
inherent
in
comparing
new

teachers
with
experienced
teachers.
The
group

of
new
teachers
includes
a
portion
that
will
leave

teaching.
Because
these
leavers
may
have
charac
teristics
that
are
different
from
those
of
teachers

who
stay
in
the
field,
new
teachers
may
have
differ
ent
characteristics
from
experienced
teachers.
The


data
lacked
information
on
all
the
demographic

characteristics
needed
to
address
these
differences,

such
as
age,
gender,
and
race/ethnicity.
Fourth,

the
study
is
based
on
data
from
western
states

and
so
cannot
be
generalized
to
the
entire
United

States
without
accounting
for
geographic
and

demographic
differences.
Similarly,
experiences

in
Reading
First
may
not
be
generalized
to
other

reform
initiatives.


Because
this
was
a
descriptive
study,
it
is
not
pos
sible
to
determine
whether
the
differences
found

between
new
and
experienced
teachers
had
any

impact
on
teacher
retention
or
student
learn
ing.
Nor
is
it
possible
to
determine
whether
the

differences
found
between
new
and
experienced

teachers
are
due
to
differences
in
years
of
teach
ing
experience,
since
factors
not
accounted
for

in
the
study
could
have
contributed
to
teachers’

experiences
and
reactions
to
school
reform
(such

as
teachers’
age,
gender,
and
race/ethnicity).

Finally,
because
the
study
analyzed
existing
data,

some
questions
raised
in
the
literature
review

(appendix
A)
could
not
be
answered
with
the

available
data.
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appeNDix a 
WhaT We kNoW FRom The liTeRaTuRe 

There
is
a
large
body
of
literature
about
new
teach
ers,
much
of
it
focused
on
training,
retention,
and

mentoring
or
induction
programs.
There
is
also

a
smaller
body
of
literature
about
the
elements
of

reform
examined
in
this
study:
coaching,
teacher

collaboration,
data
use,
and
support
for
reforms.

But
there
are
very
few
studies
of
new
teachers’

experiences
in
reform
initiatives
or
with
specific

elements
of
reform
models
(such
as
coaching,

collaboration,
and
data
use)
and
attitudes
toward

reform
initiatives.
This
appendix
describes
the

literature
and
its
limitations.


Support from a coach 

Coaching
has
become
increasingly
popular
as
a

means
of
delivering
jobembedded
professional

development
(Russo
2004).
Reading
First
schools

hire
literacy
coaches
to
work
with
all
K–3
teachers

in
the
school.
Coaches
work
with
teachers
in
the

classroom,
observing,
modeling,
providing
feed
back,
and
planning
lessons
according
to
the
needs

of
individual
teachers.
Coaching
is
expected
to

increase
student
achievement
by
improving
teach
ers’
instruction
skills.
However,
there
have
been

few
largescale
studies
of
coaching
and
its
impact

on
student
achievement.


Studies
have
found
considerable
variation
in
how

coaches
do
their
jobs
(Poglinco
et
al.
2003;
Walpole

and
McKenna
2004).
A
recent
study
showed
that

Reading
First
coaches
spent
time
on
a
variety
of

tasks
including
modeling
instruction,
assisting
with

testing,
interpreting
test
data,
observing
teachers

and
giving
feedback,
and
generally
overseeing
the

Reading
First
program
(Deussen
et
al.
2007).
Kise

(2006)
suggests
that
such
differentiated
coaching

methods
may
be
appropriate
to
meet
the
varying

needs
of
teachers,
but
the
study
does
not
provide

any
information
about
how
the
experience
level
of

teachers
might
contribute
to
this
differentiation.


One
recent
study
of
a
statewide
coaching
initiative

in
Florida
found
that
working
with
new
teachers


was
a
major
emphasis
for
coaches
and
concluded

that
coaches
working
in
schools
with
many
new

teachers
could
find
themselves
with
an
over
whelming
caseload
(Marsh
et
al.
2008).
Unlike

Reading
First
and
other
reform
models,
however,

coaches
in
the
Florida
initiative
were
required
to

spend
more
time
working
with
new
teachers
than

with
experienced
teachers.
There
is
little
addi
tional
information
about
when
and
how
coaches

work
with
new
teachers,
and
no
information
on

the
outcomes
of
that
work.


Collaboration 

Ending
classroom
teachers’
isolation
and
increas
ing
teacher
collaboration
is
central
to
Reading

First
as
well
as
other
school
reform
initiatives.

There
is
some
evidence
that
teachers,
regardless

of
years
of
experience,
welcome
collaboration.
In

a
survey
of
teachers
by
the
National
Education

Association
(2003),
teachers
gave
top
ranking

to
“cooperative/competent
teacher
colleagues/

mentors”
for
helping
them
teach
well.
Imbimbo

(2004)
reports
that
new
teachers
felt
that
support

from
colleagues
was
a
top
influence
on
their
teach
ing
efficacy.
These
studies
looked
at
collaboration

in
its
general
sense,
however,
rather
than
collabo
ration
in
school
reform
settings.


For
new
teachers,
collaboration
is
often
one
aspect

of
induction,
which
also
can
include
mentoring,

targeted
professional
development,
and
orienta
tion.
Because
it
is
difficult
to
separate
the
impact
of

collaboration
from
that
of
other
induction
com
ponents,
little
is
known
about
its
impact
on
new

teacher
quality
or
retention
(Lopez
et
al.
2004).

However,
Kardos
(2004)
finds
a
strong
positive

correlation
between
new
teachers’
regular
collabo
ration
with
colleagues
and
their
job
satisfaction.

Similarly,
Smith
and
Ingersoll
(2004)
find
that

common
planning
time
was
associated
with
signif
icantly
lower
turnover
for
new
teachers
These
stud
ies
were
correlational
rather
than
experimental
and

therefore
could
not
explore
causal
relationships.


The
limited
research
on
new
teachers
and
collabo
ration
has
prompted
a
call
for
more
research
on
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the
circumstances
under
which
new
teachers
sup
port
collaboration
(Johnson,
Berg,
and
Donaldson

2005).


Use of data 

The
use
of
student
assessment
data
is
now
almost
a

universal
expectation
in
school
reform
efforts.
Scott

(2007)
finds
that
97
percent
of
district
officials
in
a

nationally
representative
sample
of
Title
I
districts

said
that
schools
had
increased
the
use
of
student

achievement
data
in
2006/07
to
inform
instruc
tional
decisions
in
an
effort
to
improve
schools.
In

addition,
the
Comprehensive
School
Reform
Quality

Center
(2005)
reported
that
using
data
to
make

instructional
decisions
was
a
key
element
of
21
of

22
comprehensive
school
reform
models
used
in

almost
9,000
schools
nationwide.
The
use
of
data
in

making
instructional
decisions
is
likely
to
continue,

especially
as
part
of
the
current
movement
toward

tiered
instruction
initiatives
such
as
response
to

intervention,
which
uses
student
assessment
data

to
identify
struggling
students,
choose
academic

interventions
for
these
students,
and
monitor
their

progress
(Griffiths
et
al.
2007).


While
studies
have
shown
a
national
trend

in
educators’
use
of
data,
particularly
student

achievement
data,
to
make
instructional
decisions,

use
of
the
strategy
varied.
For
example,
Scott

(2008)
finds
that
all
42
principals
in
case
study

schools
identified
for
restructuring
under
the
No

Child
Left
Behind
Act
of
2001
said
use
of
data

for
instructional
decisionmaking
had
increased

in
their
school.
However,
their
data
use
varied
in

frequency
and
intensity;
some
used
data
weekly
to

plan
lessons
while
others
used
data
only
annually

for
student
grouping.


There
is
little
research,
however,
describing
or

measuring
new
teachers’
use
of
data
for
instruc
tional
decisions.
Recent
studies
suggest
that
many

teachers,
regardless
of
teaching
experience,
lack

the
data
analysis
skills
necessary
to
use
data
to

make
sound
instructional
decisions
(Dembosky

et
al.
2005;
Marsh,
Pane,
and
Hamilton
2006).
One

recent
study
of
nationally
representative
teacher


survey
data
found
that
even
though
data
were
in
creasingly
available
in
schools,
many
teachers
were

not
confident
they
had
the
training
and
tools
to

make
datadriven
decisions
affecting
instructional

change
(Gallagher,
Means,
and
Padilla
2008).
For

example,
67
percent
of
teachers
in
schools
that

were
not
making
adequate
yearly
progress
on
state

tests
believed
that
they
could
benefit
from
more

professional
development
in
adjusting
instruc
tional
content
based
on
student
data.


Many
studies
of
new
teachers’
use
of
data
focus

on
their
math
and
data
skills,
with
an
emphasis

on
their
understanding
of
the
subject
area,
rather

than
on
their
use
of
these
skills
for
pedagogical

purposes.
For
example,
much
of
the
research
finds

that
preservice
elementary
education
teachers
tend

to
have
low
levels
of
math
knowledge
(Darling
Hammond
1999;
Russell
1997;
Scheaffer
2000)
and

difficulty
interpreting
statistical
findings
(Thomas

2002).
These
results
suggest
that
new
teachers

generally
do
not
enter
the
profession
with
a
strong

data
orientation
and
may
have
trouble
with
the

high
level
of
data
use
increasingly
required
in

school
reform.
This
notion
is
supported
by
a
study

in
four
districts
identified
as
leaders
in
data
use;

even
these
districts
felt
a
need
to
provide
training

on
databased
decisionmaking
for
new
teachers

(Datnow,
Park,
and
Wohlstetter
2007).


Like
other
reform
initiatives,
Reading
First
expects

teachers
to
use
student
data
frequently
and
for

multiple
purposes.
For
example,
teachers
use
data

to
group
students,
plan
instruction,
diagnose

students’
reading
needs,
monitor
student
progress,

and
understand
student
achievement
trends
across

the
school.
This
study
compares
new
teachers’

confidence
in
their
data
skills
with
that
of
their

more
experienced
peers.


Support for the reform 

Teacher
support—or
lack
of
support—for
school

reform
can
influence
the
likelihood
of
sustain
ing
or
scaling
up
the
reform
(Steiner
2000;
Taylor

2005).
Other
reform
initiatives
acknowledge
the

importance
of
teacher
support.
For
example,
data
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from
the
Comprehensive
School
Reform
Quality

Center
(2005)
show
that
efforts
to
increase
teacher

support
for
and
fidelity
to
reforms
was
an
element

of
21
of
22
commonly
used
comprehensive
school

reform
models.


While
there
is
a
small
body
of
literature
that

explores
teachers’
attitudes
toward
school
reform,

little
attention
has
been
paid
to
how
teachers’
ex
perience
might
affect
reform.
One
study
suggests

that
teachers’
experience
levels
influenced
their
ac
ceptance
of
and
emotional
responses
to
education

reform
initiatives
(Hargreaves
2005).
The
study


finds
that
teachers
who
were
still
early
in
their
ca
reers
tended
to
be
enthusiastic
as
well
as
adaptable

and
flexible,
while
experienced
teachers
were
more

skeptical
of
reforms
and
adapted
only
if
they
saw

that
a
reform
had
longterm
sustainability.


For
Reading
First,
various
state
evaluations
have

found
support
for
the
reform
among
teachers

(Autio,
Roccograndi,
et
al.
2008;
Autio,
Scott,
et
al.

2008;
Nelsestuen,
Scott,
and
Burke
2008).
The

studies
did
not
look
at
whether
this
support
varied

by
experience,
however,
as
the
Hargreaves
(2005)

research
suggests
it
might.
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appeNDix b 
DaTa souRces aND sTuDy meThoDs 

Data
for
this
study
came
from
previous
statewide

evaluations
of
Reading
First
in
six
states
(Alaska,
Ari
zona,
Idaho,
Montana,
Washington,
and
Wyoming),

conducted
in
2007/08
by
the
Northwest
Regional

Educational
Laboratory
(now
Education
Northwest)

with
funding
from
the
state
department
of
education

in
each
state
that
did
not
require
Office
of
Manage
ment
and
Budget
(OMB)
or
Institutional
Review

Board
(IRB)
clearance.6
State
Reading
First
project

staff
members
agreed
to
share
evaluation
data
for

this
study,
which
also
included
previously
collected

teacher
surveys
and
teacher
and
coach
interview
data

(see
below).
Since
the
study
involved
only
secondary

analysis
of
existing
data
(no
original
data
were
col
lected),
OMB
or
IRB
clearance
was
not
required.


Data sources 

This
study
drew
on
existing
teacher
survey,
teacher

interview,
and
coach
interview
data.


Teacher surveys. A
team
of
evaluators
at
Northwest

Regional
Educational
Laboratory
developed
the

Reading
First
surveys
as
part
of
statewide
evalua
tions.
These
paperandpencil
surveys
were
mailed

to
Reading
First
coaches
at
all
235
Reading
First

schools
to
administer
to
teachers
over
a
threeweek

period
in
spring
2008.
Teachers
were
instructed
to

complete
their
survey
independently
and
received

envelopes
in
which
to
seal
their
responses
to
ensure

confidentiality.
Surveys
were
mailed
back
in
a

single
packet
by
the
reading
coach
at
each
school.

Evaluators
followed
up
with
schools
that
did
not

respond
by
the
due
date,
and
Reading
First
state
di
rectors
generally
encouraged
schools
to
participate,

but
there
were
no
programmatic
or
other
repercus
sions
for
not
returning
surveys.


A
subset
of
19
survey
items
in
four
categories
was

used
in
this
study,
common
across
all
six
states:
sup
port
from
the
reading
coach,
teacher
collaboration,

data
confidence,
and
support
for
the
reform
(see
table

B1).
Factor
analysis
of
the
19
items
confirmed
that
the

four
areas
of
the
study
were
conceptually
distinct.


Factor
analysis
was
used
to
group
like
survey

items
and
create
scales
representing
these
items.

Principal
component
factor
analysis
was
used
to

determine
whether
scales
could
be
created
from

the
survey
items
related
to
three
of
the
topics
of

interest—coach
support,
data
confidence,
and
sup
port
for
reform.
The
factor
analysis
used
a
promax

rotation
because
this
technique
does
not
require

that
the
underlying
variables
be
uncorrelated

(Hair
et
al.
1998)—teachers’
experiences
with
and

perceptions
of
various
components
of
Reading

First
are
probably
closely
related
to
one
another.

With
factor
analysis,
it
is
important
to
check
the

resulting
dimensions
(scales)
for
internal
con
sistency;
this
was
done
using
Cronbach’s
alpha.

Dimensions
with
alpha
of
0.6
or
greater
reliability

were
considered,
as
recommended
by
Hair
et
al.

(1998).
Three
dimensions
emerged
that
accounted

for
62
percent
of
the
variance.
Table
B2
shows
how

the
survey
items
loaded
onto
each
dimension.


Once
these
dimensions
were
identified,
a
scale

score
was
created
for
each
teacher
by
averaging
the

teacher’s
responses
to
the
items
in
each
dimen
sion.
The
three
variables
created
were
then
used
in

subsequent
analyses.


Two
additional
variables
were
used
in
this
study.

First,
the
item
“This
year,
how
often
did
the
read
ing
coach
provide
you
with
feedback
on
your

instruction?”
was
used
individually
because
it
had

a
different
response
scale
than
other
items
(see

table
B1).
Second,
the
item,
“Attending
gradelevel

meetings
is
a
good
use
of
my
time”
was
used
for

usefulness
of
collaboration
because
there
were
no

other
questions
about
collaboration.
Both
items

were
considered
important
to
the
study
because

they
measured
concepts
central
to
the
research

questions.
Prior
to
analysis,
the
distribution
of

responses
to
these
two
items
was
examined
to
de
termine
whether
they
were
appropriate
to
include

in
the
hierarchical
linear
modeling.


Survey
response
rates
were
high:
98
percent
of

schools
returned
surveys.
The
overall
teacher
re
sponse
rate
was
91
percent,
with
a
range
of
85–98

percent
in
each
state
(table
B3).




Table b1 

Teacher survey items, spring 2008 

research area Survey itemsa 

coach support (a variable for our reading coach has helped me become more reflective about my teaching practice. 
coach support was created by even when providing critical feedback, i feel our reading coach is an ally in helping me to 
averaging four survey items) improve my instruction. 

our reading coach is a knowledgeable resource about reading research and practices. 

our reading coach has increased my understanding of how children learn to read. 

frequency of coach feedback This year, how often did the reading coach provide you with feedback on your instruction?b 

data confidence (a variable i am confident in my ability to use data to plan small-group instruction. 
was created by averaging five i am confident in my ability to use data to group students. 
survey items) 

i am confident in my ability to diagnose a student’s specific reading needs using reading-
assessment data. 

i am confident in my ability to understand student achievement trends across our school. 

i am confident in my ability to administer progress monitoring assessments. 

usefulness of collaborative attending grade-level meetings is a good use of my time. 
meetings 

Support for reform (a variable i strongly support the instructional changes that are occurring under reading first. 
was created by averaging i am pleased that our school has a reading first grant. 
eight survey items) 

c i have significant philosophical or pedagogical objections to the approach of reading first.

i think the dibelS is a valid, accurate indicator of student reading ability. 
c in my view, reading first overemphasizes the importance of using dibelS results.

i am very satisfied with the core reading program we are using at our school. 

i feel that i have a voice in our school’s decision making about reading first. 
c instruction in other subjects has suffered because of all of the focus on reading first.

a. Unless otherwise stated, all survey items had the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, and 5 = 
strongly disagree. 

b. This item was measured using the following scale: 1 = never, 2 = once or a few times a year, 3 = once a month, 4 = two to three times a month, 5 = one to 
three times a week, and 6 = daily. 

c. The scale on these items was reversed for analysis, since the statements are negative, whereas other statements are positive. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher surveys administered as part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Education Northwest) 
statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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The
original
dataset
of
the
survey
of
Reading
First

teachers
consisted
of
the
responses
of
3,094
K–3

teachers,
2,991
of
whom
reported
their
years
of

experience
(table
B4).


Coach and teacher interviews.
In
spring
2008,

coach
and
teacher
interview
data
were
collected

from
85
(36
percent)
of
the
Reading
First
schools

across
the
six
states
as
part
of
the
statewide
evalua
tions
conducted
by
Northwest
Regional
Education

Laboratory
(table
B5
lists
the
interview
items
for

the
semistructured
interviews
with
coaches
and


teachers).
The
process
for
selecting
the
schools

for
qualitative
data
collection
varied
across
the

six
states,
depending
on
the
evaluation
needs
and

preferences
of
the
state
project
staff
as
well
as
the

resources
allocated
for
site
visits
in
each
state
(table

B6).
In
Wyoming,
all
seven
schools
were
visited.

In
the
other
five
states,
schools
were
randomly

selected
for
visits.
These
random
selections
were

sometimes
stratified
by
district
(Alaska),
by
geo
graphic
region
(Arizona
and
Idaho),
or
by
cohort

(Washington).
In
Montana,
a
random
selection

from
all
the
schools
was
possible.




Table b2 

scales from survey items by research area, spring 2008 

factor cronbach s Standard 
Scale item loading alpha mean deviation 

coach our reading coach has helped me become more 
support reflective about my teaching practice. .929 

even when providing critical feedback, i feel our 
reading coach is an ally in helping me to improve 
my instruction. .923 .921 3.8 

our reading coach is a knowledgeable resource 

.92 

about reading research and practices. .910 

our reading coach has increased my understanding 
of how children learn to read. .880 

data i am confident in my ability to use data to plan 
confidence small-group instruction. .868 

i am confident in my ability to use data to group 
students. .854 

i am confident in my ability to diagnose a student’s 
specific reading needs using reading-assessment .848 4.1 .62 
data. .830 

i am confident in my ability to understand student-
achievement trends across our school. .736 

i am confident in my ability to administer progress-
monitoring assessments. .676 

Support for i strongly support the instructional changes that 
reform are occurring under reading first. .797 

i am pleased that our school has a reading first 
grant. .768 

i have significant philosophical or pedagogical 
a objections to the approach of reading first. .747 

i think the dibelS is a valid, accurate indicator of 
student reading ability. .706 

.846 3.1 .77 
in my view, reading first overemphasizes the 

a importance of using dibelS results. .702 

i am very satisfied with the core reading program 
we are using at our school. .637 

i feel that i have a voice in our school’s decision 
making about reading first. .598 

instruction in other subjects has suffered because 
a of all of the focus on reading first. .592 

Note: Survey items had the following scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree 

a. The scale on these items was reversed for analysis, since the statements are negative, whereas other statements are positive. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher surveys administered as part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Education Northwest) 
statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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The
different
sampling
plans
in
the
six
states
meant

that
the
states
were
differentially
represented
in

the
qualitative
database.
This
issue
was
addressed

during
a
preliminary
analysis
by
categorizing


responses
by
state
to
determine
whether
findings

were
state
specific.
Results
did
not
differ
substan
tially
by
state,
and
so
state
was
not
considered
in

the
final
analysis
of
the
qualitative
data.




Table b3 

Teacher survey response rates, by state, spring 2008 

School level response 
number of rate for teacher number of k 3 

Teacher level response rate for 
teacher surveys (percent) 

State schools surveyed surveys (percent) teachers surveyed number percent of total 

alaska 14 100 113 107 95 

arizona 85 100 1,339 1,291 96 

idaho 32 97 486 442 91 

montana 12 95 125 123 98 

Washington 85 96 1,254 1,064 85 

Wyoming 7 100 72 67 93 

Total 235 98 3,389 3,094 91 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher surveys administered as part of Northwest Regional Educati
statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 

onal Laboratory’s (now Education Northwest) 

Table b4 

Number of teacher survey respondents at two 
levels of teaching experience, by state, spring 
2008 

experienced 
new teachers teachers (5 or 

State (1 4 years) more  years) 

alaska 22 81 

arizona 519 729 

idaho 141 297 

montana 27 96 

Washington 288 726 

Wyoming 19 46 

Total 1,016 1,975 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher surveys administered as 
part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Education 
Northwest) statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, 
Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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The
reading
coach
was
interviewed
at
each
of
the

85
schools.
All
but
one
site
visit
also
included

interviews
with
two
teachers,
for
a
total
of
169

teacher
interviews
(one
Washington
site
visit

included
only
one
teacher
interview).


In
all
six
states,
the
newest
teacher
at
each
school

was
interviewed.
In
five
states,
the
second
inter
viewed
teacher
was
selected
from
all
remaining

K–3
teachers
by
choosing
the
teacher
whose
first

name
came
last
in
the
alphabet.
This
was
slightly

different
in
Arizona,
a
state
that
emphasized


Reading
Leadership
Teams
in
Reading
First.

The
second
teacher
in
Arizona
was
the
Reading

Leadership
Team
member
with
the
most
years
of

teaching
experience.
Using
this
process,
71
of
the

85
schools
included
interviews
with
both
a
new

teacher
(one
to
four
years
of
experience)
and
an

experienced
teacher
(five
or
more
years
of
experi
ence).
At
six
schools,
two
experienced
teachers

were
interviewed
since
the
newest
K–3
teacher

had
at
least
five
years
of
experience.
At
another

seven
schools,
two
new
teachers
were
interviewed

because
the
second
teacher
selected
alphabetically

was
a
new
teacher.
At
the
final
school,
only
one

teacher
was
able
to
be
interviewed
(a
new
teacher).

In
total,
there
were
85
interviews
with
new
teach
ers
and
84
interviews
with
experienced
teachers.


All
respondents
were
promised
confidentiality;

neither
their
name
nor
the
name
of
their
school

was
linked
to
their
responses
in
any
of
the
evalu
ation
reports
or
in
this
study.
In
addition,
care

was
taken
not
to
provide
descriptive
information

that
might
identify
participants.
For
example,
no

quotations
or
individual
responses
were
used
if

they
included
contextual
clues
that
could
be
used

to
identify
a
respondent.
Notes
from
the
inter
views
were
stored
in
a
database
that
was
password

protected.
The
interview
notes
were
accessible
only

to
the
person
who
conducted
the
interview,
the

project
coordinator
and,
later,
the
evaluators
and

researchers
who
analyzed
the
data.




Table b5 

interview items for coaches and teachers, by research area, spring 2008 

research area respondent interview items 

coach support coach Tell me about working with inexperienced teachers this year, particularly 
those with 1–4 years or fewer of experience. Was this part of your role? do 
new teachers have different needs than veteran teachers? please describe. 

coach support Teacher has your coach helped you change your instruction this year? if so, how? 
(please provide an example.) 

usefulness of collaborative Teacher do you think that attending grade-level team meetings is a good use of your 
meetings time? Why or why not? 

Support for reform Teacher To what degree is reading first good for you as a teacher? Why? 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher and coach interviews administered as part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Education 
Northwest) the statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 

Table b6 

interview sample size and selection method, by state, spring 2008 

reading first schools selected for interviews 

State number percent of total Selection method 

alaska 6 43 random selection of two schools within each of three 
districts 

arizona 28 34 random selection of schools, stratified within seven 
geographic regions 

idaho 15 47 random selection of schools stratified within three 
geographic regions 

montana 6 50 random selection of half the fully funded schools 

Washington 23 27 random selection of half the cohort 3 (newest) schools 
and 12 of 69 more experienced schools 

Wyoming 7 100 all fully funded cohort 2 and 3 schools selected 

Total 85 36 na 

na is not applicable. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher and coach interviews administered as part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Education 
Northwest) statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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Interviewers
were
experienced
evaluators
and

received
twoday
training
in
the
interview
proto
cols.
Both
the
teacher
and
coach
protocols
were

semistructured.
Interviewers
were
instructed
to

ask
each
question
as
it
appeared
on
the
protocol

and
then
to
follow
up
with
probes
to
clarify
any

responses
that
did
not
include
enough
information

or
answer
the
question.
These
protocols
were
based

on
the
stated
aims
of
Reading
First
in
national
and

state
documents,
interviews
with
state
Reading
First

project
staff,
and
findings
of
past
evaluation
reports.

The
protocol
for
teachers
included
three
questions

relevant
to
this
study;
one
coach
interview
question

was
analyzed
for
this
study
(see
tables
B5
and
B7).


Evaluators
also
collected
information
on
teach
ers’
years
of
teaching
experience
and
the
state
they

worked
in.
The
number
of
responses
to
each
ques
tion
varied,
as
teachers
occasionally
did
not
address

the
question
or
chose
not
to
respond
(see
table
B7).


Interviews
with
coaches
and
teachers
were
not

recorded.
Evaluators
were
asked
to
take
detailed

notes,
as
close
to
verbatim
as
possible.


Sample 

The
six
states
in
the
study
included
235
fully

funded
Reading
First
grantees
in
the
2007/08




Table b7 

Total number of interview respondents for each question, by level of experience, spring 2008 

experienced 
respondent item new teachers teachers Total 

has your coach helped you change your instruction this year? if 
so, how? (please provide an example.) 85 83 168 

Teacher do you think that attending grade-level team meetings is a 
good use of your time? Why or why not? 83 80 163 

To what degree is reading first good for you as a teacher? Why? 85 82 167 

coach do new teachers have different needs than veteran teachers? 
please describe. na na 85 

na is not applicable. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher and coach interviews administered as part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Education 
Northwest) statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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school
year.7
All
235
schools
were
included
in
the

survey
dataset.
By
locale,
33
percent
of
schools

were
urban,
30
percent
were
rural,
26
percent

were
in
an
urban
fringe,
and
10
percent
were
in

small
or
large
towns
(table
B8).
Some
46
percent

of
schools
served
more
than
500
students,
and

22
percent
served
300
or
fewer
students.8
Schools

had
been
in
Reading
First
for
one
year
(4
percent),

two
years
(44
percent),
three
years
(5
percent),

four
years
(17
percent),
or
five
years
(30
percent).

Coach
and
teacher
interviews
were
collected
from

a
subset
of
85
randomly
selected
schools.
The

available
characteristics
of
the
teachers
from
the

participating
schools
in
the
study
are
shown
in

table
B9.9


Data analyses 

This
is
a
descriptive
study
with
a
concurrent

mixed
methods
design
(Creswell
2003).
Analyses

of
teacher
surveys,
teacher
interviews,
and
coach

interviews,
described
below,
were
completed

concurrently.


Survey analyses. Survey
data
were
analyzed
using

hierarchical
linear
models
and,
for
one
survey

item,
a
hierarchical
generalized
linear
model,
to

address
the
nesting
structure
that
existed
in
the

data
(teachers
nested
within
schools).
Analysis
of

missing
data
was
performed
prior
to
the
analysis

with
hierarchical
linear
models,
to
address
the

incompleteness
of
the
dataset.


Table b8 

characteristics of participating schools, 2003/04 

percentage of schools 
characteristic (n = 233a) 

School location 

urban 33 

urban fringe 26 

Small/large town 10 

rural 30 

School size 

<100 students 6 

101–300 students 16 

301–500 students 32 

>500 students 46 

years in reading first 

1 4 

2 44 

3 5 

4 17 

5 30 

percentage of students from 233 schools (n = 110,860) 

poverty 

eligible for free or reduced-
price lunch 74 

ethnic/racial composition 

White 31 

hispanic 53 

african american 6 

native american 7 

asian 4 

a. Data are not available for 2 of the 235 schools. 

Source: Authors’ analysis based on U.S. Department of Education (2006) 
and, for years in Reading First, on data collected during Northwest Re
gional Educational Laboratory’s statewide evaluations of Reading First 
in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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Missingdata analysis.
In
preparing
to
analyze
how

a
teacher’s
experience
predicted
teacher
responses

to
the
scales
and
items
described
above,
missing

data
were
examined
to
see
whether
the
nature

of
the
missing
data
might
bias
the
results.
After

cleaning,
the
data
file
contained
survey
results

from
3,094
teachers.
Of
these,
213
had
missing

data
in
one
or
more
of
the
variables
of
interest

(7
percent).
Since
this
value
exceeded
the
preset

cutoff
for
listwise
deletion
(5
percent),
multiple

imputations
were
performed
to
produce
three

complete
and
independent
datasets
(each
with

N =
3,094)
using
NORM
software
(Schafer
1999).

Each
of
the
three
datasets
was
then
used
in
the

hierarchical
linear
model
analysis
to
produce
three

independent
estimates
of
population
parameters

and
their
standard
errors.
Finally,
the
separate

estimates
were
pooled
to
produce
a
single
set
of

population
parameters,
their
standard
errors,
and

their
confidence
intervals
using
Rubin’s
(1987)

rules
for
scaler
estimands.


Hierarchical linear model analysis 1: estimating 
the intraclass correlation coefficient. Because
of

the
nested
nature
of
the
data—teachers
are
nested

within
schools—the
next
stage
of
the
analysis
was

thought
to
entail
hierarchical
linear
modeling
for

four
of
the
five
survey
items/scales
measured
with

a
fivepoint
Likert
scale
(Hox
2002;
Kreft
and
de

Leeuw
1998;
Raudenbush
and
Bryk
2002).
Analysis

of
the
intraclass
correlation
coefficient
(ICC)
con
firmed
that
belief.
The
ICC
represents
the
propor
tion
of
the
total
variance
in
the
outcome
between

schools
rather
than
within
a
school.
Mathemati
cally,
it
is
expressed
as
ICC
=
τ
/
(τ
+
σ2),
where
τ
is

the
variance
in
the
teacher
response
at
the
school

level
and
σ2
is
the
variance
at
the
teacher
level.
ICC

values
range
from
0
to
1.
A
large
ICC
(such
as
0.30)

means
that
a
substantial
portion
of
the
varia
tion
among
teacher
responses
is
associated
with

the
school
in
which
they
teach
(teachers
within

the
same
school
answer
in
fairly
similar
ways).
A

small
ICC
(such
as
0.01)
indicates
that
little
of
the

variation
among
individual
teachers
is
associated

with
the
school.
When
the
ICC
is
extremely
small,

ignoring
the
nesting
and
using
a
singlelevel
model

will
yield
reasonably
accurate
results.


The
following
hierarchical
linear
model,
a
oneway

analysis
of
variation
(ANOVA)
model,
was
fit
to

the
data
to
calculate
τ,
the
variance
of
u0j,
and
σ2,

the
variance
of
rij
for
each
of
the
variables
(results

are
in
table
B10):


Level
1
(teacher
level)
model


Yij
=
β0j
+
rij 

Level
2
(school
level)
model


β0j
=
γ00
+
u0j 

The
ICC
was
then
handcalculated
for
each
vari
able
using
the
equation
in
the
previous
paragraph.


Across
the
measures,
the
ICC
was
large
enough
to

merit
the
use
of
a
multilevel
modeling
technique

to
account
for
the
clustering
of
teacher
responses

at
the
school
level.


Hierarchical linear model analysis 2: estimating the 
strength of association between teacher experi
ence and teacher response.
After
the
ICCs
were

calculated,
the
following
hierarchical
linear
model

was
used
to
estimate
the
strength
of
association

between
the
degree
of
teacher
experience
and

teacher
response:


Level
1
(teacher
level)
model


Yij
=
β0j +
β1j[New]
+
rij 

Level
2
(school
level)
model


β0j =
γ00
+
u0j 

β1j =
γ10


where
Yij is
teacher
response
(individual
or
scale

items
from
table
B10),
and
γ10
is
the
estimated

true
difference
between
new
teachers
(one
to
four

years
of
experience)
and
experienced
teachers

(five
or
more
years
of
experience).
Because
coding

was
done
using
the
experienced
teachers
as
the

referent
category,
the
coefficient
associated
with

being
either
a
new
or
experienced
teacher
(β1j
for




Table b9 

characteristics of surveyed and interviewed teachers, spring 2008 

Surveyed teachers interviewed teachers 

characteristic new experienced 

Total number 1,016 1,975 

average years of experience 2.3 15.3 
(standard deviation) (1.1) (8.8) 

master’s degree or above  223 1,018 
(percent) (21) (51) 

new 

85 

1.9 
(1.1) 

na 

experienced 

84 

15.2 
(7.8) 

na 

grade taught in 2007/08 (percent) 

kindergarten 24 21 

1 26 23 

2 24 24 

3 21 22 

na is not applicable. 

24 

29 

32 

15 

14 

23 

33 

30 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher surveys and interviews collected as part of Northwest Regio
Northwest) statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and W

nal Educational Labor
yoming. 

atory’s (now Education 

Table b10 

Results of random analysis of variance model for 
calculating the intraclass correlation coefficient 

unconditional 
intraclass 

correlation 
Scale/item coefficient 

coach support 0.23 

usefulness of collaborative meetings 0.12 

data confidence 0.06 

Support for reform 0.23 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher surveys administered as 
part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Education 
Northwest) statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, 
Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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each
school
and
γ10
for
the
population
of
schools)

had
a
negative
value
when
the
estimated
mean
for

experienced
teachers
was
higher
than
that
for
new

teachers.
A
fixedslope
model
(β1j =
γ10)
was
used

because
the
number
of
new
teachers
per
school

was
often
too
small
to
produce
a
reliable
estimate

of
random
slopes.


Hierarchical generalized linear model analysis 1.
To

calculate
the
ICC
for
frequency
of
coach
feedback,

the
following
hierarchical
generalized
linear

model
was
used:


Level
1
(teacher
level)
model


Sampling
model:
yij|φij ~Bernoulli(φij)


Link
function
and
structural
model:


log[φij
/
(1
–
φij)]
=
β0j 

Level
2
(school
level)
model


β0j
=
γ00
+
u0j 

where
yij represents
a
teacher
response
of
either

“Once
a
month
or
more”
or
“Less
than
once
a

month.”
This
dichotomous
variable
is
assumed
to

have
a
Bernoulli
distribution.


The
level
1
model
consists
of
the
Bernoulli
sampling

model,
a
logit
link
function
to
“linearize”
the
proba
bility
(φij),
and
a
structural
model
for
the
linearized

outcome.
The
structural
models
for
level
1
and
2
do

not
include
any
covariates,
so
that
level
2
residual

variance
is
unconditional
and
is
used
to
calculate

the
unconditional
ICC.
Several
equations
could
be

used
to
calculate
the
ICC
under
binomial
hierar
chical
generalized
linear
modeling;
the
simplest
is

based
on
a
threshold
model,
with
ICC
expressed
as

ICC
=
τ
/
(τ
+
π2/3),
where
τ
is
the
variance
of
the

level
2
residual
and
π
is
a
constant
3.141593.
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The
independent
estimates
of
τ
from
the
three

imputed
datasets
obtained
with
this
unconditional

model
were
used
to
calculate
an
ICC
for
frequency

of
coach
feedback
of
0.301,
meaning
that
30
per
cent
of
the
variance
in
the
teacher
response
to
this

item
was
associated
with
the
difference
in
schools.

(Technically,
30
percent
of
the
variance
in
the

logodds
of
the
expected
probability
of
a
teacher

answering
“Once
a
month
or
more”
resides
at
the

school
level.)


As
the
variance
of
the
level
2
residual,
τ
represents

the
degree
of
heterogeneity
across
schools
in
terms

of
expected
teacher
response
to
the
item
asking

about
frequency
of
coach
feedback.
The
variance

component
analysis
showed
a
significant
τ;
hence,

the
necessity
for
including
the
school
random
ef
fect
in
the
model.10


Hierarchical generalized linear model analysis 2: 
estimating the strength of association between 
teacher experience and teacher response.
The

analysis
of
frequency
of
coach
feedback
used
hier
archical
generalized
linear
modeling
with
a
logit

link
function
to
estimate
the
strength
of
the
as
sociation
between
teacher
experience
and
teacher

response.
In
the
model
described
below,
yij repre
sents
a
teacher
response
(“Once
a
month
or
more”

or
“Less
that
once
a
month”),
a
dichotomous
vari
able
assumed
to
have
Bernoulli
distribution:


Level
1
(teacher
level)
model


Sampling
model:
yij|φij ~Bernoulli(φij)


Link
function
and
structural
model:


log[φij
/
(1
–
φij)]
=
β0j
+
β1j[New]


Level
2
(school
level)
model


β0j
=
γ00
+
u0j 

β1j
=
γ10


The
level
1
model
consists
of
the
Bernoulli

sampling
model,
a
logit
link
function
to
linear
ize
the
probability,
and
a
structural
model
for
the


linearized
outcome.
The
term
γ10
represents
the

estimated
true
difference
between
new
teachers

(one
to
four
years
of
experience)
and
experienced

teachers
(five
or
more
years
of
experience)
on
the

logodds
metric.
Because
coding
was
done
using

the
experienced
teachers
as
the
referent
category,

the
coefficient
associated
with
being
either
a
new

or
experienced
teacher
(β1j
for
each
school
and
γ10


for
the
population
of
schools)
had
a
positive
value

when
being
a
new
teacher
was
associated
with
an

increased
odds
or
probability
of
answering
“Once

a
month
or
more.”
A
fixed
slope
model
(β1j
=
γ10)

was
used
because
the
number
of
new
teachers
per

school
was
often
too
small
to
produce
a
reliable

estimate
of
random
slopes.


Once
the
gamma
coefficients
were
estimated,
the

odds
were
calculated
by
adding
the
coefficients

while
still
on
the
logodds
(linearized)
metric

and
then
taking
an
exponential
of
this
value.
The

following
formula
was
used
to
transform
odds
(O)

to
a
probability
(φij)
of
reporting
“Once
a
month
or

more”:
φij =
O
/
(1
+
O).
All
these
calculations
were

done
by
hand.
A
unitspecific
model
was
used
for

the
analysis
since
interest
was
in
the
association

between
new
teacher
status
and
a
teacher
response

in
a
given
school.


Interview analyses.
Interview
data
from
teacher

and
coach
interviews
were
loaded
into
Atlasti

Version
5.0
from
Scientific
Software
Development

to
facilitate
coding
and
analysis.
All
data
were

located
in
a
secure
file
accessible
to
researchers.

Initially,
two
of
the
authors
developed
a
code

structure
that
included
a
list
of
“start
codes”
keyed

to
the
interview
questions.
For
example,
teachers’

answers
to
the
question,
“Has
your
coach
helped

you
change
your
instruction
this
year?
If
so,
how?”

was
initially
coded
simply
“yes,”
“no,”
or
“partial”

without
further
qualifying
the
themes
within
the

responses.
Each
researcher
checked
the
utility
of

these
codes
on
half
the
total
set
of
data.
The
start

codes
are
listed
in
table
B11.


Coding
took
place
in
three
stages—open
cod
ing,
coding
a
common
set
of
responses,
and
final

coding.
In
the
open
coding,
researchers
developed


http:model.10


Table b11 

interview data analysis code structure 

code type code and responses 

follow core expectations coach changed grade level meetings reading first good 
program? reasonable? instruction? good use of time? for you as a teacher? 

fp100% fpyes chyes mTgyes rfghigh 
fpmostly fpno chno mTgno rfgmiddle 

Start codes fpexceptions fpSome 

inductive Support from use of data 

chpartial mTgpartial rfglow 

collaboration other 
codes, coach 
teachers coaching data 

coach teaches accountability 

collaboration core fidelity 

lesson planning alternate core change 
students 

coach not in class results 

modeling differentiation 

advice Walk to read 

map-template Supplements constraints 

Time interventions overwhelming 

be consistent high students other subjects 

pacing State tests 

engagement fluency 

shortchanged 

Strategies low students Structure 

english language professional 

observations placements 

organize for assessment 

learner students development 

Supports students funding 

Time reading better teacher 
instruction 

feedback progress monitor 

classroom 

paraprofessionals 

limited prep 
management 

grouping learned about 

resource 

affective 

inductive Working with new coaching focus 

reading 

reading skills missing 

approaches Working with focus/approach 
codes, teachers new teachers 
coaches eager affective 

new teachers experienced teachers experienced teachers 

meetings experienced attitude experienced adjust to 

easier basics 

students’ needs 

modeling experienced change experienced 
classroom 

harder classroom 

management 

observations experienced experienced content 
management 

Same curriculum 

collaboration skills background 

fidelity experienced experienced 

Take less time engagement 

convinced by data curriculum 

Training sessions experienced do their experienced 

Take more time organize for 

own thing instruction 

experienced go experienced 
instruction 

more open instruction 

deeper engagement 

experienced harder experienced 
observations 

(conTinued) 
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Table b11 (conTinued) 

interview data analysis code structure 

code type code and responses 

follow core expectations coach changed grade level meetings reading first good 
program? reasonable? instruction? good use of time? for you as a teacher? 

fp100% fpyes chyes mTgyes rfghigh 
fpmostly fpno chno mTgno rfgmiddle 

Start codes fpexceptions fpSome chpartial mTgpartial rfglow 

inductive challenge reading lesson planning experienced know experienced pacing 
codes, first students 
coaches coaching maps-templates experienced low 
(continued) challenge expectations 

overwhelmed orienting experienced more 
experience 

know it all pacing experienced more 
skills 

Sensitive progress monitor experienced new 
perspective 

Supported by using data experienced take 
other more time 

college 
preparation 

content 
knowledge 

Note: Although codes are grouped by relationship with the research questions, codes were often used across interview questions. For example, teachers 
may have mentioned “data” in response to several questions. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of the 2008 teacher and coach interviews administered as part of Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (now Education 
Northwest) statewide evaluations of Reading First in Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming. 
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codes
inductively
based
on
the
content
of
the

qualitative
responses.
In
this
stage
of
the
analysis,

each
researcher
coded
half
the
data
using
the
start

codes
and
then
developed
a
list
of
inductive
codes.

Qualitative
researchers
then
discussed
the
opera
tional
definitions
of
these
inductive
codes
with

the
full
research
team
to
resolve
any
potentially

problematic
codes
and
finalize
the
list
of
codes.

The
final
inductive
codes
are
listed
in
table
B11.


After
the
codes
were
finalized,
the
two
researchers

coded
a
common
set
of
responses
(a
representative

sample
of
approximately
25
percent
of
the
inter
view
data)
using
the
inductive
codes
to
determine

interrater
reliability
and
reach
consensus
on
how

codes
would
be
operationally
defined.
This
process

continued
with
an
additional
5
percent
of
the
data

until
researchers
were
coding
with
98
percent

agreement.


To
complete
the
final
coding,
the
two
researchers

split
all
the
data
again
by
states.
Each
researcher

took
the
portion
of
the
data
that
the
other
had

coded
during
the
open
coding
and
completed
the

coding
using
the
final
inductive
codes.
Thus,
each

researcher
read
all
the
interview
data.
As
a
final

check,
researchers
reviewed
one
another’s
cod
ing,
and
the
few
minor
discrepancies
were
easily

handled.


Next,
data
displays
were
created
that
addressed

the
four
research
questions
(Miles
and
Huberman

1994).
These
tables
were
sorted
by
interview
pro
tocol
questions
to
determine
how
responses
to
the

interview
questions
related
to
the
research
study

questions.
Tables
were
also
sorted
by
teacher
ex
perience
level
to
determine
how
responses
varied

by
teacher
experience.
Finally,
tables
were
sorted

by
state
to
ensure
that
any
responses
that
varied
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by
state
could
be
reported,
although
variations
by

state
were
not
expected.


Written
memos
illustrated
typical
comments

and
the
range
of
remarks
related
to
findings.

In
addition,
data
displays,
memos,
and
queries


(Miles
and
Huberman
1994)
conducted
within

Atlasti
created
further
opportunities
to
look
for

confirming
and
disconfirming
evidence.
These

steps
allowed
the
research
team
to
develop
its

findings
in
preparation
for
writing
the
final

report.
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NoTes 

1.
 The
Comprehensive
School
Reform
Quality

Center
(2005)
report
contained
descriptions

of
each
reform
model.
The
counts
cited
here

were
obtained
by
systematically
searching
the

descriptors
in
the
report
and
summing
how

many
models
included
coaching,
collabora
tion,
data
use,
and
buyin
as
part
of
their

model.


2.
 In
the
response
to
intervention
tiered
instruc
tion
approach,
students
first
receive
support

in
general
education
classrooms
through
the

core
program.
For
students
who
do
not
re
spond
to
classroom
instruction,
interventions

of
increasing
intensity
are
added.
The
goal

is
to
improve
education
outcomes
by
iden
tifying
struggling
students,
providing
them

with
targeted
interventions,
and
monitoring

responses
to
interventions.


3.
 This
definition
of
“new”
and
“experienced”

teachers
was
based
on
research
findings
that

indicate
that
the
steep
learning
curve
for
new

teachers
extends
well
beyond
the
first
year
of

teaching
(Steffy
and
Wolfe
1997;
Steffy
et
al.

2000).
Teachers
spend
several
of
their
early

career
years
increasing
their
knowledge
of

pedagogy
and
becoming
confident
teachers.


4.
 The
six
responses
options
were
1
=
never,

2
=
once
or
a
few
times
a
year,
3
=
once
a

month,
4
=
two
to
three
times
a
month,

5
=
one
to
three
times
a
week,
and
6
=
daily.

Statewide
evaluation
reports
from
the
six

states
in
this
study
have
collapsed
this
item


into
the
same
dichotomous
variable
for

reporting;
see
Nelsestuen,
Scott,
and
Burke

(2008)
and
Autio,
Roccograndi,
et
al.
(2008)
as

examples.


5.
 Converting
probability
[φ]
to
odds
[φ
/
(1
–
φ)]

yielded
odds
for
new
teachers
of
2.26,
or
1.27

times
that
for
experienced
teachers
(1.78).
The

increase
was
statistically
significant.


6.
 In
Arizona,
Northwest
Regional
Educational

Laboratory
partnered
with
the
Arizona
Pre
vention
Resource
Center
for
the
evaluation.


7.
 Some
states
had
additional
Reading
First

schools
that
were
not
fully
funded.
These

schools
finished
their
full
grants
after
three

years
and
received
partial
funding
and/or

state
assistance
in
2007/08.
These
schools
were

not
included
in
this
study.


8.
 Average
school
size
differed
by
state.
Alaska,

Montana,
and
Wyoming
had
smaller
aver
age
school
sizes
than
Arizona,
Idaho,
and

Washington.


9.
 Teacher
characteristics
such
as
gender
and

race
were
not
available
as
they
were
not
col
lected
by
evaluators.
The
only
characteristic

about
interviewed
teachers
that
was
collected

was
their
years
of
experience.


10.
 The
result
of
variance
component
analysis
for

each
of
the
imputed
data
sets
was
as
follows:
for

dataset
1,
τ
=
1.397,
χ2(224)
=
943.3,
p <
0.001;
for

dataset
2,
τ
=
1.404,
χ2(224)
=
943.6,
p <
0.001;

for
dataset
3,
τ
=
1.385,
χ2(224)
=
938.9,
p <
0.001.
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