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CHAPTER l 

INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Problem 

Hi storically , a shift i n the role of supervision ha s 

o~~c · rred . s~pervision was first a f orm o f in s pection. 

Heald (19 65) in the Enc yclopedia of Ed ucational Research 

s~ated that the inspect i on function origina t ed in 1 709 , 

in Bo s ton. The fi~ st coordinators were lay people . As 

adminis t rative positions were created in growing s chool 

di s tr ic t s, the coordinator ' s role was s hifted f rom lay 

p e o p le to t he professionals. 

Since the time that supervi sion was assigned to 

educators, there has been confl ict between the ''instruc ­

tional" and "the "administrative" aspect s of the 

coordinator' s job. Harris (1977) felt that many of the 

problems in supervision hav e this origin: tea cher3 and 

princ ipals do not understand the i n tended role and often 

equate the coordinator wi th what Harris called "a stereo­

type o:E limited and unpleasant practices" (D. 567). 

The administrative demands of the coordina tor 's job 

are becoming more ccrnplex in today's schools. Government 

regulations, assessment mandates, and competency tests 

1 
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equire time that the coordinator needs for what Unruh 

(l977) called "more desired activities" (p . 566) . 

roLitical, social, economic, and philosophical upheavals 

are re fl ected by the many demands on coordinators of tod ay 

(Campb e ll , 1977). In a time when guidance i n role 

definitions is of prime importance, there is a great void 

in the re search needed to give formal direction to the 

edur:;a t ional coordinator (Buchanan, 1971). 

A n ew emphasis on instructional leadership ln super­

vision h as been the result of the increasing role of 

technology and the general e xp losion of knowledge. Osborne 

and Hur lburt (1971) see the solution in limiting t he 

s6ope of supervisory operations and in developing 

curriculum specialists. 

of these specialists. 

The reading coordinator is one 

The curriculum reading coordinate~ is p laced in a 

position where instructional proficiencies in reading must 

be combined with expertise in organizing materials, 

mas tering financial support, and directing pErsonnel. 

Jurata (1975) felt that a good reading coordinator can 

"influence the direction and quality of a school system's 

~eading program" (p. 123). 

The lack of a formally defined role for the reading 

coordinator is affirmEd by Albert Harris in a letter 
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received in November of 197 8 (Refer e nce No t e 1) . Harris 

(1979) sta t e d: 

I c an reall y s ympathi z e with you when you sa y yo u 
f i nd no thing to read a nd no r e search i n t he are2 
of the reading coordina to r 's role in r apid l y 
gro win g school dis tr ict s. So f a r as I know , 
t here isn't any t o spe a k of . Yo u a re r eal l y i n 
a p ione er, explora t ory pa rt o f t he to tal f i e l d . 
So starting wi th per cep tions o f t h e j ob ~ol~ 
is an intel l i g e n t p l a c e to beg i n . 

Ab re ll (197 4) fe lt that once a c oord inato r under-

. tands hi s or her role functions, there is a need to 

develop a proce ss t hat p r o v ides instru c t iona l l e a dershi p 

and b ehavior that l ead s to "human g rowth a nd f ulfi l l ment ' 

(p. 215) . The p r oce ss s ho uld empha siz e t he under s tand ing 

of one's s k ills, talent s, and resourc e s. Self-

r espon s i bility, self-management, and decision making 

would be c haracte r i stics of the person. The per f ormance 

of the role functions can result in the coo r dinator 

feel ing e motionally enhanced and intellectually richer. 

The " self-actualized" person described by ~a.slow (1956) 

fi ts the description of the desired leadership traits for 

coordinators given by Abrell (1974, p. 213 ) . 

Robinson (1977) saw effective educational leaders 

as persons who are able to stimulate, challenge, and free 

the persons around them to perform at a high level of 

competence. Involving other people in fulfilling the 
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go~ls of the organization is essential. The good leader 

W3n~s to work with people in conditions that motivate 

people t o do their best. 

Th is study, therefore, was designed beca~se of the 

n2ed fo r a formal role definition for the reading coordi-

na.tor . It is hoped this study will provide a role 

definition which may facilitate providing leadership for 

·~acher s, principals, and other administrators as they 

pl an and provide reading programs to students in schools. 

An attempt will be made to compare leadership traits of 

the "self -actualized" leader as defined by Ma slow (1 95 6) 

to the performance ratings given to the r eading coordinator 

by the reading coordinator, the curriculum director, 

princ ipal s, and teachers. 

Purpose of the Study 

Thi s study had two major purposes: (a) to determine 

the ro le of the administrative reading coordinator as 

perceived by teachers, elementary principals, the 

coordinators, and curriculum directors in 10 Texas 

suburban school districts, five of the districts employing 

an administrative reading coordinator, and (b) to deter­

mine the effectiveness of the five reading coordinators as 

evaluated by the coordinators themselves, their pri~cipals, 
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teac her s, and curriculum d i rectors. An attempt wa s mad e 

tc Je termine whe t her the read ing coord i na t o r s exhibit a 

l igh level o f se l f -actual ization a s t hey perfor m the i r 

tasks. 

More s pe cific a l ly , the study at tempted to an swe r the 

foll owing qu e s tions: 

1 . I s the r e a s ignif ican t d i ff ere nce among t he 

dlf ferent role/ ro l e indicators as perce i v ed by the 

adminis trative reading coordinator (ARC) and the sa~e role/ 

role indic a tors as perc e i v ed by teachers and/or princi pals 

and curriculum d irectors ? 

2 . I s there a sig n if i cant di ff e rence i n t he i mpo r ­

tanc e of any o f the role indicators as perceiv ed in 

distric t s with an ARC compared to dist~icts wi~hout an 

ARC with eac h o f t he following g roups: teache rs, 

principal s, and curriculum directors? 

3 . I s there a significant difference between the 

desired and actual performance of the ARC i~ role 

indic a tors as eval uated by teachers, principals, reading 

coordinators, and curriculum directors in the five 

di ~tricts with reading coordinators? 

4. Is there a difference between the performance of 

the ARC in each role indicator as perceived by the 
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co··)rdinator compared to the performance as seen b y 

teachers, princ i pals, or curriculum directors? 

5. Are the f i ve reading coordinators se lf-

actualiz ing persons? Is there a relation s hip between 

self-actual ization possessed by each coordinator and her 

(;ffectivene ss as meas ured by her principals, teachers , 

curr iculum directors, and the coordinator herself? 

6. Who assumes the leadership ro le in read i ng in 

districts without an a dministrative reading coordinator? 

Mo re specifically, the following null hypotheses 

were tested : 

1 . The mean for the role / r o le indicator item of 

the reading coordinators is not significantly different 

from the mean of the same role/ role indicator of each 

of the other populations. 

Ho: mean (coordinators) mean (teachers ) 

Ho = mean (coordinators) = mean (principals) 

Ho = mean (coordinators) mean (curriculum 
director s ) 

2. The mean for the rated importance of each role / 

role indicator by teachers, principals, and curriculum 

directors in dis~ricts with and without ARCs are no t 

significantly different. 

mean (teachers with 
coordinators) 

= mean ( teachers without 
coordinators) 
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mean (p r inc i pal s wi th 
coordin a tor s 

mean (curri culum 
directors with 
coordinators ) 

= me an (principal s 
wi thout coordi nators) 

mean (curriculum 
directors without 
coordina t ors) 

Tlis wil l be a two- ta i led test with an alpha level of . 05 . 

"') 
..j • The mean for t he rated importance of each role 

:r 'icator by each population g roup is not significantly 

iffe r ent from the mean of the performance rating of the 

coordinator i n tha t spe c if i c role ind icato r. 

mean (teache~ rated 
importance of role 
indi cator) 

mean (principal 
rated impo rta nce of 
role i nd icator 

mean (curriculum 
director r ated 
performa nce o f ro le 
i nd i ca tor ) 

mean (ARC rated 
import~nce of role 
indicator ) 

mean (teacher rated 
performance of 
coordinator in that 
role indicator) 

mean (pr incipal r ated 
pe rformance of 
c oo r din a t o r in t hat 
ro l e indicato r ) 

= mean ( c urricul~m 

direc tor rated perfor ­
mance of coo rdinator 
i n t hat role i ndicator) 

= mean (ARC ~ated perfor ­
mance o f coordinato r 
in t ha t r ole i n d ic a t or) 

4. The mean of t he r a ted per f ormanc e in each role 

indicator as perceived by the ARC is not si gni f ican tly 

diffe ren t f r om the mean of the performan c e rating as 

pe rce ived by the other three population g roups. 

mean (coordinator 
ranked performance) 

= mean (teacher ranked 
perfo r manc e ) 



mean (coordinator 
rated performance) 

mean (coord inato r 
rated performance) 
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mean (principal rated 
performance ) 

= mean (curriculum 
d irecto r rated 
perfo rmance ) 

All hypothe ses were tested at the alpha level of . 05 . 

Ftr q uest i o n 5, an ad hoc analysis of varianc e wa s d o n e to 

dete rmine if any significant differences were presen t 

between the means of the rating s g i ven the reading coordi -

nators in each of the four comprehensive roles on the Role / 

Rol e Indicators Assessme nt Instrument . The ~ ewman -Keul s 

was use d to determine which of the means were significantly 

d i fferent f rom each o ther. The s cores of e2ch readin g 

coordinator from the Personal Orientati o~ Inventory we re 

compared to the findings of the Ne·wman-Keuls test. 

Question 6 was descriptively an swere d using info r-

mat ion fr om the personal interv iews with the curriculum 

di rec tors and information from the data sheet attached 

to the Role/ Role Indicators Assessment Instrument mailed 

to curricul um directors and priGcipals in di stricts without 

read ing coordinators. 

Rationale 

Importance of Research-Based Role Definition 

Four areas will be discussed to support the need fo r 

a research-based role definition f or reading coordinators. 

These areas include: 
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1. the lack of a research-based role definit~o~; 

2. the need for agreement between teacher a nd 

reading coordinator; 

3 . the need for agreement between a dmi nis trator s 

Gnd readi ng coordinators; and 

4. the presence of frustration on the part of the 

reading coordinator caused by the lack of a de f ined rol e . 

A search of the literature by the investigator 

uncovered no research-based definition of the role of the 

reading coordinator. What little research there is 

is in the area of general curriculum supe r vision . 

The International Reading Assoc ia t ion's -ro fe ss iona l 

Standards and Ethics Committee compiled Guidelines for 

the Professional Preparation of Reading Teachers (1978 ) . 

Some attitudes and skills for reading coo~dina tors are 

included in this instrument. An interv iew i n Oc tober, 19 78 

with Olive Niles, who served on the co~~ittee, re realed 

the fact that the committee had no real research studies 

to u se in compiling the instrumer.t (Reference No te 2). 

Teache~s need and deserve the mear.s and support to 

face the demands being placed on them in today's soc ie t y 

(Niedermeyer, 1976). If effective reading supe~vision is 

to be a re~lity, teachers and administrators must agree on 

goals and standards. This agreement could make possible 
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a def ined role for the reading coordina tor t hat would result 

in a uni fied attemp t to meet t he needs of the students . 

I n reality the r e should be a parallel function f or 

teache r and coordinator, t o af fect change in the student 

, .dsett , 1977). The teachers i n the asca (19 76) s tudy 

felt coordinators spe nt too much time in general p robl e m 

solving a nd not enough time solving individual probl e~s. 

Eight percent of the teachers in a study by Lovell and 

Phel p s (1 977) r eported having had no supervisory contact 

and mor e important, over 50 % of the teachers in this study 

listed se rvices were not ava i labl e whe n need e d . 

Gordon (1976 ) investiga t e d confere nc e s held b e t we e n 

teacher s and coordinators. There was a great contrast in 

how the two groups viewed the successful conference. The 

teachers valued conferences that pro v ided psychological 

support and a willingness by the coordinator to li ste n. 

The coordinator valued the opportunity to adv ise and inform 

t he teacher. This lack of agreement indicates a real need 

f or coordinators to look at teacher needs and expec tations. 

The importance of the formulation of common objec­

tives for the principal and coordinators is stressed by 

Robinson (1977). Robinson is convinced that the principal 

must view reading as an important part of the school 

program and be willing to support the activities of the 
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readin g coordinator. Cormnon planning and workin g together 

can p rovide support for the reading prog ram when the 

coordinator cannot be in the building. A study by Parson 

(197 7) recognized the principal as the teachers' most-used 

consultant . Therefore, the identification of the role of 

the reading coordinator must be made in conjunction with 

the ne ed s and desires o f the principals. 

The need for greater agreement between school admin­

istrator s and reading specialists wa s studied by a special 

commi ttee of the International Reading Association in 1966 

(Avery , 1972). The committee discovered real animositie s 

between administrators and re ading s pec ialists. Recornrnen -

da t ions from the committee encouraged administrators to 

conside r the quality of reading instruction, to establish 

an a ttitude and an atmosphere to enhance the program , and 

t o p rovide funds to implement effective prog rams and 

reading coordinators to address the needs of the adminis­

tra tors who make the decisions that influence all students, 

teachers, and school personnel. 

Crews (1979) found that coordinators became frustrated 

when the role definition assigned the coordinator was not 

clearly understood or stated. She stressed the importance 

of a commonality between the role assigned and the 

coordinator's conception and understanding of what his or 

her role should be. 
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Importance of Proper Leadership Attributes 

The defined role of the reading coordinato r a nd t he 

proper leadership attributes are both i mpo rtant i f a 

va l i d study of reading leadership is to be a r eali t y . 

Fiedle r (1 967 ) stated that his research in l e a dershi p 

indica te s that lea dership performance d epend s on the 

leader ' s attributes and the organiz a tion utilizing his or 

he r l eadership. Fiedler defined the effectiv e leader as 

11 0ne who tends to be effective in one situation" (p. 261). 

Abrell (1974) saw the successful coordinator a s a 

"humanistic superv isor" (p . 212). He def i n e d t he huma nistic 

supervi sor as 

one who possesses and develops chara cteristics 
t hat enable him or her to consistently affirm 
a constructive, other-centered action that 
l eads to the growth of others, to the impro ve ­
me nt of instruct i on, and to h i s or her own 
sel f -improvement. (p. 213) 

Because of this leader, all persons in the organizat i on 

emerge more fully as self-actualizing human beings. 

Abrell's (1974) description of the humanistic leader is 

s i milar to that of Maslow's (1956) self-actualized person. 

Valett (1974 ) defined self-actualization as the "dep th of 

a man's potential" (p. 11) . 

Maslow's (1956) motivational psychology implies that 

if psychological needs are satisfied, the higher level 
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needs become operative. There is a need for 11 Se l f -

actua lization, .. the use o f one 's tal ent s in a creati ve 

venture (p . 160). Real pleasure a nd satisfaction come 

from the self-actualized person ' s wor k . The coordinator 

with internalized values toward sel f - actualization must 

have an e n v ironment where these values may be expre ssed 

in behav ioral characteris t ics (Margulie s , 1979 ) . If an 

individual environment does not include the basis for 

physical and psychological survival , no amount of effort 

on the part of the workers in tha t environment will r e sult 

in succe ss (Maddox , 1 975) . A d efined role is part of this 

basis fo r psychological suppor t t hat is necessa r y for 

succe ss . 

Assumptions 

The fo llowing assumpt i o ns we re made oy t he inve st i ­

gator after the rationale for the study was defined : 

l. Reading coordinators can serve as effective 

consultants to teachers and principals as they work 

toge ther to improve the school's reading program in 

suburban school cistricts. 

2. Reading coordinators need to be aware of the 

needs and concerns of the teachers, the principals , and 

other administrators before they can meet these needs. 
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3 . Re ading coordinators need to pos sess special 

skil ls and aptitudes to carry out their defined ro les . 

The personal attribute s of the coordinator can 

aid or h inder in the s uccess f ul performance of his o r 

ler r ole . 

De f init ion of Terms 

The fo llowing definitions wer e a dopted for the p ur po se 

o£ thi s s tudy : 

Administrative Read ing Coord inator (ARC) --an 

admin is trative curriculum coordinator with mu l ti - school 

as s i gnments in the are a of re~ding in one o f f i ve Texa s 

suburban s chool districts . The ARC \vorks unde r c urricu lum 

director s . 

Curriculum Directors-- ten di r e cto rs or supe r in t e n dents 

who serve a s heads of cur riculum departments ·n 10 

suburban s c hool districts. 

Pr incipals--elementary principals in 10 suburban 

schoo l dis tricts. 

Self -actualized per sons --persons with self -mo~i vation 

who are able to work to their potential mo s t of the time. 

These people are able to work with other s in s uch a way 

that their co-workers also become more sel f -actualized 

(Valett, 1974). 
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Pe rsonal Orientation Inventory (POI) --an inventory 

i·ur the measurement of sel f -actualization written by 

~ .. ere tt L . Shostrom and published by Educational and 

r c~.). o.l,' tr ial Testing Service. 

\.r: s t rume n t . 

The PO I is a norm- referenced 

Ro le/ Role I ndicators As sessment Instrument-- a 

~0~s tionnaire based on research- based role functio ns in 

.:~ l e rv is ion . It was the formal instrument used in 

12fini ng the role of the ARC and in e aluating the p r e sent 

p- rfo rmance of five ARCs. 

In te rview Questionnaire --script for in t er i ews with 

reading coordinators, curriculum directors with reading 

coord inators, and curriculum directors without reading 

coord inators. There were three sets of interview 

que stions . 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was conducted with the following limita­

tions : 

1 . The school districts were all suburban d istricts. 

Thi s localized the study and any generalizations from the 

s tudy were limited to the 10 districts or similar districts. 

2. This study was limited to the districts' 

elementary schools. 
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3 . Thi s study wa s limited by the number of q estion­

n~ · re s re turned by t he participants . 

4. The r e s ponse s t o interv iew questions asked the 

.,,_:rric ul um directo r s an d ARC s in the per s o al interviews 

lr,q;:;t b e accepted a s t r ue indications of t he feeli n g s o f 

those who were inter viewed . 

5 . The po pu l ation groups to be studied were of 

various s iz e s. To t a l population partici pation was 

possib l e for the cur ric u lum direc t ors a nd ARCs . The total 

populat ion of t hese two s ampl es was smaller t han the 

random sampling of the t e acher group a nd the number o f 

principals from the to ta l p r i ncipal 2 mp l e who cho se to 

part ic ipa t e . 

6 . The s mal l n umber o f coo r dinators and curriculum 

di rectors in the s t u dy i~di cated that the possibilit of 

a n inflated " t " score wa s somewha t greater . For a smal l 

number , the "t" distribution hc.s a larger vari a nce than 

the standa rd normal distribut i on (S c ho eni n ge r & Insko , 

1971 , p . 1 5 5 ) . 

7 . The role indicators t h at comp r i se the Ro le/ Ro l e 

Indicato rs Asse ssmen t In strume nt were f r om re s earch 

s t udie s t h at defined genera l r o les o f s upe r vi s ion . Each 

ro le indicato r was chosen f or use beca u s e it ha d a l r eady 

b e en i d e n tified as a hig hl y -rated or highly- d esired r o le 
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~ndicator. This previous screening of the role indicators 

may h ave prevented a wide range of ratings on the 

i rr1po rtance scale of the assessment instrument. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED RES EARC H 

This survey of the literature was designed (a) to 

look at the role functions for curriculum coordinators 

as d efined in research, (b) to investigate the findings 

that pertain to evaluation of performance in particular 

curr iculum role functions, (c) to explore the leade~ship 

traits o f the self-actualized person from research, and 

(d ) to discuss research studies in which self-actualized 

per sons were identified. 

Studies Designed to Define the Role 

of the Curriculum Coordinator 

Five research studies,in which a formal rol e fo r 

coordinators was explored, were discussed. These fi v e 

studies are by Lovell and Phelps (1977), Nasca (1976), 

Ma ddox (1975), Jeran (1974), and McCoy (1975). 

In the Fall of 1974, a task force was appointed b y 

t he Tennessee Association of Supervision and Curriculum 

Development to study instructional supervision. There 

was a general concern in the state that the needs of 

teachers were not being met. The task force was composed 

of supervisors, principals, state pe~sonnel, a 

18 
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superinte nd ent, two assistant superintendents, and 

univer~ity personnel, including Lovell and Phelps. 

The task force first reviewed literature and made 

as s umptio ns about ideal leadership. Questionnaires were 

sent out to collect information about the number and 

l eng h of classroom observations and conferences , 

personne l participating in the conferences, and the 

percept ions of teachers, principals, and supervisors of 

the vi sits and conferences. The task force also wanted 

to know which services were being provided and to what 

cegree t hey were being provided. 

The questionnaires were sent out in May of 1975, and 

were c omputer tabulated. A 65 % return was received. 

The dat a were analyzed and published in May of 1976. 

The following findings were listed: 

1. Teachers stated they received more visits from 

pr incipals than from supervisors. 

2. Principals and supervisors agreed that they had 

frequent contact with each other. 

3. Half of the teachers who received visits from 

supervisors did not have a conference before or after the 

visit with the supervisor. 
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4e Principals observed to evaluate teachers. Super-

visor s observed for other reasons, such as observing to 

give c as sroom management support or helping to diaqnose 

learning needs of students. 

5. Fifty percent of the teachers listed service s they 

needed but did not have available. 

6. Seventy percent of the teachers wanted to be more 

involved in district-wide planning. 

7 . Some desired services included teac hing demon­

s tration lessons, consulting about problems, sharing 

cowmunications from administrators, helping define 

ob jectives, helping plan activities, sharing of motivational 

technique~ for use with students, developing curriculum, 

conducting research, providing psychologica l support, 

sugges ting new ideas, assisting in classroom organization, 

and bringing about change. 

8. All groups in the study felt that servi ces should 

be increased. 

9. The greatest areas of teacher satis f c tion with 

supervisors were in the areas of materials, providing 

information about- opportunities for professional growth , 

and evaluating programs. 

The Nasca study was reported in 1976. The 23 tasks 

for supervisors used in his questionnaire were based on 
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job d sc r iptions for supervisors from 10 districts and on 

interviews with si x supervisors. The t asks were divided 

into ~ix categories: testing, curriculum, instruction, 

cl as s oom management, professional task s, and administra­

t ion . The supervisors a dded three tasks t o the list. 

The asks were then put into questionnaire form to be 

used wi th teachers and superv isors. A 5- point scale 

a llowed the weighing of the importance of the task and the 

degree to which the task was actually being accomplished 

by supervisors. 

The finding s included the following : 

l . A moderate relationship existed between the 

frequency of the participation in a task and the perceived 

val ue of the task. 

2 . The teachers and the s upervisors did not a g ree 

on the v a lue of the inservice role. 

3. The most valued tasks were related to direct 

input into the classroom. Tasks included assistance with 

curriculum writing, and help with specific problems of 

the classroom and/or the instructional program. 

4. Teachers wanted inservice to be based on speci fi c 

needs and preferred field-oriented inservice with class­

room resource assistance. 
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5 ~ The supervisors rated organizing and carrying on 

expe rienc e s with children as the most rewarding t asks . 

They also enj oyed giving advice about kinds of instruc ­

tion . 

6~ The teachers ranked test interpretation, identi ­

ficat ion of materials, the offering of advice, and the 

teaching of demonstration lessons as the most helpful 

o f the ta sks. 

7. The administrators requested more advice on 

tests, help in giving tests, and participation in team or 

grade-level meetings of teachers. 

8 . High-valued tasks performed with low frequency 

included the suggesting of curriculum ideas to teachers, 

carrying on of instructional activities with children , 

ga thering o f materials for teachers, inf orming teachers of 

pro f e ssional meetings, organizing inservice , and partici ­

pating in team and/or grade-level meetings. 

9. The administering of tests was a low-valued task 

with high frequency performance. 

Maddox's study in 1975, defined 37 desir£c behavio~s 

for curriculum supervisors in Alabama. A questionnaire of 

48 behaviors was written after Maddo x had reviewed the 

literature. College professors, princ ipa l s, s upervi sors, 

and classroom teachers participated in the study . 
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Ten b e haviors were selected as being the most 

important . These behaviors fell into four categor i es : 

instruct i onal improvement, curriculum development, admin ­

is trat ive and personnel behaviors, and evaluation 

be havior s . The four tasks falling in the area o f instruc ­

tiona l improvement included keeping teacher s informed 

about new methods and ideas, assisting teachers in the 

sel ection of instructional materials and services, and 

conferr ing with groups of teachers and individual teachers. 

Setting up and working with curriculum committees , super ­

vi sing the deve lopment o f curr i c ulum guides and courses of 

study, p roviding assistance for teachers as they develop 

c urriculum materials, and securing consultant assistance 

in curriculum development were highly rated. Participating 

in the development of policy rel ated directly to instruc ­

tion , provid ing opportunities fo r teachers t o prepare 

evaluations, and giving suggestions for improvement of 

s upervi sion concluded Maddox's list o f the 10 most hig hly­

rated functions of supervision. 

A Colorado study by Jeran (1974) in open-space 

elementary schools was designed to decide \vhat supervisor 

functions were important and t o make recommendatio n for 

supervisors working in open-space schools. The data 

included the responses of 92 supervisors, 93 principa l s, 
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and 253 tea chers from 27 Colorado districts. Jeran based 

his need for research upon the conclus ion that open - space 

di s t ri t s have special needs in the area of supervisio n, 

tha t there is a trend toward open-space schools, a n d that 

s upe rvision has changed little, though t h e s etting for 

educ ation is changing. 

Jeran (1974) reached the f ollowing conclusion s: 

1 . Providing assistance and encouragement wer e the 

t wo most highly-desired services. 

2 . The principals and supervisors were i n mor e 

agreement about the functions of supervision than we~e the 

teacher s and principals. 

3 . Principals and supervisors ranked high in the 

function of supervisory time used in communicating with the 

principal regarding plans f or s taff , pupils , nd school . 

The pr incipals wanted frequent meetings with t he super­

visors. 

4. The teachers felt a special need f o r helping in 

organizing to create a climate for learning . 

5. Principals and supervisors stressed the impor­

tance of assisting teache r s in organizing and managing 

classrooms. 

6. Scheduling, grouping , creating materials, 

diagnosing student's needs, prescribing to meet the 
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student 's needs, evaluating, creating interest centers, 

cha nging rol es, and manipulating the environment we re all 

conc e ·ns of all groups in the study. The effectiveness 

o f t ho sup ervisor working in the open-space setting 

demaLd s i n service training for teachers to help with the 

t ran si tion from the traditional to open-space. The 

pr in i pals and the supervisors felt the ne ed to provide 

time within the day for teams to participate i n planning 

with and consulting with the principals and supervisors. 

Duval County, Florida, was the setting for a study 

by McCoy (1975) focused on the desirability of certain 

supervisory tasks for supervisors working in inno vative 

programs. Questionnaires were used with 151 teachers and 

eight principals. Personal interviews were used f or 

verbal responses about the helpfulness of s u pervisors in 

i nnovations. The participants in the McCoy study rated 

four specific areas of supervisory support as i mportant: 

curriculum materials and resources, instructional 

principles and practices, human relations and communi­

cations, and comprehensive planning. 

The principals and teachers were in agreement that 

the five most important areas of supervisory behaviors were 

as follows: 
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1. Making provisions for cooperative decision 

making. 

2c Helping teachers build confidence in themsel ves 

by he lping them be successful in small tasks and by 

cre a t i ng a climate conducive to change. 

3 . Helping teachers see how a desired new b e h avi o r 

has an advantage over present practices . 

4. Providing for teacher i~volvement in all facets 

o f innova tion. 

5 . Providing for adequate communication. 

The study indicated a need for supervi s or s to spe~d 

muc h time in buildings where teachers are to be s e r ved . 

The supervisors ' time spent in demonstrating and showing 

n ew ideas for classroom use was appreciated b y tea chers . 

Teachers needed encouragement as they worked wi t h new 

program ideas and materials . 

The Evaluations of Performance of Curriculum 

Supervisors in Specified Role Function s 

The following studies were based on evaluations o f 

t he performance of supervisors in spec i f ied r ole s of s uper-

vision . The roles of inservice, conferenc i~g , s upport for 

principals , and resource support for teachers were 

discussed. 
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A l ook at desired supervisory practices in providing 

inservice fo r teachers was the pro ject of Zigarmi , Betz , 

and J_nsen (197 7) in a statewide study in South Dakota . 

Tea c hers i n all districts of the state responded to a 

questionna i re designed to find out what inservice experi ­

ences t e acher s had had in the past 2 years and how useful 

t he experience s had been. The number o f t eachers res pond­

i ng was 1 ,23 9 and they listed 21 types of inservice that 

fe ll into five groups: workshops, college classes, faculty 

meet ings , observations of and assistance from other 

t eachers , and professional reading. 

The most used, one-day regional workshops, was cited 

a s being least useful. Outside consultants brought into 

workshop s received low ratings. Faculty meetings planned 

by the teachers were ranked as the most useful . There 

were six common factors in high ratings o f inservice t ype s: 

qualities of newness, opportunity to choose between 

severa l options, emphasis on teacher interests, longer 

inservice experiences, support for the idea that t eachers 

learn from teachers, to provide more intensive study, and 

teacher involvement in planning the inserv ice. Teachers 

rated bulletins, newsletters, use of outside consultants, 

faculty meetings planned by administrators, and use of 
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sa l es representatives from companies as less favorite 

inse r ice activities. 

The hypothesis that teachers learn from other teachers 

wa s the basis for a study by Coody (1967 ) , in which four 

groups of teachers observed demonstrat i on teaching . There 

wa s a control group, a group which observed without super­

vi s ion of any kind, and a group that was briefed before the 

demonstration lesson and given opportuniti e s for partici ­

pation in group discussion led by a supervisor after the 

demon strat ion. A fourth group had briefings before the 

demons tration and indiv idual conferences with supervisors 

af terward. All groups profited from the demonstration 

teaching sessions but the fourth group showed positive 

change s in attitude toward teaching. 

The personalized follow-up to inservice was a part of 

a study by Boyd (1961) on the use of television for inser­

vice with math teachers. Three groups o f teachers 

participated. One group saw the television work shops and 

had f ollow-up conferences with consultants. A second group 

saw television workshops but had no consultant contact. 

The third group had face-to- face lecture, no television or 

personal consultation. The group watching television work~ 

shops and receiving perso~al conferences with consultants 

after the workshops profited more than the other two 
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gro ups. Just as the personal conference is desirable as 

a compan ion tool with inservice, the personal contact 

betwee . supervisor and teacher or supervisor and principal 

is impor tant on a more informal basis. 

Go rdo n (1973) defined the conference as anything 

"from a casual meeting in the faculty lounge to a highly 

s tructure d conference planned as the result of a predeter ­

mi n e u nderstanding" (p. 461). He conducted his study to 

de te rmine what behaviors supervisors felt were the most 

effective for working with teachers in the one-to-one 

con fere nce . One hundred and twenty -two persons s e rving 

as supervi sors in eleven districts of ew York responded 

to a questionnaire that employed the Critical Incident 

Technique as outlined by Flanagan. The supervisors were 

asked to describe briefly a successful conference they 

had had and determine what they had done to make the 

conference successful. 

Five reasons for having conferences were suggested: 

information gathering, listening, advising and informing, 

diagnosing, and supporting. Advising and informing was 

the most reported behavior in the confere nce setting. 

Supporting, listening, diagnosing, and information 

gathering followed in order. Experienced supervisors used 

advising and informing more than the less experienced 
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superviso rs. Fully-certified supervisors did less 

advisi ng and informing. Supervisors initiated 62 % of 

the ~ onferences. Teachers were responsible for 29 %, 

and other persons for 9 %. 

Go r don's 1976 follow-up study included teachers and 

t he ir p e rceptions of conferences with supervisors. The 

elementa ry teachers reported the support ing purpose of the 

c onfer e nce most frequently, while secondary teachers 

r ated t hi s purpose second. Seventy percent of t he respon ­

dents were females who perceived supervisors as being most 

ef fect ive in a supporting role. The males in the study 

valued the advising and informing functions the most . 

The three main reasons for conferences initiated by 

teacher s were curriculum planning (38 %) , classroom 

problems (27 %), and classroom performance (9 %) . The three 

major reasons for the supervisor initiatea conferences 

were discussing classroom observation (34 %) , curr -' culum 

planning (22%), and classroom performance (15 %). Teachers 

with a master's degree plus 20 semester hours valued the 

advi sing and informing role (86 %). Teachers with the 

bachelor's degree and those with a master 's but no addi ­

tional hours beyond the master' s showed a greater need 

for the supporting role. 
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Experienced supervisors in Gordon's (1976) study 

used advi sing and informing more than other con fe rence 

ro les. Supervisors with less experienced placed greater 

emphasi s on listening and information gathering . Teachers 

i n the study preferred conferences with s upe r vi sors who 

provided psychological support. The pe rspect ive super ­

v isor who has personal contact with teache rs and is willing 

to use opportunities to share ideas and t eaching resources 

i s highly v alued as a resource person. 

A Right-to-Read funded program in Pittsburgh employed 

four reading specialists. The s pecialists worked under the 

guidance o f the University of Pittsburgh in the roles of 

diagnosis, instruction, building inservice, and resource 

help f or teachers and parents. Bean's (1979) study was 

des igned to identify role functions of the reading 

s pecialists according to the impact o f the role function s 

on s tudents. Fourteen role functions were identified. 

The time the specialists spent in the different role 

func tions differed according to the t ime of the year . The 

frequency of the resource role was small; yet, it recei v ed 

the highest rating. 

Interpersonal and communication skills were a s 

important as the knowledge of the reading process and 

methodology. The specialists had been g i v en guidance and 
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i n struction in leadership skills, awareness of their 

l e adership styles, steps in the decision-making process, 

a nd techniques for communicating. Frequent meetings of 

t he spec ialists and the university coordinator permitted 

g r oup di scussion and problem sharing. The specialists 

we re r equired to give frequent feedback to the teachers 

a bout the students and methods being used in the special 

p r ogram , to solicit and accept information f rom teachers 

about c ognitive and affective needs of each child , to 

c oordinate their programs with classroom teachers and to 

make c hanges when feasible for the cla ssroom program . Th e 

pr incipals' recognition of the need for time to plan and 

t he need for consultant support from the specialists a nd 

the university was a reality in Bean's s tudy . 

Traits of the Self-actuali zed 

Leader from Re s earch 

Maslow (1956) conducted studies based on psycho­

logi cally healthy individuals. He was looking for a 

firmer foundation for the theory o f therapy , of pathology 

and, therefore, of values. He observed di ffe rences that 

e xi sted in the motivational lives of healthy peo ple and 

of others "i.e., people motivated by growth needs 

contrasted with those motivated by the bas ic needs'' (1968, 

p. 25). The healthy people have gratified their basic 
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needs for safety, belongingness, love, respect, and self-

es teem so that they are motivated primarily by 

trends to self-actualization (defined as ongoing 
ac tualization of potentials, capacities, and 
talents, as fulfillment of mission, as a fuller 
knowledge of, and acceptance of, the person's own 
i ntr insic nature, as an unceasing trend toward 
unity , integration or synergy within the person. 
(1 968 , p. 25) 

Mas low 's later research (1968) redefined self-

ac tuali zation to make it less of an all-or-none state into 

which few people enter. It is now defined as an "episode 1 

o r a spurt in which the powers of the person come together 

in a particularly efficient way" (p. 97). The person is 

more i ntegrated , more open for experience, more perfectly 

spontaneous, or more fully functioning. In the self-

actual izing person, these episodes seem to come more 

frequently , more intensely, and perfectly than in the 

average people. The newer definition is more amenable 

to research procedures. 

Re search in the Identification of Self-Actualized 

Persons or Groups of Persons 

The research in which self-actual ized leaders or 

workers have been identified is based on the use of the 

Personal Orientation Inventory (POI) by Shostrom (1972) . 

The manual written by the author lists 106 research 
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studies done throughout the nation in which the POI was 

u s ed. Ma ny of the studies are in the disciplines of 

psychology, sociology, medicine, industry, and relig ion. 

No entry showed the inventory used to measure the traits 

o f prac ticing educators. 

A review of the POI was published by Raanan in 197 3 . 

In the r eview, Raanan described the instruments as composed 

o f items based on long-term observations of clients by 

s everal therapists. The instrument consists of 150 two­

c ho i ce items dealing with comparative value and behavior 

j udgme nts. Two scales are used: Inne r Dire cted Suppor t 

and Time Competence. Raanan concluded that the POI could 

be u seful in comparing individuals and that discrimina­

t ion between individuals who have and have not attained 

a re latively high level of self-actualizing was possibl e 

with the instrument. 

Two studies designed to explore to what degree self­

actualization is present in a person or group of persons 

will be discussed. Margulies (1969) and Hamilton (19 71) 

used the POI as the basis for their studies. 

The study by Margulies was performed at Non-Linear 

Systems Incorporated at Del Mar, California. Four 

departments participated in the study. Two departments 

were organized in such a way that individuals and work 
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gr o ps c ould relate tasks to goals and purposes of the 

o r ganizat ion. The other two groups were traditional 

a s sembly -line groups with little interchange between 

group members. The hypothesis was that values, attitudes, 

a nd behav ioral norms are related to the degree of self­

actual ization possessed by members of a group. A work 

va lue s questionnaire was used to measure various values. 

Attitudes were measured by a "picture frustration" test. 

Behavioral norms were found by using open-minded questions 

and interviews. Psychological growth and the degree for 

self -ac tualization were measured by the Persona l 

Or i entation Inventory. 

Intrinsic work values included "creativity, indepen­

dence , achievement, and social-artistic" (p. 496). 

Extr insic work values included "economic, security , wor k 

conditions, and associates" (p. 496). No persons with 

extrinsic work values were self-actualizing persons. Of 

21 self-actualizing persons identified out of 66, 16 

possessed intrinsic work values. 

Self-actualization and attitude orientation were 

found not to be independent of each other. Higher self-

actualizing groups did exhibit more awareness of the 

inter-connectedness between task achievement and social 

need satisfaction. The behavior of the more 
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s e l f-actual ized groups was less determined by formal 

s tructure and formal role prescriptions. The behavior 

o f the se lf-actualized individuals was determined more 

b y internal values than by formal authority or group 

i dealogy . The norms in the most sel f -actualizing depar t-

ment and least self-actualizing department were summed up 

i n the f ollowing way: 

Norms in the Most Self-Actualizing Department 

1. A group member should consider the feelings 
of his fellow workers. 

2. A group member should be willing to learn and 
improve his technical competence. 

3 . A group member should cooperate in a ch ieving 
the task objectives of the group . 

4 . A group member should share in the training 
of other members. 

5 . A group member should assist when others 
need help. 

Norms in the Least Self-Actualizing Department 

1 . A group member should be loyal to the department . 
2. A group member should not let personal feeling s 

show on the job. 
3. A group member should accept full responsibility 

for his errors. 
4. A group member should not disagree with a 

superior's judgement. 
5. A group member should learn quickly . (Mar gulie s, 

1969, p. 505). 

Margulies (1969) concluded by stating that "managerial 

function and subsequent managerial s tyle must incorporate 

what has been learned about human behavior in org ani-

zations" (p. 506 ) . He felt that production can be 
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o r ga. ized i n such a way that workers can e xercise 

i nit i ative and be motivated by intrin s ic s atisfaction 

gained f r om t he work activity. 

'rhe stud y by Margulies looked at "sel f - a c tua li zing " 

de partmen t s comprised of sel f -actualiz ing worker s. 

Hamilton 's (1 9 71 ) study was des igned to look at a group o f 

graduate l e ve l students in e ducational a dmin i s t r ation . 

The pur po se of the study was to discover i f th i s group in 

a dministr a tion possessed a greate r degr ee of s e lf ­

actual iza tion than a group o f graduate level students in 

o ther d epartments. One hund r ed and s eve n stude nt s we r e 

divided into five groups. The o ther t h r ee g ro up s f r om 

o t her d epartments took the POI i n educa t ion a l re sea~ch 

c las ses. The examinees in each g roup r ead the d i r e c t · ons 

fo r t he in strument and proce e ded t o take the invento r y . 

Analys e s of variance were made t o dec ide if t here was a 

s ignificant difference at the .05 level among the f ive 

groups relative to three att~ibutes: s elf - actualizing 

values, l evels of existen t i ali ty , a n d c onceptualiz a t ion 

of the nature of man. All three attr ibute s a r e measured 

by the POI. No signi f ican t d i ffe r enc e wa s fo und ·n the 

self-actualizing values of the f i ve gro ups o r the l e vels 

o f existentiality. The hypothesis o f no s i gnific ant 

difference in the area of concep tual i zation of ma n wa s 
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r e j ec t ed . The administrative students seemed to be able 

t o bett er discern the complex nature of man, indicating 

a greate r ability to understand and appreciate the needs 

o f peo ple. 

Summary 

Th e first section of this review of literature 

explored studies by Lovell and Phelps (1977), Nasca (1976) , 

Maddo x (1975), Jeran (1974), and McCoy (1975). Each of 

t hese studies was designed to designate s pecific r o le 

functions in supervision. Common role f unctions outlined 

by t he studies included tasks related to consult ing with 

t eachers, parents, and principals, providing inservice 

and professional growth opportunities, helping in setting 

o f school and/ or program goals, working with committees 

to prepare or revise curriculum materials, sharing 

s peci fic information about programs or techniques, and 

providing psychological support for teachers. 

The next group of studies discussed were designed to 

look at the possible success or failure in particular role 

functions that involve inservice, conferences with 

teachers, and providing resource help to teachers and 

principals. Zigarmi, Betz, and Jensen (1975 ) drew the 

conclusion that the more teacher involvement in planning 
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and providing inservice, the greater the inservice is 

appreciated by teachers. Coody (1967 ) also found teacher 

particip a tion to greatly enhance inservic e opportuniti e s 

fo r ~rowth . In the study, briefing before demonstration 

t eachin g, and personal conferences after the demonstration 

re s u t e d in greater teacher growth. Boyd (1961) found 

t hat te levision workshops with follow-up personal 

conferences with teachers had better outcomes than 

t elevision or person-to-person lectures without the 

c onfer ences. Personal conferences with teachers were 

studied by Gordon (1973). Teachers and super visors 

disagreed about who initiated conferenc e s and the uses of 

confer ences. Teachers said supervisors initiated the 

conferences. Supervisors claimed teachers were initiators. 

Teachers felt conferences were best used for supporting 

purpo ses. The supervisors valued the advising and 

informing function of conferencing more highl y . The 

Right-to-Read study by Bean (1979) supported the great 

value attached to individual conferencing by teachers. 

The teachers in this study rated the service of the reading 

specialist as a resource person to the teacher as the most 

important role of the special ists. 

Teachers are joined by principals in t he need for 

resource support. The study of Orlich, Ruff, and Hansen 
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(1 9 7 ) , indicated that the district resources which 

i nc de the supervisor are the second most important 

s o urce of information about specific programs for 

pr incipal s. Principals in this study used publishers as 

t he chi ef source of information. 

The traits of the self-actualized leader as defined 

by Maslow 's research were discussed. The self-actualized 

per son is working to his or her potential. He relates 

well to others, considers the feelings of others, finds 

s atisfaction in goal setting and problem solving, and 

po sse s ses inner motivation. He is able to use time 

e ffi ciently, recognizing the importance of the past , 

present, and future. 

The last section of the chapter discussed studies 

by Margulies (1969) and Hamilton (1971) in the use of the 

Per sonal Orientation Inventory , which resulted in the 

identification of groups of self-actualized persons. The 

self-actualized workers in the Margulies (1969) research 

considered the feelings of fellow workers, were willing 

to learn and grow in skills, cooperated in achieving task 

goals of their groups, shared in the training of others, 

and assisted others when help was needed. They were 

motivated by internal values and received satisfaction 

from a job well done. Hamilton's research indicated that 
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one group of graduate students in educational adminis­

tra t · on did not possess overall a higher degree of 

s el f-ac tualization than students in other departments. 

The educational administration students did indicate a 

gr eater a bility to discern the complex nature of man . 

In an effort to explore the research literature, the 

investigator has discussed role descriptions in general 

s upervi sion as defined by research studies and looked at 

s tudie s that involved evaluating the performance of 

s upervi sors in some of the defined roles. The impor tance 

o f ef fe ctive leadership was introduced and studies that 

identi fied self-actualized persons were discussed . The 

followi ng chapter will provide a detailed description 

o f the design and procedure to be used in this investi­

gation. 



CHAPTER 3 

PROCEDURES 

Thi s study had two major purposes: (a ) to deter~ine 

t he rol e of the administrative reading coordinator as 

pe rceive d by teachers, elementary principals, the 

c oordina tors, and curriculum directors in 10 Texas 

s uburba n school districts, five of the districts employing 

a n administrative reading coordinator, and (b) to deter ­

mine t he effectiveness of the five reading coordina tors as 

e valua ted by the coordinators themselves, the ir pr' nc ipals , 

teache~s, and curriculum directors. An attemp t wa made 

t o de te rmine whether reading coordinators exhibit a high 

l eve l of self-actualization as they perform their tasks. 

The fir st four questions were answered t h r ough 

s tatistical analysis of the Role / Role Indicato r Assessment 

I nstrument. These four questions were: 

1. Is there a significant difference among the 

different role/role indicators as perceived by the 

administrative reading coordinator (ARC) and the same 

role/role indicators as perceived by teachers and / or 

principals and curriculum directors? 

42 
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"'ul l hypothesis : The mean for the role / role 

i ndicato r item of the reading coordinators i s no t s ign i f i-

c antly d ifferent from the mean of the same ro l e / ro l e 

i ndicato r of each of the other populations . 

Ho= mean (coordinators) mean ( teache~ s ) 

Ho= mean (coordinators) mean (princip a l s ) 

Ho= mean (coordinator s ) = mean (curriculum 
directors) 

2. Is there a s ignificant difference in the 

i mportance of any of the role indicators a s percei ed in 

distri cts with an ARC compare d to distr i c ts wi t hout an 

ARC with each of the followin g group s : t eachers , 

p rinc ipals, and curriculum directors? 

Null hypothe s is : The mean for the rated importance 

of e ach role / role indicator by teachers, p r incip ls , 

and curriculum directors in districts with an without 

ARCs are not signific antly different. 

mean (teachers with 
coo rdina tors) 

mean (principals with 
coo rdina tors) 

mean (curriculum 
directors with 
coordinators ) 

mean (teachers witho t 
coordinators ) 

= mean (princ i p a ls without 
coord inators ) 

= ean (curricu urn 
d irectors withou t 
coord ina t o rs ) 

3 . Is there a significant difference between the 

desired and actual performance of the ARC in role 

indicators as evaluated by teachers , principals, reading 
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c oo rdina tors, and curriculum directors in the five 

di s tric ts with reading coordinators? 

Nul l hypothesis: The mean for the rated importance 

o f each role indicator by each population group is not 

s ignificantly different from the mean of the performance 

r a ting o f the coordinator in that specific role indicator . 

mean (teacher rated 
importance of role 
indicator) 

mean (principal rated 
importance of role 
indicator) 

mean (curriculum 
director rated 
performance of role 
indicator) 

mean (ARC rated 
importance role 
indicator) 

= mean (teacher rated 
per fo rmance of 
coordinator in that 
role indicator) 

= mean (pr incipal rated 
per formance of 
coordinator in t hat 
role indicator ) 

= mean (curriculum 
d irecto r rated perfor ­
mance of coo rdina tor in 
that role indicator) 

= mean (ARC rated perfo r ­
mance of coord inator 
in that role indicator) 

4. Is there a difference between the performance o f 

the ARC in each role indicator as perceived by the 

coordinator compared to the performance as s een by 

teachers, principals, or curriculum directors? 

Null hypothesis: The mean of the rated performance 

in each role indicator as perceived by the ARC is not 

significantly different from the mean of the performance 

rating as perceived by the other three population groups. 



mean (coordinator 
rated performance) 

mean (coordinator 
r a ted performance) 

mean (coordinator 
rated performance 
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= mean ( teacher rated 
performance) 

= mean (pri n c ipal r ated 
per fo r man ce) 

mean (c u r r icu l um 
director r ated perfor ­
mance ) 

5. Ar e the five read ing c oordina t o rs s elf-

actual izin g persons? Is there a re l ationship between 

s el f-actualization possessed by each coo r d inato r and her 

e f fec tiveness as measured by her principals, t e achers, 

curriculum directors, and the c oo rdinator hers elf? 

This q ue stion was answere d with ad hoc tests includ ' ng 

an anal y sis of variance done between t he mean performance 

ratings of the ARCs and a Ne\vman- Keuls used t o determine 

which of the means were different. The scores o f the 

Personal Orientation Inventory we re compared to the 

find ings of the Newman-Keuls test. 

6. Who assumes the leadership role in r eading in 

districts without an administrative reading c oordina t o r? 

The leadership in the distri c ts without RCs wa s 

determined after a study of the interviews with curricul um 

directors and a study of the data she et atta c he d t o t he 

Role/ Role Indicators Assessment Ir.strument a n d returned 

by the principals and curriculum d irectors in the d istricts 

without ARCs. 
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The fi rst section includes the development and 

validation of three measuring instruments used in the 

s t udy. These instruments are the Role/Role Indicator 

As se ssment Instrument and two questionnaires for inter­

v i ews wi th the reading coordinator and the curriculum 

direc tor . The first instrument was designed to compare 

t he perceived roles of the reading coordinator. The 

i nterviews were designed to determine sources of leader­

s hip in districts without a coordinator. Also a 

description ofthe Personal Orientation Inventory, used 

t o measure self-actualization, is presented and reasons 

fo r its selection shared. 

The second section outlines the major procedures for 

the study, including selection of sub jects , procedures for 

adminis tration of the assessment instrument to answer 

each question in the study, and statistical treatment of 

the data. 

Pilot Study 

Development and Validation of 

Assessment Instruments 

A pilot study was done in a large suburban district 

with 17 elementary schools in order to evaluate and 

validate instruments to be used in the study. The 
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re searcher is the reading coordinator in the school 

di s trict . Permission to conduct the study was obtained 

f r om the school district. 

Seventeen principals, 48 teachers, one curricu~uM 

directo r, and the reading coordinator participated i n the 

p ilot . All elementary principals par ticipated . The 

t eache r s were selected randomly by using lists o f teachers 

by schools and a random numbers table. Teachers f rom a l l 

17 schools participated. 

The results of the pilot study in regard to changes 

made f or each instrument are indica ted in the fol l owi n g 

discussions of the Role/ Role Indicators Asse ssment 

Instrument and the questionnaires for the interviews. 

Deve lopment of the Role / Role Indicators 

As sessment Instrument 

A review of the literature revealed no research­

based role for the administrative reading coordinator. 

The investigator collected research de f ined r ole s in 

general supervision and compared ~he defined ro l e 

functions to suggested skills or attitudes recommende d b y 

the International Reading Association fo r t he r e a d ing 

supervisor. The assessment instrument was the n c ompiled. 

Only role functions or indicators defined in at least one 

forrr.al study were included in the suggested role indicato r 
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i ns trument . Table 1 outlines the role indicators and the 

r esearch base or bases for each indicator s elected . 

The role indicators were divided into four subgroups : 

c onsulting, serving as change agent, working wi th reading 

mater ials, and coordinating a district program . The 

placement of the role indicator in each g roup was based 

upon c areful consideration of the indicated task. A 

commi ttee of 11 educators in administration s erved as an 

advi sory committee. This committee was composed of two 

e lementary principals, one elementary teacher , one 

curr iculum direc tor, one special education d ire ctor , 

three secondary cur~iculum coordinators, ~ three 

elementary curriculum coordinators. 

Letters were written to Nasca (1976), Lovell and 

Phelps (1977), and Harris (1976, 1977 ) asking f or a d ice 

a nd more detailed analyses of their studies. asca a nd 

Lovell and Phelps replied. Both replies included the 

questionnaires used by the researchers in their respective 

studies which were aimed at defining the general role 

functions of supervision. These questionnaires were 

used as one criterion in compiling Table 3 and the Role / 

Role Indicators Assessment Instrument (see Appendix A) . 



Table 1 

Re search Bases for Suggested Role Indicators Assessment Instrument 

Orlich Zig r am 
I.R.A. Harris Lovell Ruf f Be tz 

Role/Ro le Indicato r Co111111ittee Bean Boyd Coody Gordon Har tgrave s Je r an Phelps Maddo x McCo y Na sca Hanse n J ens en 

1. 0 CON SL: LTING 

1.1 Serves as resource 
to teacher~/gradel 
level a X X X X X X X X X X X X 

1.2 Te ach d emonstra-
t i. on lessons X X X X X 

1.1 He lp in diagnostic 
t es ting X X X X X 

1.4 Inform tea c her• of 
p ro fessional 
a c tivities X X X X X X 

1.5 Wo rk with c onte nt 
ar e a t e a c he r s . . X X 

.. ~ 
1.6 Se rve aa con s ultant ~ 

t o pare nts X X X 

1 . 7 P r ovi d e p s y c ho l ogical 
supr or t f o r t eac he r X X X X X X X X X X X X 

1.() 

2.1 He l p wci te c rite r ia 
f o r e va lua ting re a d-
inq perso nne l X X 

2.2 He lp e v a luate 
reading personnel X X 

2.1 lle l p with need• 
as se s sments to use 
in aettinq 90 ala X )( X X }t X 



Table !--Continued 

Orlich Zigr<A!I'o 
I.R.A. Harr i s Lovell Ruff Betz 

Role/Role Indicator Convnittee Bean Boyd Coody Gordon Hartgraves Jeran Phelps Maddox McCoy Nasca Hansen Jensen 

2.~ Help plan inser-
vice X X X X X X X 

2.5 Present inaervice 
sessions X X X X X X X 

2.6 Help set goals for 
school and/or 
c;rade level X X X X X X 

2 . 7 Help set objective• 
for district X X X X 

2.8 Recommend policy 
changes involving 
reading programs X X 

2.9 ~ork with c ommittee 
to brinq about 
cha ng e X X X X 

Ul 
).0 nORXJ!;G WITit R£AD1NG 0 

~.A Tf.R I A LS 

J.l Help co n s truc t or 
r evise reading 
curriculum 
materials X X X X X 

1.2 ~o rk Wlth committee• 
to eva luate and 
re commend textbook • X X 

J.l Be f amiliar with a 
wide variety of 
t ea c hing material• 
in the area of 
reading X X X X X X 

1.• Share information 
about reading 
material• with 
teacher• X X X X X X X X X X 



Table 1--Continued 

Orlich Zigrana 
I.R.A. Harrio Lovell Ruff Beta 

~o!~/~ole Indicator Conoittec Bean Boyd Coody Gordon Hartg'ravea Jeran Phelps Maddox McCoy Nasca Hansen Jensen 

).5 Help ma~e reading 
~aterials available 
to teachera X X X X X X X 

4.0 COC. R D I~:ATI~IG DISTRICT 
FF.CG AA.'t 

4.1 Invo lve community 
in reading program X X X 

4.2 Co nduct and share 
research in readi nq X X X X 

4.) Help plan budgc~ s Ul 
~o make reading 1--' 
a prio rity X X 

4 . 4 Serve as a res o urce 
person to princ ipal X X X X X X X 

4.5 Pr<.pare rea dlnq 
rt>ports f or bOard , 
corr::unity X X 

4.6 Serve as a communi-
cation link belween 
a dnl nistration and 
school X X 

4.7 Participate in 
p r ofessional 
re .ltllng related 
activltiea X X X 
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Va l i dat ion of Role/Role Indicators 

As ses sment Instrument 

Af te r editorial changes suggested b y the advisory 

c ommi tte e were made to the Role / Role Indicators Instrument , 

the instrument was sent to a curriculum director, 17 

p rincipals, 60 teachers, and the reading coordinator of 

t he pi lot dis trict. All principals, the coordinator , the 

c urri c ulum director, and 48 teachers responded . 

A brief survey instrument was included with each 

i n strument. The participants' educational history , 

length of career, areas of s pecialization , le e ls of 

teaching experiences, sex, and other inform tion were 

requested. The revised form for each of the population 

sample s is included in Appendix B. 

The Pe rsonal Orientation Inventory 

The decision to use the Personal Orient t ' on 

Inventory was made after a study of the following five 

instruments: 

l. The Leadership Opinion Quest ionnaire , written by 

Fleishman (1979) and published by Science Researc 

As sociates, was no t used because i ts purpo s e as to eter­

mine a desired type of leadershi p . The investigato r 

rejected this instrument because it doe s not meas re 

present leadership performance. 
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2 . A que stionnaire used by Farris and Butterfield 

wa - f ound in Fle ishman and Hun t (1 97 3) . The quest' onnaire 

wa s des igned to measure flex ibility in leadership . This 

a t r i bute of leadership is only one o f the leadership 

t r aits to be considered in the study . This instrument was 

re j ected because o f the incomplete definition of lea er ­

ship upon which it is designed . 

3 . The California Per s onality Inventory by Houg h 

(1 975 ) has 480 items and require s 60 minutes to g ive . The 

inven tory is designed to predict what an indivi ual will 

do in a specif ic context . The scores re e presse only 

as "high ," "average," or "lo w" and are hard to interpre t . 

This instrument was rejected because of the difficulty 

in interpreting scores. 

4 . The Eysenck Per s onality Inventory y Eysenck 

a nd Eysenck (1979) is desi gned to i enti y high 

"neuroticism" person s and persons of high an low 

"ex traversion ." The "neuroticism" g roup was e.tr ­

sensitive people . The hi gh "extra ersion " ro p are 

carefree, playful, and seek excitement . This instrument 

wa s rejected becaus e the practical app 'cation of t ese 

traits in the area o f leadership woul be d i fc ic lt . 

5. The Personal Orientation by Shostrom 

(1972 ) is designed t o investigate the presence of 
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s el f -actualization a person possesses. There are nume r ous 

e x ample s of the use of this inventory in leadership 

s 1die s. The inventory is not lengthy . The interp reta­

t io of scores is facilitated by a well-written manual . 

This instrument was accepted for the study because o£ 

the wel l-written manual, the proved usefulness of the 

i ns trumen t in other studies, and the ease with which it 

can be used and studied. 

The investigator responded to the Personal 

Orienta tion Inventory. A time period of 18 minutes was 

required . The scoring of the inventory was done b the 

invest igator with the assistance of a certi fied counselor . 

The investigator interpreted the inventory with the 

gui dance of a school counselor. This experience ave the 

i nve stigator p ractica l knowledge needed o admin'ster n d 

evaluate the inventory. 

Development of the Questionnaires for Interviews 

The ARC and the curriculum director v1ere t o partie· ­

pate in "twin" interviews designed to pro ide informat·on 

to use in comparing the perceived role for the reading 

coordinator as defined b y two groups . An attempt was ade 

to determine agreement and/or disagreement about the 

coordinator's use of time, settin of priorit'es, and 

understanding of strengths and weaknesses in job 
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pe rformance . The second type of interv iew was designed t o 

d e termine who provides leadership in reading in distr~c ts 

wit. out a coordinator. 

The questions were written b y the investigator after 

an analysis of research in the area of superv ision . A 

c ommi ttee of five elementary coord inator s and a statis ­

tician from a major North Texa s university reviewed the 

interview instruments. Recommendation s for wording o£ 

questions were received. The interv i ew instruments can 

be fo und in Appendix C. The explanations put in 

parentheses a f ter certain questions were a recommendation 

of the committee. 

Validation of the Interview Instruments 

The interview instruments for the coordinate and 

the curriculum director were u s ed with the reading 

coordinator and curriculum d irector in t he pilot district . 

The interviews were taped. A study of t he t apes was made 

b y the interviewer and the two individuals who were 

interviewed. The investigator made changes that were 

recommended b y the committe e. 

The interviews with the coordinat or and the c rricul m 

director were conducted and taped by a certified elementary 

consultant. The coordinator in the pilot di strict was 

the investigator. The investigator practiced the 
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i n terview procedure by using the interview for the 

c u -r iculum director without a coordinator with the special 

e ducat ion director of the pilot district. Thi s interview 

was al so taped. 

The tapes were analyzed by a committee o f two 

c ertif ied supervisors, one in secondary English and one in 

s c ience . Suggestions for the researcher to c onsider 

inc l uded speaking more slowly, allowing time for 

individual being interviewed to think before responding , 

and taping in a room without a telephone. 

The Study 

Selection of Subjects 

The subjects for the study were selected from 10 

s uburban school districts. Five of the districts employed 

a n administrative reading coordinator . Five o f the 

d istricts had no reading coordinator . The districts had 

several common denominators: 

1. All were suburban. 

2. All were in close proximity to several univer ­

sities which offer reading certification an d / or degr ee 

programs in reading. 

3. All were districts that are growing and/ or have 

grown rapidly in the past decade. 

4. All had at least seven elementary schools . 
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Tab le 2 provides information on the numbe r of 

a dmini strative staff members for each school di s trict 

i n t he study. A copy of the letter s en t to t he districts 

a s king f or the information is f ound in Appendix D. 

Table 2 

Numbers of Principals, Cu rri culum Director s , 
and Reading Coordinators Employed by 

Ten Districts in th e Study 

Elementary Curricul um 
Principals Dire ctors 

Dis tri ct Employed Emp l oyed 

Reading 
Coo r din tors 

Employed 

1 7 1 0 

2 7 1 0 

3 7 1 0 

4 16 l 0 

5 3 5 1 0 

6 20 1 l 

7 10 1 l 

8 11 1 1 

9 17 l 

10 32 1 1 

motal 162 10 5 
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Schoo l district directories were obtained for each 

o f t he 10 di stricts. From t he lists of elementary 

t eachers, 200 teachers were randoml y s elected by using 

a table of random numbers (Me ndenhall, McClave , & 

Raney , 1977, p. 487). The number of teachers from each 

d is trict was determined by using the number 25 as an 

a ·e rage number of students a ssi gned to a teacher . The 

to tal number of teachers with a 25 pupil - to - teacher ratio 

wa s de t ermined by dividing the total pupil popul tion of a 

d istrict by 25 . The percentage of t eachers constituting 

t he total number o f 200 was computed for e ch distric~ . 

District 1 had 136 teachers or 9% of the tot 1 1, 562 

teachers for the five districts with no ARCs . Since 100 

te a chers were to be in the sample , nine t eachers from 

di strict 1 were chosen to r eceive the in it tion to res pon 

to th e Role/ Role Indicators Assessment strume t . f 

quo ta of teachers from a district had not responded at 

the end of two weeks, new names were randoml selected 

and more teachers invited to respond . This rocess was 

continued until the quota of 65 % of teachers was obtained . 

Principals who did not respond w'thin to weeks received 

a phone call and/ or a second letter a s king the to 

participate . All reading coordinators and curriculum 

directors agreed to participate as permis sion vas obtained 
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from the districts to conduct the study. The permission 

f o rms are in Appendix E . 

Table 3 gives the in f ormation on proced re for 

s electing teacher sample size by district . Table 4 

give s the summary of the total number in each pop lation 

group that responded to the Role/ Role In icators ssessme1 t 

I n strument . 

Procedure s for Administration of Role / Role 

Indicators As s e ssment Instrument 

A copy of the l etters in Appendix E w s sent t o the 

appropriate population gro p to be sampl a . sel -

addre ssed enve lope was included for the return of the 

permission to mail the instrument. As soon as permission 

to mail was received, the instruments were m ile . 

The information from the Role /Role In i t or s 

Assessment Instrument was key-punched an an lyze b the 

computer department of a local university. The computer 

program used was S SS -2 0, Rele se . 02 . rorr. e i ersi t 

of Pittsburg . Technical advice for interpreting t e 

computer print-out was received by a phone c ll o he 

director of the Un i ersity of Pittsburg Co p ter Ce ter, 

V. Beader (Reference No te 3) . 



Di str ict 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Total 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Total 

60 

Table 3 

Explanation of Determination of Teac her 
Mailing Samples b y Districts 

Pupils ~ 25 % Teachers fo r Sampl e 

Districts with No ARC 
Teachers = Total Pupils 7 25 

136 

155 

119 

402 

750 

1,562 

Districts with ARC 
Teachers = Total Pupils ~ 25 

295 

217 

18 1 

415 

600 

1, 708 

9 

1 0 

8 

26 

7 

100 

17 

13 

11 

2 

35 

100 
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Table 4 

Total Responses by Population Groups to Role /Role 
Indicators Assessment Instrument 

Di strict 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Total 

Reading 
Coordinators 

Responding 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

5 

Curriculum 
Directors 
Respondin g 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

10 

Statistical Analysis of First Four 

Question 1. 

Principals 
Responding 

5 

7 

5 

10 

25 

4 

5 

10 

6 

9 

ions 

Teachers 
Responding 

9 

9 

6 

9 

33 

9 

10 

13 

15 

19 

13 

Null hypothesis: The mean for the role / r ol e indicator 

item of the reading coordinators is not signific ntl 

different from the mean of the same ro le/role indic t o r 

of each of the other populations . 
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Ho = mean (coordinators) = mean (teachers) 

Ho = mean (coordinators) = mean (principals) 

Ho : mean (coordinators) mean (curriculum 
directors) 

One of the basic assumptions in using a ! - test is 

t he equal variances in comparing two populations . Unt i 

data have been analyzed , a researcher cannot know if this 

wil l occur. If variances are equal, a t -te st w ' th a large 

number of degrees of freedom is s afe for use . The 

fol lowing formula was used . 

t 

whe re the degrees o f freedom are : 

These formulas took into account the possib ' it of 

unequal variances and were incl ded in the co p ter 

program. Thi s comparison of means with pop lations ith 

unequal variances is recommended by ie, Hull , Jenk ins, 
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S t einbrenner, and Bent (1975 , p . 270). The computer 

p rogram tabula ted t he means fo r each role/ role indicato r 

f or each population group and perfor ed the statistical 

t ask of comparing the mean and calcu lating the t scores . 

Quest i o n 2 . 

Null Hypothesis : The mean for the rate impo rta nce 

of each rol e / role indica t or by teachers, principals , and 

curriculum directors in districts with and without ARCs 

are not sig ni f icantly d i fferent . 

Ho : mean (teachers with = me n ( t eachers itho t 
coordinator) c oo r d in tor) 

Ho: mean (principals with = mean (p r inc i ls 
coordinator) wit 0Ut co or n tor) 

Ho= mean (curricul um = mean (curriculum 
directors with directors w ho t 
coordinator) c o o r t or) 

Because the population vari nces were more q al , 

in a nswering the first question . Only the formu for 

t he t score was needed . 

Qu e s tio n 3 . 

Null hypothesis : The mean f o r the r a t ed i m or t a nc e 

of each r o l e indicator by each pop lation g ro p s not 

s ignif i cantly different fro the e n of t e performance 

rating o f the c oordinator in that specific r o e indi ator . 
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mean (teacher rated 
importance of role 
indicator) 

mean (principal rated 
i mportance of role 
i n d icator) 

mean (curriculum 
d irector rated 
performance of role 
indicator) 

mean (ARC rated 
i mportance role 
indicato r) 

= mean (te a c her rated 
perfo r manc e of 
c oo rdinator in that 
r ole i ndicator) 

mean (pr inc i pal rated 
pe rformance of 
coordinator in that role 
indicator) 

= mean (curriculum 
d i rector r ted perfor­
mance of coordinator in 
that role indicator) 

= mean (ARC rated perfor ­
mance of coord'n tor 
i n that role i d'cator) 

The population vari ance s were equal . 

Question 4. 

Null hypothesis: The mean of t h e r te performance 

in each role indicator as perceive d by the RC is not 

signi f ic a ntly d i ff e rent from the me n of t e perform nee 

ra ting as perceived by t he o ther three po ul t'on group s . 

Ho= mean (coordinator mean (t c er r t ed 
rated performance ) per form n ee) 

Ho: mean (coordinator = mean (principa r te 
rated per formance) performance) 

Ho= mean (coordinato r = me an c u r r iculum 
rated perfo r mance director rated 

p rfor ance) 

The formula for adjusting the t s core whe n there i s 

a difference in the size of t h e s a ple s was u s ed . e s t s 

for questions 1, 2, 3, and we r e t wo - t i led it 

an alpha of .OS. The critica l regions i the lower 
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a nd upper tails each cut of f at . 025 of the t 

di s tr ibution . 

Procedures fo r Administration of the Personal 

Orien tation Inventory 

Each of the administrative reading coord inators took 

the POI by Shostrom (1974) as a comprehensi e measure of 

values of importance in the sel f - actu l iz ed person . The 

inve ntory was g iven after the inter iew , but o n the same 

day . 

The instrument is self- admi1istering . The items are 

se lf - explanatory. The instrume nt is not time , but 

t esting time averages about 30 minutes . The e minee 

r ead the test directions and worked in ep nde ntly . 

Re sponses were put on an answer sheet . s or n a;:, 

wi th the aid of sco ring keys by the res t"cher . 

If the ARC desired to kno w the POI resu s , the 

result s were shared privatel y . The coordinators lso 

had the right to decide to re f se t o n s wer an or 

none of the items . T ere was 00 % p rtic·pa i on . 

Analy s i s of Question ~ . re the fi e ~ead·n 

one 

coordinators self- a ctualizing persons? Is t e re a 

relation s hip between sel f - actualization posse sse b each 

coordinator and her effecti eness as eas r ed b her 
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prin c ipals, teachers, curriculum directors, and the 

c oo r dina tor herself? 

The POI profile of each coordina tor and a mean ranking 

o f the total performance ratings of p er formance from the 

ro le indicator instrument for that coordinator were 

compared. The attempt was made to s ee if coordinators 

with higher mean performance rating s were the nore s e l f ­

ac tual ized coordinators. The me an of the population g r o p 

wa s compared to the POI result. An ad hoc analysis of the 

means of the performance r atings o f the RCs from the 

Role/Role Indicators Ass essment Instrument was one with 

a n analysis of variance. The Newm n-Keuls test w s used 

t o find which performance means were significantl 

di fferent. The teacher scores from th e OI we e nk ed 

f rom the highest to the lowe st an compared o the e ns 

from the Role/ Role Indicators Assessment Instrument 

performance ratings. 

Procedures for Administration of Inter iews 

The curriculum directors and the r eading coordinator s 

were interviewed by the investigator usin researcher ­

developed instruments (see ppendix C) . The arrange ent s 

for the interviews were made by phone . Before t e inter -

views began, the investigato r infer ed the perso bei ng 

interviewed of his or her right to ref se to answer an 
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ques t ion and of the fact that no names were to be us ed 

i n recording or reporting the information obtained i n the 

inter view . Written permission form for the inte rvi ews 

i~ f ound in Appendix E . 

The interviews required about 30 minute s . With 

permission of the subject, the interviews were t aped for 

la t er analysis. When analyses were compl e t e , t h e t ape s 

wer e destroyed . 

The investigator read each question exact l y a s it 

wa s written. Possible additions to clarify meaning of 

ce rtain questions were in pare nth e sis fter the ques ions . 

A neutral attitude on the part o f the inte r vi e er was 

mai ntained throughout the interview . 

Analysis of Question 6 . Who a ssumes the leader s ip 

role in read ing in districts without an administr ~ive 

reading coordinator? 

The answer to this question was partially obta i ned 

from the interview with the currie lum d i rectors witho 

reading coordinators. composite list was a de of s o urc e s 

of leadership cited by the administra t o rs i n _he inte r ­

views. Principals without ARCs also g a e leadership 

sources as part of information ret rned with t e Rol e / Role 

Indicators Assessme nt Instrument. 
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Summary 

An instrument to be used in defining the perceived 

r 0l e of the administrative reading coordinator was 

des igned by the investigator using research-based role 

indicators f or rating as possible priority role 

indicators by teachers, principals , curriculum directors , 

a nd administrative reading coordinators in 10 districts . 

Five of the districts had reading coordinators and 

r a ted the coordinators' present performance in each 

r ole indicator. 

Computer analysis of the results of the instr ment 

made it possible to compare the role/ role 'ndic tors as 

p erceived by the coordinator as compared to each of t e 

other population groups, the role / rol e indic tors as 

perceived by the districts without an RC s comp re 

to the districts with an ARC , the ranked perform nee 

of the ARC in each role indicator c ompared to the ranked 

importance of the role indicator, and the pe rfo ance 

evaluation of the ARC as perceived by herse f a s co pared 

to each of the other population groups . The indi idual 

coordinator 's present performance was co pared to her 

scores on the POI. An interview instrument for use with 

the curriculum director without an RC , and 'nfor ation 
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r etur ned by principal s without an ARC located leadership 

i n r eading in these districts. 

Twin interview instruments were de s igned to use w'th 

reading coordinators and their curriculum directors . 

Information from these interviews were u s ed in compari g 

the ARC and the curriculum director ' s perception of the 

role indicators as discussed in the first research 

que stion. 

Th e hope of the investigator was th t a role for the 

reading coordinator could be defined nd that conclusions 

could be drawn about the sirnil rity or lack o simi l rity 

of the role indicators as pe rceived by te hers , 

p rincipals , curriculum directors, and r eadin coordin tors . 

An attempt was made to see i f the s elf- actu lized erson 

was the person most likely to meet the e · pect i o s of 

the four .population groups for the rea ing eadership role . 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This study had two major purposes: (a) to determine 

t he role of the administrative reading coordinator as 

p e rceived by teachers, elementary principals , the 

c oordinators, and curriculum directors in 10 Texas 

s uburban school districts, five of the districts employing 

a n administrative reading coordinator , and (b) to eter ­

mine the effectiveness of the five reading coordinators as 

evaluated by the coordinators themselves , their princip ls , 

teachers, and curriculum directors. An tte pt was m e 

to determine whether the reading coordinators e hibite 

a high level of self-actual ization s the e formed 

their tasks. Six questions will be addresse in 

chapter in regard to these purpose s. 

Question 1 

Is there a significant difference a ong the 

different role/role indicators as percei ed by the 

is 

administrative reading coordinator ( RC) nd the s a e 

role/role indicators as perceived b teachers and/o r 

principals and curriculum directors? 

70 
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Null hypothesis : The mean for the role / role 

i ndicator item of the reading coordinators is not si gn i fi ­

c a n tly different from th e mean of the same role / role 

' n dicator of each of the other populations . 

Teachers and ARC 

Table 5 indicates that one major role and eight role 

i ndicators were significantly different for the RC and 

t he teachers . The teachers perceived the fo llowing a~ 

les s of a role for the administrative reading coordina tors 

than did the ARCs: the major role of serving s ~hange 

agent (2 .0), including role indicators of he lp'ng wit 

needs assessments to use in setting goals (2 . 3) 1 help'ng 

plan inservice (2.4), helping set ob jectives for the 

district (2 . 7) 1 recommending pol ' cy cha e s in o i n g 

reading programs (2.8), and working with co . i t t ee s t o 

bring about change (2 . 9) . In one role indic tor n er 

consulting (1 .0), the teachers did not see s great a 

need as the coordinators did for a consult nt to ser e 

as resource to teachers/grade le els ( . 1 ) . In the role 

indicators under coordinating t e district progra ( . 0) 

the teachers perceived the role ' ndicator of part'c ' pating 

in professional activities ( . 7) nd the role i dicator 

of serving as a resource person to t e pri cip 1 ( . ) , 

as less of a role for the RC than did t e coordi ators . 



Table 5 

S i gn i f i cant Di fferences in Importance of Role/Role Indicators 
as Perce i ved by Re a ding Coordinator s a nd Teachers 

Standard Degrees 
No. of Cases Mean s De v i a tion of 2-Ta il 

Role/Role I ndicator ARCs Teac hers ARCs Teac he r s ARCs Teac hers t - Va l u e Fre edom Probabili ty 

1 . 0 CONSULTI NG 

1 . 1 Serve a s re s ource to 
teacher s /grade levels 5 130 5.0 4. 34 .000 0.84 8 . 98 129 <.001 

2.0 BRINGING ABOUT C~NGE 5 115 5.0 3.85 .000 0.891 13.82 114 < .001 

2 . 3 lle l p with need s 
assessme n ts to use 
i n setting go a ls 5 1 29 4.8 3. 84 .447 1.019 4.36 128 .005 

2 .4 Hel p plan inservice 5 129 5.0 4.18 .000 0.9 39 9.94 128 <. 001 

2.7 He lp set objectives 
fo r d istrict 5 129 4 . 8 4.0 9 .44 7 0 . 909 3 . 57 1.28 . 016 

-......) 

2 . 8 Recommend policy f\.) 

changes involvi ng 
reading prog rams 5 1 29 4.8 4. 06 0.44 7 0.87 3 3.44 12 0 .018 

2 . 9 Wo r k with commi ttees 
to bring about change 5 12 8 5 . 0 4. 12 .000 0.884 11 .30 12 7 <. 001 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROGRAM 

4.4 Se rve as re source 
person to principal 5 12 8 4 .8 4 .05 .447 0 .863 3. 48 127 .0 1 8 

4 . 7 Participate in profes-
aional activities 5 129 5.0 4.11 . 000 0.9 5 4 10 .61 128 <.001 
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Pr i!1cipals and ARC 

The role / role indicators as perceived by the f i ve 

r eading coordinators and the 92 principals r eve a led o ne 

r ole indicator , that of serving as a resource t o t e ache rs / 

g rad e leve ls (1 . 1) under the ma jor role o f consul t ing (1 . 0 ) 

a s a less important role f or the reading coordinator . The 

per ceptions of the two samples in the speci f i c ro l e of 

br i nging about change (2 . 0) and change r o l e i ndi cator s of 

he lpin g with needs assessments t o use in sett i ng go a s 

( 2 .3) , helping plan inservice (2 . 5), recommending polic y 

changes involving re ding prog r ams (2 . 8) an work with 

c ommit tees to bring about change (2 . 9 ) were s igni ic 1 tly 

less important to the principals . Particip ting in p r ofe s ­

sional reading relate d activities (4 . 7 ) nder them jor 

role o f coordinating the district program ( . 0) w s o f 

significantly less importance to t e p r i nc ls t han to t' e 

coordinators . Table 6 indicates these si _n ific nt differ ­

ences . Appendix G is a summar of the c o par iso of h e 

principals and ARCs . 

Teachers and Principals 

As can be noted in Table 7 , the ma jor r o l e of bringing 

about change (2 . 0) and si role indicators were s i ' fi ­

cantly different between the ARC and the p rinci pa l s 

a s we re between the ~ RC and the teachers except for 



Table 6 

Significant Differences in Importance of Role/Role Indicators 
As Perceived by Reading Coordinators and Principals 

Standard Degrees 
No. of Cases Mea ns Dev iat ion of 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator ARCs Pn.nc1pals ARCs Pn.nc1pals ARCs PrJ.nc1pals t-Value Freedom Probability 

l. 0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource 
to t eachers/grade 
leve l 5 92 5 . 0 4.40 .000 .755 7.73 91 <. 001 

2.0 DRINGING ABOUT CHANGE 5 Bl 5.0 4.03 .ooo · .955 9.08 80 < .o~n 

2.3 He l p with needs -.) 

~ 

5 9) 4. B 3.98 .0447 .921 J. 7l 92 .010 

2.4 Help plan inse rvice 5 93 5.0 4.33 .000 . 727 8.84 92 < .001 

.8 Recorruner 
cha nges in~olving 

s 5 92 4.8 4. 0 4 .447 .98 4 3.39 91 .015 

corrunittees 
bou t 

5 92 5.0 4. 00 . 000 . 938 10.23 91 <.001 -

4.0 

4. 
professional 
reading rclate:d 

5 91 5.0 4.19 . 000 .829 9. 36 9 0 < .001 



Table 7 

Common Significant Differences in Impor tance o~ Role/RolP. Indicators 
As Perceived by ARCs and Tea cher s and as Perceived by 

ARCs and Principals 

Teache rs PrinciEals 
2-Tal.! 2-Tat.l 

Ro le/Role Indicator t-Value Probability t-Value Probability 

1.0 CON SULTING 

1.1 Se r ve as r esourc e to 
teache rs/grade levels 8. 98 • <. 001 7.73 <.001 

2.0 BRINGING ABOUT CHANGE 13.82 <.001 9.08 <.001 

2.3 He l p with needs 
a sse ssme nt to use i n 
s e tt ing goa ls 4.36 .005 ) . 71 .010 

2.4 He lp plan inse rvi ce 9:94 <.001 8.84 <.001 

2.8 Re commend po l i c y 
c ha nge s invo l ving 

ad ing pr ograms 3. 44 .018 ).39 .015 

2. 9 Wo r k wi t h commi t t e e s 
t o bri ng abou t change ll. )0 <.001 10.23 <.001 

4 . 0 COO RD HIATI NG DISTRICT 
PHOC RA.H 

4. 7 Par ti cipate in pro fes-
s iona1 activi t ies 10.61 <. 001 9.36 <. 001 

-...) 

Ul 
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he lpin g set up objectives for the district (2.7 ) which was 

s i gnificantly less important with the teache r s but not the 

p r i n c i pals . Therefore, the principals in a greement with 

t he t eachers found one major role and six role indicators 

o f s ignificantly lesser importance than the ARCs . 

C rr iculum Directors and ARC 

The comparison of the ro le/role indica t or differences 

as pe rceived by the coordinators a nd the curriculum 

d ire ctors revealed one significant difference , p rticip -

t i ng in profes sional reading related activities ( . 7 ) ( see 

Ta ble 8) . Append i x H is a summa ry of the ompar ison of 

t he curriculum directors and ARCs. 

Summary 

The null hypothesis of nonsi gni ficant i ffere nces 

b etween the means for the role/ role indicator ite s be tween 

means for the role/role indicator items between the RCs 

and the teachers and the ARC s and principals nd the 

curriculum d irectors must be rejected . The RCs nd the 

curriculum directors disag reed on one indicator, partici ­

pating in pro f essiona l acti ities (4 . 7) . There \ere 

significant differences between the perceptions of the 

teachers and the principals and the RCs in the fo l o win 

areas: the role of serving as a change agent (2 . 0 ) , 



Table 8 

Significant Difference in Importance of Role/Role ~ndicators as Perceived by 
Rea d ing Coordinators and Principals 

Role/Role Indicator 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROGRAM 

4.7 Pa r ticipa te ln protes­
sional ac tivities 

No. of Ca s e s Means 
Curriculum Curricu lum 

ARCs Direc t o rs ARCs Directo rs 

5 5.0 4. 2 

Standard 
Deviatio n 

Curriculum 
ARCs Direc to rs 

:ooo .883 

t-Value 

2.80 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

8 

2-Tail 
Probability 

.023 

-...J 
-...J 
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i nclud ing indicators of helping with needs assessments t o 

u se in setting goals (2.3), helping plan inser ice (2 .4 ) , 

r ecommending policy c hange s invol v ing reading programs 

(2. 8) , and working with committees t o bring a bout change 

(2 .9) . The principals and teachers also perceived the 

fo llowing rol e indicators a s less impor tant than the 

ARCs ' percept i on of the role : serving as a re s ource to 

teac hers/grade levels (1 . 1) in the consulting role and 

p articipating in professional activities in the coordi ­

natin g di strict role (4 . 7) . Though the teachers perceive 

le ss importance in the role indicators of helpin set 

objectives for the district (2 . 7) , the principals were 

more in agremeent with the ARC . 

Question 2 

Is there a significant difference in t e im ort nee 

of any of the role indicators as perceived in is ricts 

with an ARC compared to districts without an RC with 

each of the followin g groups : t eachers , principals , and 

curriculum directors? 

Null hypothesis: The mean for the r ted i portance 

of each role / role indicator by teachers , princip ls , an 

curriculum directors in districts wit an Yitho t ARCs 

are not significantly different . 



79 

Teachers With and Without ARC 

Table 9 indicates the two maj o r role s and six role 

i ndicato r s which were perceive d in a signi ficantly 

d if f eren t way between the teac hers wi th ARC s and the 

teachers wi tho u t ARCs. The t eac hers without ARCs 

pe r ceived t he following as more importan t roles n r o l e 

ind i c ator s f or the ARC: the major role of br'ng ing about 

change (2.0 ) , including rol e indicat ors of planning 

i n se r vic e (2.4), helping write cri t eria for evaluating 

r eadi ng personnel (2.1), h elpi ng wit h needs assessments 

t o u s e i n se tting goal s (2 . 3) 1 recommending pol i c ch n e s 

i nvo l vin g reading p rogr am s (2 . 8) I them jor role of 

consul ting (1.0), including the role i n ic tor o informing 

t eachers of professional growth a ctivi ti e s (1 . 4) , n d the 

r o l e indicato r of ser ing a s a communic tion i k be twee n 

a dminist r ation and school (4. 6 ) i n them j or r ole of 

coo rdinating district p r ogr m (4. 0) (see endi I) . 

Principal s and Curriculum Directors 

Without Read ing Coordinators 

The comparison of the rol e / ro e indicato r ifferences 

as perceive d by t he p r inc i p a l s wit out reading coordinato rs 

and principals with r ead ing c oor inators re ealed no 

significant d i ff e r ences. The co pariso n of t e r o e / ro e 

indicators as perceive d by the c rric 1 m director s wi~ out 



Table 9 

Significant Differences ln Importance of Role/Role Indicators 
As Perceived by Teachers Without and With ARCs 

Standard 
No. of Cases Means Deviation Degrees of 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator Wltnout \'l1tn w{tnout W.ltn W1thout W1th !_-Value Freedom Probability 

1.0 COHSULTitiG 59 66 4.36 3.95 .0 04 0.919 2.60 122.95 .010 

1.4 Infora teachers of 
professional growth 
activities available 66 66 4.18 3.80 .763 1. 060 2.36 118. 33 .020 

2.0 BRI!lGI!lG ABOUT CHA UGE 52 63 4.15 3.60 . 724 o. 943 3.54 112.41 .001 

2.1 Help write crite ria for 
evaluating reading 
personnel 62 64 3.69 3.22 .879 1.061 2.74 121.12 .007 

2.3 Help with need s assess- co 
me nt~ to use in setting 0 

goals 64 65 4.078 3.61 .896 1. 090 2.64 123.28 .009 

2.4 Help plan inserJlce 64 65 4. 45 . 3.91 .815 0.980 3. 4 3 127.00 .001 

2.8 Recommend policy change• 
invo lving r ead ing 
pr o grams 65 64 4. 25 3.88 .867 0 . 84 5 2 . 46 126.9? .015 

4.0 COO RDltli\Tl~G DISTRICT 
PR.JGRA."t 

4.6 Serve as c 
link betwc 
tration a nd school 63 65 4.22 3.63 . 941 1. 07 3.33 124.86 .001 
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r e ading coordinators and the curriculum directors with 

r eading coordinators were not significantly different . 

The nonsignificant difference results for the two groups 

a re in Appendix J and Appendix K. 

Summary 

Therefore, the null hypothesis of nonsignificant 

dif f erences between the rated i mportance of the role/ role 

indi cators between teachers without a n d with reading 

coordinators must be rejected . There were significant 

d ifferences in the major roles of consultin (1 . 0) nd 

bringin g about change (2.0). Teachers witho t Cs r t ed 

t he following role indicators as significantly ore 

important: informing teachers about professional growth 

act i v ities (1.4), helping write c ri teri for valu ting 

reading pers onnel (2.1), helping with nee s ssessments 

to use in setting goals (2.3), recommen ing olic 

changes involving reading prog rams (2. 8) , helping plan 

inservice (2.4), and serv ing a s communic~tion l ' nk 

between administration and school (4 . 6 ) . Howe er , the 

null hypothesis between the mean s of the principals 

without and with read ing coordinators and curriculum 

directors without and with reading coor inators must 

be accepted. Teachers without ARCs found two ajor 
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r o l e s and six role indicators to be of more i mp o rtance 

a s r oles of the ARC than teachers with ARCs. The 

p rinc ipal s and curriculum directors in schoo s wi th 

a nd without ARCs were in agreement. 

Question 3 

Is there a significant di f fere nc e be tween t he 

de s ired and actual performance of the ARC i n r ole 

ind icators as evaluated by teachers, princ i pals , reading 

coordinators , and curriculum d irectors i n t h e five 

d i st r icts with reading coo r d ina t or s ? 

Null h y pothesis : The mean for the rate import nee 

o f each role indicator by each population group is not 

significantly different from the mean of the pe r form n ee 

r ating of the coord inator in tha t s pec i i c ro e i ic or . 

Teachers ' Comparisons o f Desi red 1 

Performance of ARC 

Table 10 indicates that teache r s i n d is tricts with 

reading coordinators rated the actua erfor nee of 

ARCs significantly lower in each role ind icator than the 

desired performance of an ARC i n the sa e roe ·ndic tor . 

Appendix L contains the signi f icant a n d n onsignific nt 

differences for the comparisons of t he i por t a n ce of 





Table 10--fontinue d 

Standard 
No. of Means De viat i on Degrees of 2-Tail 

Role/Rale Indicator Cases Kctuai De s1reo Ac t ual Des1reo t-Value Freedom Probability 

2.4 Help plan inservice 59 3. 9 322 4.4576 1. 311 0.816 -3.03 58 .004 

2.5 Present inservice 
sessions 58 3.6379 4.2586 l. 4)5 0.890 -3.21 57 <.001 

2.6 Help set goals for 
school and/ or grade 
l e vel 58 3.4655 3.9828 l. 260 0.946 -3.20 57 .002 

2.7 ll e lp set ob jectives 
for distri c t 57 3. 6491 4.2456 l. 232 o: 651 -3.60 56 .001 

2.8 Re comme nd po licy 
c hang es i nvo lving 
r ead ing prog rams 56 ).6250 4.2679 1. 214 0.904 -3.39 55 .001 

2.9 Wo rk wi t h comm ittees (X) 
to b ring about c hange 55 3.4727 4.2364 1. 303 0.838 -4.16 54 <.001 ~ 

l.O WORKJ!IG WI TH Rt:.:AD ING 
l•lA TE lllA I. S . 

l.l ttelp co nstruc t o r 
cu rri-

58 ).8276 4. 5172 l. 258 0.755 -]. 77 57 <.001 

1 . 2 Wo rk w1t h comm i t tee s 
t o e val ua te and 

55 1. 727) 4.6) 64 1. 2 39 0.589 -5.4 s 54 < . 001 

).) Be ! a m1l1 a r wi th a 
w1de va r 1c t y of 

in 
4. 31 0) 4.77 59 0. 940 0. 4 60 -3 . 85 57 <.001 

3. 4 Sha ro 1 nfocma t ion abou t 
h 

0 ) . 86 67 4. 716 7 1. 25 5 0 . 524 -5.17 59 < .001 



Table 10--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Means Deviation Degrees of 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator Cases Actual Des1.rea Actual Des1.rea t-Value Freedom Probability 

3.5 Help make reading 
materials available 
to teachers 58 3.6724 -4.7759 1 .276 0.497 -6.24 57 <.001 

4. 0 COORDIW\TING DISTRICT 
PROGRAM 

4.1 Involve conwunity in 
rea ding proqram 56 2.7321 3.8571 l. 421 0 .8 19 -5.84 55 <.0 01 

4.2 Co 
resea rch in r eading 56 2.7500 3.8036 1.365 o .. a a 3 -6.07 55 <.001 

4 . 3 He lp p l an b udqe ts to 
(X) 

52 3.1538 4.2 308 1.258 0.807 -5.61 51 <.001 
U1 

57 3.4737 4. 2807 1 . 226 0 . 840 -4.95 56 <.001 

4 . 
r opa rts f or board , 
commu nity 52 3 . 38 46 3.9615 1.28 6 l. 028 -3.35 51 .00 

4.6 Ser ve aa a commu ni-
n 

57 3.6316 4. 1930 1. 263 0 . 972 -3 .20 56 . 00 

4. 7 Partic ipat e in p_rofes-
d 

56 3. 7143 4. 2500 l. 246 0 .879 -3 .17 55 .00 
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t he ro l e indicators as perceived by the two g roups of 

t e - c hers. 

Princ i pal s' Comparisons of Desired and Ac t ual 

P rfo rmance of ARC 

Th e desired and the actua l perfo r mance in each role 

indicator as perceived by princ i pal s were camp red (s ee 

Tab le 11). There was a signi f icantly l owe r a c tu 1 t han 

desire d performance of the ARC indicat ed b the p rinci p l s 

fo r every role indicator but t hree-- the pl n ·ng of 

i n service (2.4), pre senting i nservice s e ss ion s (2 . 5) , 

a nd participation in profession 1 c t · i t ies • 7) • T le 

11 shows these signi f icant d i f f erence s . 

d ifferences are shown in Appendi x M. 

Th e insign'fic n t 

Cu rr iculum Dire cto r s' Comparisons of Desire 

a n d Actual Performance of C 

The comparison o f the ac t ual n d desired per o m n ee 

in each role indicator as perc e ive by the c rricu urn 

di r ectors with reading coordi n t o rs r e e led o s nifi ­

cant differences. These insigni f ica t d i ff erence s are 

shown in Appendi 



Table 11 

Significant Differences from the Comparison of Desired and Actual Performanc e 
of Rea ding Coordina to rs in Role Indicators as Perceived by Principals 

with aeading Coord inator s 

Sta ndard 
No. of Mea ns Deviation Degrees of 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indica tor Cases Ac tua l Des.lred Actual oes.lrea t-Value Fre edom Probability 

1.0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource to 
chers/grade l e vel 41 3. 43 90 4.3171 1.16 3 0.756 - 4.30 40 <.00 1 

1 . 2 Tea c h demonstration 
l esso ns 41 2. 6585 3.7805 l. 087 0 .881 -6. 82 40 < . 00 1 

1. 3 He lp wi th diagnost ic 
t es ting and grouping 

41 3. 02 44 3.6585 l. 3)2 l. 03 9 -3.33 40 . 002 (X) 

-.....J 
1.4 Tn fo rm teachers o f 

owt h 
190 4.1905 1 .268 0 . 969 -2.83 41 .0 0 7 

1. 5 1/o rk with content area 
t eachers t o integ rate 
r eading acttvi tios 4 2 2 . 976 2 ).8 8 1 0 1. 02 4 0.916 -4.57 41 < . 001 

l. 
41 2.6 0 98 3.1 7 07 1. 181 1.181 -3 .5 0 4 0 .001 

1.7 Prov t de psycholog i c a l 
143 3.83 33 l. 220 1.208 -) .)8 41 .00 

f o r 

39 2 . 8205 3. 6923 1.29 5 1.195 - 4 . 7 3 38 < . 00 1 

luate read i ng 
l 4l 2 .(.585 3. 0976 1. 134 1 . 281 -2 .33 40 .02 5 

2.3 llolp wit h as s~ssrut! nts 

o use in s cttinq goals 4 2 ). 4 286 3. 952 4 1. 016 0 . 76 4 -2 .9 5 41 . 005 



Table 11--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Mea ns Deviation Degrees of 2-Tail 

Role /Role Indicator Cases Ac tua l Des1r e o Ac tual Des1reo t - Value Freedom Probability 

2:6 Help set goals for 
s c hool and/or grade 
level s 42 3.3095 4.0476 1. 070 0 .764 - 4.96 41 <.001 

2.7 He lp set obj ec tives 
for district 42 3.6905 4.2143 1. 070 0.717 -3.12 41 .003 

2.8 
changes in~o1 v i ng 
read ing prog rams 42 3.5238 4.02 38 0.89 0 0. 811 -2.86 41 .007 

2.9 Wo rk with 
o br ina abou t chana e 4l 3.2683 4.04 88 1.141 0.740 - 3 .86 40 < . 001 

(X) 

(X) 

.1 
r ev1se r e adi ng 

41 3. 6 34 1 4. 3902 1.220 0.703 -4.04 40 < .001 

3 .2 Work wi th commit tees 
to eva luate and 

39 3 . 7 692 4.2 308 1.1 5 8 0 . 872 -2 .89 38 . 006 

4l 4 .1951 4. 6 585 0. 8 4 5 o·. 530 -3.31 4 0 . 00 

.4 Shiu e 1nforltliltto n "a bo u 
readi ng ma t~ria l s 

with teac hers 41 3 . 95 12 4. 609 8 1.2 24 0.5 42 - 3 .5 3 4 0 . 0 01 

. 5 
t 

40 4 .0500 4. 6 7 50 1 .1 54 0.61 6 -3 .4 4 39 .001 



Table 11--Continued 

S t a nda rd 
No. of Mean s Deviation Degrees of 2-Ta il 

Rol~/Rol e I ndica tor Cases Ac tua l Des tred Actua l Desired t -Value Freedom Probability 

4.0 COORDINATI NG DISTRICT 
PROGRAM 

4 .l Invol ve c ommunity 
in reading p rog ram 41 2.853 7 3 . 756 1 1.131 0 . 99 4 - ':> . 67 40 < . 0 0 1 

4. 2 Cond uc t and s ha re 
sea r c h in readi ng 4 0 3.0 2 50 3.8750 1 .121 0 .8 83 -3 . 9 3 39 < . 00 1 

4 .1 llelp p l an bud ge t s t o 
make reading a priority 40 3.1750 3 . 9000 1 . 152 0 .98 2 - 4.42 39 < . 00 1 

4. 4 Se rv e as a r e s o u r c e 
p~rso n to pr i nc ipa l 4 0 3 . 650 0 4 .3 25 0 1 . 331 o.no - 3. 2 6 39 . 002 (X) 

1..0 
4 .5 P r~pa r e r earl tng r epo rts 

f o r board , cotnmuni ty 39 3.051] 3 . 8462 l. 41 3 1.20 4 - 3 . 76 30 . 00 1 

4 .6 Se rve a 
J i nk b e 

r a Lio n a nd schoo l 40 3 . 3250 3 . 9000 l . 34 7 1.215 -3 . 04 39 . 0 0 4 
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Admi n i strative Reading Coordinators' Comparisons 

o f Des ired and Actual Performance of ARC 

The comparison of the actual and desired pe r formance 

i n e a ch role indicator as perceived by the reading 

c oord inators revealed two significant differences . T ble 

l l shows these differences. The read ing coordinators ' 

a t ual performance was perceived as si gni ficantly lower 

t h an the desired performance on the two rol e indicators ­

s e rving as a resource to teachers/grade l eve ls (1 . 1) 

a nd conducting and sharing research (4 . 2) . 

d ifferences are shown in Appendi 0 . 

Summary 

onsignifi c ant 

The null hypothesis for question 3 must be rejecte 

f or the teachers, principals, an r e d"ng coor in ors . 

Th e teachers gave signi f icantly lower l th d e s · r e 

p erformance ratings for all the role ·nd·c tors . The 

principals agreed with the teachers with the exception o f 

the two role indicators--planni n n presen g inservice 

(2.4) and participating in pro fe ssiona ct · ities ( . 7 ) . 

The reading coordinators gave the sel es sign"fic 

lower actual performance ratings in to r ole in ·c tors -­

serving as resource to teache rs / g r ade le el (1 . 1) and 

conducting and sharing rese r ch in r eadi g ( . 2 ) . 



Table 12 

Significant Differences from the Compa rison of Desi red and Actual Performance 
of Reading Coordinators in Role Indicators as Perceived 

by the Reading Coordinators 

S t a ndard 
No . of Me an De v iation 2-Ta il 

Role/Role Indica tor Cases Actual Des1rec Ac t ua l De s 1red ~-Value Probabil ity 

1.0 CON SULTING 

1.1 Se rv e as re so urc 
to t e ac hers / 
g rad e l e vel 5 4.2 00 5 .00 0 0 .4 47 0 . 000 -4.00 . 016 

4. 0 
DI S'PR I C 
PflOG IU\ H ----

4. 2 
c h 

5 2 . 200 3 .0 00 0 . 8 37 0 . 70 7 - 4. 00 . 016 

\.0 
f--' 
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Coord i nators' responses were different f rom either the 

pri ncipals' or the teachers' r ankings . 

Th e null hypothesis can be accepted in the responses 

o f t he curriculum directors. No signi fican t differences 

we re indicated in the actual and desired perform nee of 

the ARC on each role indicator pe r ceived by the c rric l m 

d i r ec tors. 

Question 4 

Is there a difference between the perform nee of 

the ARC i n each role indicator as pe~ceived by he 

coord inator compared to th e perfor a ce s seer. b 

t eachers, principals, or curriculum directo rs ? 

Null hypothesis: The mean of t e r t e erform nee 

in each role indicator as pe rcei e by t e RC is no 

significantly diffe r e nt f rom the me an of the er o r m n e 

ra ting as perceived by the oth r thre e po ula ion ro p s . 

Teachers and ARC 

The first comparison s betwee t e re in 

coordinators and the teachers. Eigh t si g ificant diffe r­

ences were found . The teachers ' r tin g s of the perfor ance 

of the ARCs were significantly lower than the rating s 

by the ARCs on two role indicators un er cons ting ( . 0 ) 

helping with diagnostic t e s ti g and gro p ' g of st den~ s 
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(1.3) and providing psychological s upport for teachers 

(1 . 7) ; three role indicators under bringing abo t change 

( 2.1~) : help ing set goals f or schools and/ or g ra e leve s 

( ~6) , helping set objectives fo r districts ( 2 . 7) , nd 

wor i ng with committees to bring about ch nges ( . 9); two 

indicators under wo rking with reading materials (3 . 0) : 

he l pi n g construct or revise read ing curricul~m m ter ~al s 

(3 .1) and helping make reading ma t erials av il -b le t o 

te ac her s (3 .5); and one role ind ictor under coord'n t'n 

distric t program (4.0): participatin i~ pro fe ssion 1 

r ead ing related activities ( 4 . 7) (see a bl e 3) Ap ix 

P shows the re s ul ts for the teachers an RCs . 

Principals and ARC 

The c ompari son of the perfo rm nee of t e s n 

ro le indicators as perceived b y the princ·p ls an t he 

ARCs revealed sig ni f icant differen~es for in r ole 

indicators. The role ind icato s fell into th ee jor 

categor i e s: consulting (1 . 0 , br'ngin bo t h ge ( . 0) , 

and working with reading materia s (3 . 0 ) . 

indicators were s erving a s resour e to te 

T e n ne o e 

ra e 

levels (1 . 1) , helping wi th diagnost ' t s in n ro pi 

of student s (1 . 3) , pro iding ps chological sp o rt for 

teachers (1 . 7) , h e lping pan ins er ce ( 2 . ) , e pi .g set 

goal s for school /g rade le e ( 2 . 6 ) , he p ' n set objecti es 



Table 13 

Significant Differences from the Compari son of Perceived Performance 
of Coordinators in Selected Rote Indicators as Perceived by 

Reading Coordinators ~nd Teache rs ~e rved by Coordinators 

Role/Role Indicators 

1. 0 CONSU LTING 

l.J lt e lp with di agnos tic 
t es ting and g rouping 
ot students 

1.7 Pro vid e psyc ho­
l og ical su ppo rt 
f o r teachers 

2.0 A CHANGE 

2.6 He lp s e t goa ls f o r 
schoo l s and /o c 
g r ade l evels 

2.7 ll e lp set o b )t:C llves 
for distrl ct 

2.9 

3. 0 

. 1 

3 .5 II 

4 .0 

.. . 7 

d in_ 
tla bl e 

LH STRICT .-:------· 

1n g 

No. ot Case s 
ARCs Te a che rs 

5 61 

5 60 

s 59 

5 57 

5 56 

5 59 

5 

5 57 

Me ans 
ARCs •reachers 

4. 4 2. 79 

4.4 3.18 

4. 4 3. 49 

4.8 3.65 

4. 6 3.48 

4.8 3.83 

4.6 ). 74 

4 .6 3. 7 2 

t -Va lue 

-3.68 

-4.00 

-3 . 08 

-4.46 

-3.73 

-3.7.6 

-2.93 

-2.99 

2-Tail 
Probability 

.010 

.003 

.015 

.001 

.005 

.003 

.019 

.017 

1.0 
~ 
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f or d i s t r ict (2 . 7) , recommen d ing policy changes invo ing 

r eading progra m (2 . 8), working with c ommittee s o brin 

a bo u t chang e (2 . 9), and helping c onstruct or re v i se 

rE~ad ing curriculum materials . Table 14 contains t he s e 

s i gn if icant differences . 

~greement be tween Teachers and Princ i pal s 

The principals and teachers a g r ee in t he i r l o we r 

performance rating s for six of the r o l e i i cators --helpi ng 

wit h d iagnostic testing and grouping of st en ts (1 . 3) 1 

provi d ing p sychological s pport fo r t e cher s ( . 7) 1 h lpi 

s et goal s f or school / g rade leve l ( . 6 ) I help' ng s et obje -

t i ve s for d istrict (2 . 7) , working with c ommi e e s o b r 'ng 

a bout change (2 . 9) , and helping construct o r revise r e di n 

c urric~lum materials (3 . 1 ) . Tab le 15 c o n i s es 

common sign i fi cant dif fere nce s . 

the teacher- principal comparisons 

total re s ults for t he principa l s ' 

are shown in Appendi. Q. 

Curriculum Di rectoY and ARC 

T e 

n 

st b 

h po thes· s or 

·e je t e . T e 

ARCs ' comp r1. s ons 

Th ere were no si gni ~ i a nt i f feren es indi te in h e 

comparison of the performance of the RCs · n the roe i _ 

cators as percei e d by the c urricu l dire t o rs R s . 

The null hypothesis f o r this q e stio n c n be accepted . he 

nonsignificant d i fferences are sho wn in p end i ~ . 



Table 14 

Significant Differences from the Compariso n of Perc ei v ed Performa nce 
of Coordinato rs in Se lected Ro le I ndi ca t or s a s Perceived by 
Readir.g Co ordinato rs a nd Princ i pa l s Serv e d by Coordinators 

Role/Role Indicators 

1.0 CON SULTING 

1.1 Se r ve a s resou r ce to 
teache rs / grade lev~ ls 

1.3 He l p with diag nos tic 
t e st1ng and gro uping 
of stud e nts 

1.7 Provjde p syc h o l og i c 
u ppo rt f o r t eache rs 

ABOU T CHANGE 

2. 4 lt elo o l a n in serv i c c 

.6 He l p s 
s c hoo l o 
l evel 

c t i v 

. B Recommend po 1 i c y 

. l 

~ h11nues i nvo l v ing 
ng prog ra 111 

WIth 
inq a 

Ch<ln<.JC 

o r 
c urr! -

No . 
ARCs 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

of Ca se s Hea ns 
Pn.nc1pafs ARCs Pr1nc1pa ls t-Value 

42 4. 2 3.48 -2.68 

4l 4. 4 3. 02 -3 . 05 

42 4 . 4 3. 21 - ) . 04 

42 4. 8 4 .03 -).13 

4 2 4 . 4 3. 0 1 -) . 6 9 

4 2 4. 8 ) . 69 -4. 2 8 

4 2 4 . 4 3.5) - 3. 12 

41 4 . 6 ) .27 - 4.4 0 

42 4 . 8 3 . 6 2 - 4 . ) 

2-Ta il 
Probability 

. 020 

.022 

. 003 

I.D 
0'1 

. 012 

. OO il 

. 001 

. 0 17 

. 00 2 

. 0 0 1 



1.0 

l. 

Table 15 

Common Significant Dif fe rence s from the Compa rison of P.erceived 
Performance of Coordinators in Selected Rol e Indicators As 

Perce iv td by neading Coordina tors and Teachers 
Served by Coo rdi na tors and Principals 

tor 

diag nos tic 
nd grouping 

n ts 

Teachers 
2-Tal 

t -va lue Pro babil i ty 

- ' . 6 8 . 010 

Pri ncipals 
2- Tail 

t-value Proba uil i ty 

- ).05 . 0.22 

1.7 ps yc ho l ogi cc1 l 
for teache r- s 

2. 0 

2.6 or 

.7 

.1 ll c lp cons truc t o 
rt:vi~c re.:~di 
cur ct cu 1u~ matecl 

-4. 0 0 

- ). 0 8 

- 4 . 46 

-1.73 

-1 . 7 

. 00 -) . 8 4 . 00) 

. 015 -3. 69 . 006 

. 001 - 4 . . 001 

. 005 - 4.4 0 . 00 

. 001 - 4 .)2 .001 

\..0 
-...) 
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~~mmary 

The null hypothesis for the comparison of the 

p 0r f ormance of the ARC as perceived by the t eachers and 

ARC s had to be rejected. Eight role indicators received 

1 werevaluations by the teachers. Three of the eight 

ro l e indicators were in the major category of bring ing 

abo ut change (2.0). 

The null hypothesis for the comparison o f the perfor­

ma nce of the ARC as perceived by the principals an d the 

ARCs had to be rejected. Nine role indicato rs we r e 

g iven si gnificantly lower mean s byprincip l s . 

The null hypothesis for the compariso n of th 

p erformance of the ARC as perceived by thecurriculum 

director and the ARC was accepted. There were no signifi­

cant differences among the perceived per form n ee r ti n s . 

Question 5 

Are the five reading coordinators self-actualizin 

persons? Is there a relationship between se~ · ­

actualization possessed by each coord inato a n d her 

effectiveness as measered by her principa l s , teache rs , 

curriculum directors, and the coord inator her s el 4 ? 

The five reading coordinators responded to the 

Personal Orientation Inventory. There wa s no a erag e 

score for the inventory to indicate a total d e g ree of 
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s elf- actualization, but subscale scores and ratio scores 

i nd i ca ted self-actualization in special areas. All f i ve 

o f the reading coordinators had at least one s elf­

actual ized subscale score and one had a s elf- act alizing 

rat io score . Appendix S shows the reverse si e of the 

!!P r of ile Sheet for the Pe rsonal Orientatio n I n ventory . " 

A description o f what the POI measure s is g i ve n . Th e 

p r ofile sheet for the enti re test which lists the subscale 

c a tegories that fall under the g e neral head ing s of Valuin , 

Fee ling , Self-Perception, Sy n erg istic Awareness , an 

I nterper sona l Sensitivity is shownin ppen i T . 

de scription is g i ven un der each gener c t or . T ble 

1 6 presents the subscale scores for th five c oor in t o rs . 

Table 17 presents the ratio scores for the coordi -

nato rs. 

Sheet . 

The ratio score s were e pl ine i. t 

The 'I'I - TC "normal " is thought of s bei 

r o ile 

tim 

incompetent one-sixth o f the ti~e with a r tio of ppro. i -

mately 1:5. The self-actualized ratio is 1 : 8 o r being t'me 

incompetent one-ninth o f the ti e . The n on se f - ct ized 

ratio is 1:3 or being incompetent o ne-third of the time . 

The s upport ratio (0 - I) looks t other- di r ec t ed e s n 

inner-directedness. The ratio for the nonsel f - ac t ualizin 

person is about 1:1. The y appear t o not kno w whether t o 

conform or act autonomously . The sel f - act al ' zin person 
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Table 16 

Standard Scores of Five Coordinators on 
Personal Orientation Inve ntory 

Sub s c ale Title 1 

Time Compe tent 41 

Inne r Directed 36 

Sel f-Actualizing 
Value 43 

Ex i stentiality 28 

Fe e ling Reactivity 33 

Spontaneity 44 

Se lf -Regard 66 

Se lf-Acceptance 

Na ture of Man , 
Constructive 

Synergy 

Acceptance of 
Aggression 

Capacity for 

52* 

48 

43 

29 

Intimate Contact 32 

Coordinator 
2 3 

58* 55 * 

48 48 

39 52* 

41 48 

53* 6 

52 * 62 

5 3* 51* 

45 4 2 

48 48 

4 8 55 * 

58* 4 2 

4 8 53 * 

5 

33 8 

37 45 

52 * 59 * 

23 32 

28 51 * 

55 5 

55 7 

39 33 

38 7 

39 55 

33 2 

ean 
Standard 

Score 

7 

3 

4 9 

3 

2 

5~ 

5 

6 

49 

1 

0 

*Scores between 50-6 0 consi e r e s e f - c u liz ' 
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woul d have a ratio of 1:3. Thi s person is characterized 

a s h a ving more o f a n au to no mous sel f - supportive , or 

being-orientation . The no r mal ratio fall s between the 

tw( ex tremes . 

Table 1 7 

Ra t io Sco res o f Coordinators from 
Pe r sonal Orien tation Inventory 

Coordinato r Ra t io Score Self - Actu lization 

1 TI- TC 1 : 1 . 9 

0 - I 1 : 1 . 55 

2 TI - TC 1 : 10 

0- I 1 : 2 . 2 

3 TI - TC 1 : 4 . 75 

0- I 1 : 2 . 2 

4 TI - TC 1 : 1 . 3 

0- I 1 : 1 . 2 

5 TI - TC 1 : 2 . 8 

0- I 1 : 1 . 6 

TI --Time Inc ompetent 

T --Time Competent c 
0- I --Other - Inner 

onself - ctu i ing o) 

onse - c u iz n o) 

Self - c lize (Ye s ) 

orm 1 

orm 

orm 1 

onse1f - u l'zi o) 

on e f - c z n o ) 

0 self - ct li i. ·o ) 

onself - ct izi o) 
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Figure 1 presents the mean POI sub scale s core s. Two 

s u:) s c ales were within the self-actual izing range . Th e 

t wo we re spontaneity and self-rega r d . Existentialit , 

t ·1 e ability to use good judgment in a pp l ying values o r 

princ ipl e s is the lowest sub scale . T' is low sco r e 

ind icate s a general tendency of t hese f' e c oo r din t ors 

t o hold v alues so rigi d ly tha t c omp lsive o r ogmatic 

b e havior may result. 

The mean performance rat ing for each of the i e 

c oo rd inators in the four c o mprehensive r oles s comp e . 

Thi s wa s a s ummar y of t he performa ce of the ARC s 

p erc eived b y the t e ache rs, principals , n curr·cul 

d irector in her district a nd as perc e ive 

This was a part of the computer pro g r am . 

c ontains this summa r y . 

by herse l . 

ble 1 8 

An anal y sis o f va r iance was o n e o e e r i e i h 

means were equal. Since the t es t statis ic F is l r e r 

than 3. 06 (Mendenhal l , McCl a ve , R me , 6 ) , 

a t l e ast two of the mea ns are s n · f · 

Table 19). 

nt ly d' erent (see 

The Newman-Keuls comparison tes as use to e ermi e 

which of the means were · ffe r ent (.endenh 1 , et 1 ., 

1977, p. 315). Tabl e 2 0 g i es these stat~~t ·c s . 
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Table 18 

Mean Performance Rating s fo r Five Reading 
Coordinators in t he Four 

Comprehensi ve Role s 

Means f or Coo r dinators b Districts 
Comprehens ive Roles 1 2 3 4 

Consulti-ng 3 . 467 3 . 371 3 . 384 2 . 642 

Bri ng ing About Change 3. 465 3 . 668 4 . 023 2 . 9 21 

Work ing wi t h Re ading 
Ma ter ials 4. 1 24 4 . 375 4 . 332 3 . 533 

Coordina ting Distric t 
Pro g r am 3 . 65_ 3 . 630 3 . 845 2 . 618 

Mean s fo r Four Rol e s 3 . 677 3 . 761 3 . 896 2 . 92 

Ta ble 9 

ANOVA Summary Tab le fo r e ns o Four 
Comprehensi e Roles 

Source df s 

Treatme nt 4 2 . 56 . 6 

Error 1 5 2 . 03 • 3 5 

To t a l 1 9 . 59 

*3 . 06 wa s signi fi c ant le e l . 

5 

3 . 839 

3 . 228 

3 . 791 

3 . 209 

3 . 267 

F 

. 57· 
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Table 20 

Ne wman-Keul s Sta t istic s for Comparison of Pe r f orman c e 
Mean s of ARCs in Four Comp r ehensive Ro l es 

Q Needed fo r 
Di t r icts . OS Alpha Signi f ican t 
Comp a red Means Compared Level Te s t Q Differe nce 

l & 2 3.677 & 3.761 3 . 01 0 . 4S7 0 

l & 3 3 . 677 & 3 . 896 3 . 67 1 . 190 0 

l & 4 3 . 6 77 & 2 . 929 3 . 67 4 . 0 70 ~e s 

l & s 3 . 677 & 3 . 267 3 . 0 1 2 . 2 30 . 0 

2 & 3 3 . 761 & 3 . 896 3 . 01 0 . 7 34 0 

2 & 4 3 . 761 & 2 . 929 4.08 4 . S20 Yes 

2 & s 3 . 761 & 3 . 267 3 . 6 7 . 690 0 

3 & 4 2 . 896 & 2 . 929 4 . 37 S . 260 Ye s 

4 & s 2.929 & 3 . 267 3 . 01 1 . 8-!0 0 

The Q- sta tis tic needed f o r . OS s n ·f.:. c · n e 

came from Table 8, Appendix ll (p . 4 70) of • en e ll , 

e t al ., 19 77 . The perfo r manc e me n s fo r the Cs n 

di stricts l ' 2 ' and 3 are sig n ' fie n hi ghe r h n t o s e 

f o r di s tricts 4 and s . 

Table 21 compare s the mea n erfo ne e r t'n fo r 

each coordinator with her r t ' o sco r e s from t e POI . 
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Table 21 

Summary Chart for Comparison o f Coordinators' 
Effectiveness and POI Scores 

No. of 
Subscale 
Scores 

Performance Indicating 
Di s trict Mean Self-Actualized Ratio Score s 

3 3.896 5 TI-TC (Normal ) 

0- I (Normal ) 

2 3.761 5 TI - TC (Sel f -
actualized) 

0- I ( ormal 

l 3.677 l TI- TC (No nself -
actualized ) 

0-I (Nonself-
ctu lized) 

5 3.267 4 TI - TC (i 0 s e l f -
actualized) 

0-I (Nonself -
actualized ) 

4 2. 9 29 3 TI - TC ( onself -
actuali zed) 

0- I (. on"elf -
actua l ized) 
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Because means for districts 3, 2, and 1 are signi fi ­

c an t l y different from the means for di stric ts 5 and 4 

a nd c oordinators from districts 3 and 2 indicated a g r eater 

d e g r e e of self-actualization, there is a possibility of a 

r ~ l ationship between effectiveness and possess ion of sel f ­

ac t ualization. The two significantl y lower evaluation 

me a n s and absence of a ratio score i ndicating s elf ­

a c t ualization for the coordinators f rom districts 5 and 

4 may indicate that less effective coord ina tors are less 

s e lf-actualized than the more effective coordinators . Th e 

c oordinator for district 1 possessed the lowest degree 

o f self-actualization, but had higher perform nee me ns 

t han coordinators in districts 4 and 5. Table 1 6 

presented the individual subscale scores for each 

coordinator. Coordinator 1 has subscale scores h t re 

possibly not valid becaus e they are ch r cte r istic of an 

individual wanting to make a good impression o n th e POI 

(POI Manual, p. 22). 

There is not enough evidence to make a ef ini te 

conclusion about the relationship betwee n effectiveness 

in leadership and the possession of self - ctualization , 

but a relationship is not disproved. Cor r elations could 

not be run because of the lack of a single score to se 

from the POI to indicate overall self - actualization . 
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Question 6 

Who assumes the leadership role in r eading in 

d istricts without an administrati ve reading coordinator? 

Information for use in answering t his question was 

obta ined through interviews with curri culum directors 

withou t ARCs a~d information from the to t al principal 

popu lation accompanying the returned Ro l e/Role Indic tors 

I s trument. 

The curriculum directors were asked est'ons tha 

we re designed to designate source s of le dership in 

r e ad ing. The c u rriculum directors ernph sized hei r o wn 

l eadership role in giving guidance in plann· g of i s e r ­

v ice. Committees of teachers were desi gn e s he ing 

nd eve opin 

irec or s na~e 

ener o n su~ -

i n planning of inservice, setting oals , 

c urriculum. Four of the five c rr · c 

p rincipals as reading r e s ource hel ers . 

tants, outside consultants, nd l ibrari s were also 

cited as reading leaders . The gene r l s· er so=s wer 

classified as g r ade l e e l super isors or ons 1 nts . 

Three of the districts had gene ral cons ltants or in 

unde~ the curriculw~ director . One c rric i r e tor 

stated that rea ding was the p rio r·ty conce rn of a 1 of 

the consultants in that distric t . 
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The curriculum directors all considered l eade rsh ip 

i 1 re a ding as part of their role. Teache r s were also a 

r ecogn ized source of leadership cite d by t he c rricu urn 

d ire c tors. Teachers helped plan inserv ice , s er ed on 

curri culum committees, served on Ri gh t-to - Re d committees , 

he lpe d set goals, wrote curriculum g ui des , and helped 

evaluate programs . Table 22 shows t he s ources of 

lea dership in reading given by the curri culum i r ectors 

wi t hout reading coordinators. 

Ta ble 2 

Sources o f Leader ship in Re a ing as ta e 
By Curriculum Directors \ itho t 

Reading Coo r d inator s 

Source of Leadershi p 
Number 

Re s pon in Percen 

Curriculum Director 5 100 

General Supervisors .) 60 

Principals 4 80 

Parents 1 20 

Publishers 80 

Other teachers 5 00 

Universities 2 0 

Vice principals 1 20 

N 5 

e 
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Four of the districts were piloting basal reading 

p rogr ams being considered for state adoption . The 

puhl i shers were providing materials and techn i c l 

a ss i stance. The leadership of the p r incipal was emph size 

i n f our di stricts . Special reading inse r ice cor 

pri ncipals is a reality in these four districts . 

The pr incipals who res ponded to the q uestionn ire 

a l s o re sponded to an in f ormation sheet attached to the 

que stionnaire. The principals were aske to l'st so rces 

of leadership in reading excluding the r ea ing coor in tor . 

Tab le 2 3 shows the respons e to this uestio n . 

The principals named general super ·sors (50 %) , 

c urri culum directors (24 %) , and the Region 1 S rv· e 

Center (13 . 5 %) as the three most common s ources o 

reading l e adership when no r ea ing coor in tor s il -

able . Principals did not see themsel es s le ers in 

reading . Seventeen percent of the princ s el 0 

leadership was a vai l a bl e . Other te chers , ers es , 

princ ipals, vice princip 1 I spe c i l e uc _io oer on nel , 

publishers , Right-to-Read di ectors, r .e e e c lr e n , 

and p r ofe ssiona l organi z tions ere c'te b less n 

5 % of the principals. 

The principals (5 0 %) nd the c rric l r e c ·ors 

(60 %) agreed ge neral super ·sors pro · ed e ders 0 n 
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Table 23 

Sources o f Leadershi p in Reading as Stated by 
Princi pa ls Without Reading Coordinators 

~ource of Leadership 

C~rr i culum Director 

Ge~e ral Supervisors 

Other teachers 

P.inci pals 

Universitie s 

li ce principal s 

Spe cial education 
(d iagnosticians) 

Publi shers 

Ri ght-to-Read director 

Grade level chairman 

Regional education 
service center 

Professional organizations 

No leadership 

N = 52 

Number 
Responding 

12 

26 

3 

3 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

7 

1 

9 

Percentage 

23 . 08 

50 . 00 

0 . 06 

0 . 06 

0 . 0 

0 . 0 

0 . 02 

0 . 04 

0.04 

0 . 0 

13 . 50 

0 . 02 

7 . 30 
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re ~Jing. The curriculum directors felt reading l eader ­

s h ip to be a part of their role, but principals di not . 

Al .·l o f the curricul urn directors recognized t eache r 

l e ~ dership . Six percent of the principals felt te a chers 

we~e reading leaders. 

Summary 

This study was designed to de t e rmin e the role of the 

admi nistrative reading consultant as percei e b the 

teachers , principals, curriculum directors , n re n 

coo rdinators ; to compare the role perce ti o ns o h e 

di s tricts with and without a r e din coo r i or ; to 

c ompare the desired and actual erformance o the re in 

c o ordinator in each role indicator as perceived by ch 

of t he four populations in divtr.cts wit r e in 

coordinators, and to compare the pe r o m e of t .e 

reading coordinator as she sees · t to the er fo rm n e s 

seen by teachers, principals, and curr·c lum d . ectors n 

the cive districts with reading coor ·na o s . at_e 

was made to determine if the sel f - ~tu ' z e c oo r in or 

was more effective than th e non se f - ct i e coor 

and to define sources of l eadership in r e adi g n 

districts without a reading coor i ator . 

Significantly lower ens were fond o t e c . ers 

and principals t han for the .RC for ro e 

o r 
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s e rving as resources, helping with needs asse s s me nts , 

helping p l an inserv ice, recommend ing po l ic y chan es , worki g 

with committees to bring about c han ge , and participat'ng in 

pr~fe ss iona l activities. Th e mean for the role of bring ing 

a bo u t change was also signi fi c a n tly lower for te chers an 

prin cipal s than f o r ARCs. Te a chers g ave working with 

c ommi t t ees to bring about change and serv ing as reso urce t o 

p r i n c ipals lower scores than d i d the ARCs . There was o ne 

di f f erenc e in the perceptions of the role / role in ic t ors 

bet ween the ARCs and the curriculum directors , th t o 

par ticipating in profession al activities . 

Teache rs without reading c oor in tors pl e si ni i ­

a n tly more importance on t he major roles of cons 1 in 

a n d bringing about change tha n d i d t he te c hers wi h 

r e adin g c o o r d ina tors. The role in ic t or s o i o m 

te a che r s of pro fe ssional growt h ctiv· i e s , wr i 

c r iteria fo r evaluating , helping with n e s ssessm n s , 

helping plan inservice , r e c ommendin g poli ch es , n 

serv ing a s the commun ication l ink be ween i nistra io 

and schools were more high ly v a lued by t e chers without 

c oordinators compare t o the t e chers 'th c oor 1n or s . 

There were no s igni f ica nt d i fferences in t e ro e / ro e 

indicators as perceived by the princip ls and c rricul 

directors without and with readin coor in t o rs . 
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Teachers who compared the desired and actual perfor­

ma n ce o f the coordinators in each ro l e ind i cato r g a ve 

s ignificantly lower performance rating s for every ro l e 

i nd icator than did the ARCs. Principals g a ve lower 

a c t ual performance ratings for e ve ry r o le i nd icato r bu t 

he lping plan inservice and participating in professio na l 

ac tivities. The ARCs gave themselves si gni f ica n tly lower 

a ctual performance ratings on serving as a resource t o 

t eachers/grade levels and conducting and sharing resea r ch. 

Th e curriculum directors showed satis f action with ac tual 

p erformance in all of the role ind icators . 

The actual performance in each o f t he role i nd i ca t ors 

as seen by the ARC and each of the other three groups was 

compared. Teachers and principals had a significantly 

lower performance rating compared t o the ARC f o r he lping 

with testing and properly providing p s ycholog i cal s u ppor t 

for teachers, helping set goals for teachers /g Ya d e l evels, 

helping set objectives, working with committees to 

bring about change, and helping construct o r re v ise cu r r i­

culum materials. Teachers ranked helping make reading 

materials available and participating in professiona l 

activities significantly lower than did the ARCs. The 

principals ranked serving as resource to teacher/g rade 

levels, helping plan inservice, and recommend ing po l icy 
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c hanges lower than the ARCs. There were no differences 

i n the performance rankings as seen by the ARCs and the 

c urriculum directors. 

All five of the reading coordinators showed subscale 

s cores on the Personal Orientation Inventory that fell 

i n the self-actualizing range. Only one sel f - a ctua lized 

r atio score was present, a time ratio. Each c oordinator 's 

p erformance was evaluated by herself, her curriculum 

d irector, and elementary principals and teachers in her 

d istrict using the Role / Role Indicators Assessme nt 

Instrument. An analysis of variance was done to de termine 

if the performance from means we re di ffe rent. A signi f i­

cant difference for the means was indicated. The 

Newman-Keuls test revealed that three coordinators had 

significantly hi gher mean ratings than the o ther two . The 

two highest-rated coordinators had the mo st s elf - actualized 

scores in the POI. The two lowest-rated coordinators had 

ratio scores that were nonself-actualizing . The third 

ranked coordinator had a POI profile that was char acteristic 

of a person who wanted to make a good impression. There 

was not enough evidence to make a definite conclusion abou t 

the possibility of the most self-actualized coordinators 

also being the coordinators with the highest performance 

ratings. The possibility is not disproved. 
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The curriculum directors and principals in d istricts 

wi t hout reading coordinators designated general super­

v i s ors, the curriculum directors, and teachers as the 

·th r ee sources of leadership in the districts. Principals, 

ri c e principals, parents, publishers, universities, 

~ducation Service Centers, and special education people 

we re named by a very small percent of the two groups. 

Pr i ncipals also listed grade-level chairmen and profes­

s i onal organizations as leadership sources. Seventeen 

p e rcent of the principals said no leadership was available. 



CHAPTER 5 

SU~ffiRY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 

DISCUSSION, AND RECOMHENDATIONS 

Summary 

This study had two major purposes: (a) to determine 

t he role of the administrative reading coordinator as 

p erceived by teachers, elementary principals, the 

c oordinators, and curriculum directors in 10 Texas 

suburban school districts, five of the districts employing 

an administrative reading coordinator, and (b) to deter­

mine the effectiveness of the five reading coordinators as 

evaluated by the coordinators themselves, their principals, 

teachers, and curriculum directors. An attempt was made 

to determine whether the reading coordinators exhibited 

a high level of self-actualization as they performed 

their tasks. 

Hore specifically, the study attempted to answer 

the following questions: 

1. Is there a significant difference among the 

different role/role indicators as perceived b y the 

administrative reading coordinator (ARC) and the same 

ll 7 
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r ole/role indicators as perceived by teachers and / or 

principals and curriculum directors? 

2. Is there a significant difference in the i mpor­

t a n ce of any of the role indicators as perceived in 

d i stricts with an ARC compared to districts without an 

ARC with each of the following groups: teachers, 

J r incipals, and curriculum directors? 

3. Is there a significant difference between the 

de sired and actual performance of the ARC in role 

i n dicators as evaluated by teachers, princi pals, reading 

coordinators, and curriculum directors in the five 

di stricts with reading coordinators? 

4. Is there a difference between the per f ormance o f 

the ARC in each role indicator as perceived by the 

coordinator compared to the performance as s ee n by 

teachers, principals, or curriculum directors? 

5. Are the five reading coordinators self­

actualizing persons? Is there a relationship between 

self-actualization possessed by each coordinator and her 

effectiveness as measured by her principals, teachers, 

curriculum directors, and the coordinator herself? 

6. Who assumes the leadership role in reading in 

districts without an administrative reading coordinator? 
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f? e velopment of Role/Role Indicators 

As sessment Instrument 

A review of the literature revealed no research­

based role for the administrative reading coordinator. 

Th e suggested skills and attitudes for reading super­

v i sors as recommended by the International Reading 

As sociation and the Professional Standards and Ethics 

Committee were studied. Research defined roles in 

general supervision were collected and compared to the 

I nternational Reading Association defined role. Only 

r ole functions or indicators defined in at least one 

f ormal study were included in the suggested role 

indicator instrument. 

The role indicatoYs were divided into four subgroups: 

consulting, serving as change agent, working with 

readi~g materials, and coordinating a distr i ct prog ram. 

The placement of the role indicators in each group was 

based upon cayeful consideration of the indica:ed task. 

A committee of 11 educators in administration served as 

an advisory committee. This committee made recommenda­

tions for changes in the original instr~ment. 
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2 e v elopment and Validation of Interview Instruments 

The interview instruments for the coordinator and 

the curriculum director were developed by the researcher . 

Th e questions for the interviews were written after a 

~ tudy of research in the area of supervision . A 

c ommittee o f five elementary coordinators and a university 

s t atistician reviewed the interview instruments . 

Re commendations for changes were made. The interview 

i n struments can be found in Appendices H and I . A 

r eading coordinator and the curriculum d irecto r in the 

p ilot d istrict were interviewed. The interviews were 

t aped, were analyzed, and then revise d . 

Decision to Use Personal Orientation Inventorv 

The decision to use the Personal Orientation 

Inventory was made after the study of fi ve instruments: 

the Leadership Opinion Questionnaire (Fleishman) , a 

questionnaire to measure flexibility in leadership 

(Farris & Butterfield); the Cali fornia Personality 

Inventory (Hough); the Eysenck Personality Inventory 

(Eysenck & Eysenck) ; and the Personal Orientation 

Inventory (Shostrom). The latter was chosen because of 

its extensive use in leadership studies, its length, and 

its well-written manual containing the interpretation 

for scores. 
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? i lot Study 

A pilot study in a large suburban district with 17 

2lemen tary schools was designed to evaluate and validate 

i n struments to be used in the formal study. The 

i nvestigator was the reading coordinator. 

Seventeen principals, 48 teachers, one curriculum 

d i rector, and one reading coordinator participated in the 

p i lot. While all elementary principals participated, 

t e achers were selected randomly from each school, using 

a table of random numbers. 

A brief information sheet was developed to accompany 

t he questionnaire. This form provided information about 

the educator responding to the questionnaire. Partici­

pants in the pilot study gave suggestions for improving 

the form. 

The Study 

Subjects were selected fro~ 10 suburban school 

districts. Five of the districts employed an administra ­

tive reading coordinator. Five of the distric~s had no 

reading coordinator. All districts were in close 

proximity to several universities, and growing and/ or 

have grown rapidly in the past decade, and had at least 

seven elementary schools. Five reading coordinators, 10 
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c u r riculum directors, 94 principals, and 132 teachers 

~ articipated. 

The investigator mailed letters to the four 

p o pulation groups requesting permission to send the Role / 

Ro le Indicators Assessment Instrument. These letters 

were sent to all reading coordinators, all curriculum 

d i rectors, all elementary principals, and 200 teachers. 

As permission was received, the questionnaires were mailed. 

Phone calls were made to reading coordinators, curriculum 

d i rectors, and principals who did not return the permis­

sion form. A new random sampling of teachers from 

districts with too few teacher responses was made and 

letters of permission mailed until the desired number of 

questionnaires was obtained. The computer program used 

to analyze data was SPSS-20, Release 7.02A from the 

University of Pittsburg. Technical advice for inter­

preting the computer printout was received (Beader, 

Reference Note 3). 

The investigator made appointments with the five 

reading coordinators and the 10 curriculum directors for 

the interviews. The interviews were taped and later 

transcribed. The text of the interviews is in Appendices 

H and I. At the visit for the interview, the reading 
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coo r dinators also responded to the Personal Or ientation 

.~.nvento ry . 

Findings 

Oue st i on 1 

Is t here a signi f icant d i ffere nce amon g the 

di f f erent role / role indicators as perceived by the 

a dmi nistrative reading coordinator (ARC ) a nd the same 

r ol e / role indicators as perceived by teache r s a n d / or 

p r i ncipals and curriculum directors? 

Null hypothesis: The mean fo r t he role / role 

i ndicator item of the read ing c o o rdi nators is n o t 

s ignificantly different from the mean of the same role/ 

r o le indicator of each of the other populations. 

Ho= mean (coordinators) = me an (t eachers ) 

Ho: mean (coordinators) mean (princ i pals) 

Ho: mean (coordinators) mean (c urriculum 
directo rs ) 

Significantly lower means we re foun d for teachers a n d 

principals compared to the mean s of t he ARC for role 

indicators serving as a resource (1.1 ) 1 helping with need s 

assessments (2.3 ) 1 helping pl an ins ervice ( 2 . 4 ) , 

recommending policy changes (2. 8 ), worki ng with commi tte es 

to bring about chan ge (2.9), and participa t ing i n 

profes3ional activ ities (4 . 7) . The me a n for the r ol e 
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of bringing about change (2.0) was also si gnificantly 

lawer for teachers and principals. The one difference 

LI the perceptions of the role / role indicators between 

the ARC s and the curriculum directors wa s participating 

i n professional activities (4. 7) . 

Qu e stion 2 

Is there a significant d ifference in the 

i mpo rtance of any of the role indicators as perceived in 

d i stricts with an ARC compared to d istricts without an 

ARC with each of the following g roups: te achers , 

p rincipals, and curricul um d irectors? 

Null hypothesis: The mean fo r the rated importance 

o f each role/role indicator by teachers, principal s, 

a nd curriculum directors in di strict s with ~nd witho t 

ARCs are not significantly different. 

H : 
0 

T~ 0 l"o. 

mean (teachers with 
coordinators) 

mean (principals with 
coordinators 

mean (curriculum 
directors with 
coordinators) 

= mean (teachers withou t 
coordinators) 

= mean (p rinci pals 
without coordinators) 

= mean (curricu lum 
directors witho u t 
coordinators ) 

Teachers without reading coordinator s placed 

significantly more importance on the ma jo r roles of 
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con s ulting (1.0) and bringing about change (2 .0 ) than did 

the teachers with reading coordinators. Th e role 

Jndi cators of informing teachers of professional growth 

2~ tivities (1.4), writing criteria for e valuation (2.1 ) , 

he l ping with needs assessment (2 .3), helpin g plan 

inse rvice ( 2. 4) , recomrnending policy c hanges ( 2 . 8) , and 

serving as the communication link between administration 

a n d schools (4.6) were more highly valued by teache r s 

wi t hout coordinators compared to the teachers with 

c oordinators. There were no significant differences in 

t h e role/role indicators as percei ved by the principal s 

a nd curriculum directors without and with coordinators. 

Question 3 

Is there a significant differe nce betwee n the 

desired and actual performance of the ARC in r o le 

indicators as evaluated by teachers, princi pals, reading 

coordinators, and curriculum directors in the five 

districts with reading coordinators? 

Null hypothesis: The mean f or the ra ted importance 

of each role indicator by each population g roup is not 

significantly different from the mean o f the performance 

rating of the coordinator in that specific role indicator. 
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mean (teacher rated 
importance o f role 
indicator ) 

mean (principal rated 
importance of role 
indicator) 

mean (curriculum 
director rated 
performance of role 
indicator) 

mean (ARC rated 
importance of 
role indicator) 

= mean ( teacher rated 
pe rformance of 
coord inator in that 
role indicator) 

= mean (pr incipal rated 
pe r formance of 
coordinator in that 
r ole indicator ) 

= mean (curr i culum 
director rated perfor ­
man ~e of coordinator in 
that role indicator) 

= mean (ARC rated perfor­
mance of coordinato r 
in that role indicator ) 

Teachers who compared the de sired and actual perfor-

m~nce o f the coordinators in each role indicator g ve 

significantly lower performance ratings for each role 

i ndicator. Principals gave lower actual performance 

ra ting s for every role indicator but helping plan 

i nserv ice (2.4), participating in professional reading -

related activities (4.7), working with committees to 

evaluate and recommend tex tbooks (3 .2 ) . The ARCs gave 

themselves sig nificantl y lower actual performance rating s 

on serving as a resource to teachers /grade level s (1 . 1) 

and conducting and sharing r esearch (4.2 ) . The curriculum 

directors showed satisfaction with the actual perforffiance 

in all of the role indicators. 
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Question 4 

Is there a difference between the performance of the 

ARC in each role indicator as perceived by the coordinator 

~ompared to the performance as seen by teachers, 

principals, or curriculum directors? 

Null hypothesis: The mean of the rated performance 

in each role indicator as perceived by the ARC is not 

s i gnificantly different from the mean of the performance 

r a ting as perceived by the other three population groups . 

Ho= mean ( coordinator mean (teacher rated 
rated performance) performance) 

Ho= mean (coordinator = mean (principal rated 
rated performance) performance ) 

Ho= mean (coordinator = mean (curriculum 
rated performance) director rated 

performance) 

The actual performance in each of the role indicators 

a s seen by the ARC and each of the other three group s was 

compared. Teachers and principals had a significantly 

lower performance rating compared to the ARC for helping 

with testing and grouping (1.3), providing psychological 

support for teachers (1.7), helpin g set goal s (2.6 ) , 

helping set objectives (2.7), working with committees to 

bring about change (2.9), and helping cor.struct or revise 

curriculum materials (3.1). Teachers ranked helping ake 

reading materials available ( 3.5) and participating in 

professional activities (4 .7 ) significantly lower than did 
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t h e ARCs. The principals also rated serv ing a s a resourc e 

t o te achers / grade levels (l.l), hel p ing p l a n inse rvi c e 

(2 .4) , and recommending policy changes ( 2. 8 ) lower than 

t h e ARCs. There were no differences in t h e per f orman c e 

r a nking s as seen by the ARCs and the curriculum di r e c t o r s. 

Qu es tion 5 

Ar e the five reading coordinators s elf - ac t ualizing 

p ersons ? Is there a relationship between sel f ­

a ctualization possessed by each coord inato r an d her 

ef fecti v eness as measured by her p r inc ipal s, t eachers , 

c u rriculum directors, and the coord inator hersel f ? 

All five of the reading coordinators showed one or 

more subscale scores on the Personal Orientatio n I n ven tory 

t hat fell in the self-actualizatio n range . Each 

coordinator's performance was evalua t ed by hers el f , he r 

curriculum director, and elementary principals a n d teachers 

in her district. An analysis of variance wa s d one t o 

determine if the performance mean s o f t h e f i ve ARC s were 

different. A significant di fference f or the means was 

indicated. The Newman-Keuls test re vealed that t h ree 

coordinators had significantly higher ra ting s t han t h e 

other two. The two highest rated coordinato rs had t he 

most self-actualized scores on the Personal Or i e n t a tion 

Inventory. The two lowest rated coo r d inators h ad r atio 
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s c o res that were nonself-actualizing. The third ra t ed 

_oordinator had a Personal Orientation Inven t o r y profi l e 

t h a t was not valid. Her profile was c h ara cteristic of 

a person who wanted to make a good i mpress i o n . Th e re wa s 

no t enough evidence to make a definite conclus i on a bo ut 

-he relationship between effectiveness in leade r sh ip and 

t h e possession of self-actualization, but a re l a ti on s hip 

i s not disproved. 

Que stion 6 

Who assumes the leadership rol e in r eading in 

d is tricts without an administrati v e r eading coordinator? 

The curriculum directors and princ i pals i n d istri c ts 

without reading coordinators designated genera l super­

vi sors, the curriculum dire ctors, a n d t eachers as the 

t hree main sources of leadershi p in the di s t r i c t s. 

Principals, vice principals, parents, pub lishe r s , 

universities, Education Service Centers, and s pe c i al 

education people were named by a very s ma l l pe r cent of 

the two groups. Principals also liste d g rade- leve l 

chairmen and professional organization s as l e a d e rs h i p 

sources. Seventeen percent o f the p rinc i pal s s aid no 

leadership was available. 
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Conclusions 

The conclusions are based on an a nalys i s of the Role / 

Ro le Indicators Assessment Instrument, in terviews with 

' RCs and curriculum directors, and t h e re sults o f the 

POI when used with the five ARCs. Wi t hin the limitation s 

o f this study, the following conc lus ions were drawn : 

1. There are some signi f icant di ff e rences in the 

perception of the role/role indicators whe n a com~ari son 

i s made between the perception of the ro le a s s een b y t h e 

ARC and the principals and teachers. 

2. The reading coordinators a nd the curriculum 

d irectors demonstrated unity throughou t the s tudy . The two 

g roups perceived the role/role indicators' i mporta nce in 

t he same way and also agreed in their evalua tions o f the 

performance of the reading coordinator s. 

3. The principals and teachers ag r eed very close l y 

as they ranked the importance of role / ro le i nd ica tors and 

evaluated the ARCs' performances. This common perception 

of the role and the ARCs' performanc e i n t he role i s 

different from the perception of the ARCs and the curricu lum 

directors. 

4. The greatest number of role perce p tion dif fer­

ences is in the major category of bringing about c h ange 

(2.0). 
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5. With the e xception of t8achers, t he t hree group s 

~ pr incipals and curriculum d irector s ) viewed the role / 

xo le ind icators in the same way in districts w~th and 

~ithout ARCs. 

6 . Teachers without ARCs pe r c eived ei ght ro le/ r o e 

: ndic a t or s as more i mportant tha n teachers with ARCs . 

F ive of the eight differences were i n the area of bringin g 

a bout change. 

7. Teachers indicated dissatis f a c t i on with the 

p e rformance of the ARC in every role indicator. The 

p rincipals e xpressed dissatis f act ion with performance of 

t he ARCs in all role indicators but two . 

8. There is a possibility that the coordina t or s wi t h 

s i gnificantly high performance rating s also possess the 

g reater number of ratio and subscale s core s i n ~ic ati ng 

s el f -actualization as measure d by the POI . 

9. There is no one recognized source of lea dership 

in reading that is recognized by pr incipal s a n d cur r iculum 

directors in districts without ARCs. 

Discussion 

After the review of the dat a collec ted for the study , 

the following conclusions were d rawn. The conclusio n s h a ve 

served as the basis for r ecommend ations for f rther st~dy . 
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There seems to be disagreement between the schoo l ­

La s ed educators and central-office educators abou t the 

~mportance of one-third of the role / role indicators. 

Th e bulk of disagreement was in the role of bring ing about 

~hange (2.0). The teachers and principals perceived the 

b r inging about of change as less important. Je r an (1974 ) 

a l s o found that teachers and principals v alued the prov i­

s i o n of assistance in planning and encouragement more 

h i ghly than other services. The information sheet 

r e turned by teachers with the Role/Role Indicato r s 

As sessment Instrument listed major conjerns as time for 

i n struction (31.5 %) 1 motivating students (24.6 %), having 

e nough materials (24.6%) 1 and teaching comprehension 

(21.5%). This group of role indicators is bas ed on the 

day-to-day activities of the teacher in the class room . 

The principals and teachers are in agreement in direc t 

contrast to the agreement of the curriculum dir~ctors and 

reading coordinators. This lack of unity may be the 

result of the closer relationship to the actual t eaching 

of reading experienced daily by the principals and teachers. 

The fact that there were some si gnificant d i fference s 

in the perception of the role of the reading coordinator 

as seen by the ARC and each of the other three population 

samples indicates that there may be a tendency to v iolate 
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s~meone's expectations. If the ARC chooses to comply 

fu lly with pe~sonal expectations, others may be 

dis appointed. If the ARC complies to expectations of 

p:c i ncipals and other administrators, he may be d issatis­

fi e d with the results of the final performance. Another 

po s sibility might be for the ARC to try t o conform t o 

on ly a part of each set of expectations. 

Teachers in schools without reading coord inators 

pl a ced g reater importance on five role / role i ndicators in 

nr i nging about change (2.0) than did the teachers with 

r e ading coordinators. Maddox (1975 ) found that the mo st 

va lued behaviors were in the area o f instructional 

i mprovement, curriculum development, administrative, and 

personnel behaviors and evaluation behavior. The 

t eachers with ARCs in this study did not indicate this . 

The teachers with ARCs may be unaware of the services, 

t ake the services for granted, or feel the service s are 

unavailable. The ARCs may need to develop a program of 

awareness about their services. 

The dissatisfaction of the teachers and principals 

in this investigation is in accord with the re sul ts of the 

Lovell and Phelps (1977) study in which 50-70 % of the 

teachers wanted more services in all areas of supervis i on , 

the results of Nasca's (1976) study in which tasks of 
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sup ervisors were highly valued but evaluation of the 

sup ervisors was low, and the study of McCo y (19 75 ) that 

ind icated teachers and principals wanted more of the 

sup e rvisors' time. The ARCs possibl y need to s pend more 

~: i me in the actual school setting where the t eacher s are 

ha. s ed . 

The subscale and ratio scores of the five ARCs from 

t h e Personal Orientation Inventory revealed some possible 

exp lanations for the lower performance ratings given the 

; Res by the teachers and principals on the Role / Role 

I n d icators Assessment Instrument. The reading coo r di -

n ators had mean raw scores on the subscales of 

" s pontaneity" and "self-regard" that indicated the y are 

s e lf-actualized as a group in the two areas. This good 

f e eling about self was indicated in the higher perfor ­

mance ratings they gave themselves compared to the 

p erformance ratings given by the principals and te a chers . 

The high score in "self-regard" indicated the ability to 

like one's self because of one's stren g th as a person. 

Only one of the reading coordinators had a self-actualized 

score in "self-acceptance." This l ower mean score for 

the coordinators indicated a difficulty in accepting one's 

weaknesses. The lack of self-actualization in the area 

of "self-acceptance" could indicate that the coordinators 
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a r e aware of some needs and/or weaknesses they possess, 

b u t find it hard to admit the reality o f the awarene ss. 

The two coordinators with the hi ghest e v al ua t i ons 

s h owed self-actualization in the "Time Competent" 

s ub s c ale of the Personal Orientation Inventory . Three 

c o ordinators were nonself-actualized in this s u bs ca l e . 

There is a possibility that the multi-role e xpectat i ons 

a r e creating an overload that could create anxie t y and 

f r ustration on the part of the ARC. The interviews with 

t he ARCs included statements made by all five coordinators 

t hat indicated an overwhelming concern o n their p a rt a b ou t 

t he amount of time needed to do a bette r job . 

The fact that none of the coordinators possessed a 

self-actualized score in the subscale of "Inner Directed" 

could possibly indicate that motiv ation from t he ARCs 

comes from outside pressures or immedi a t e obvious needs 

around the coordinator. This could make the t a sk o f 

bringing about real change more complicated. In the 

interviews with the coordinators, the d isco urag ing as pects 

of the coordinators' jobs were discussed. The coordinators' 

responses seemed to indicate some of these p ressures. 

No coordinator had a self-actualizing subscale score 

in "Existentiality." This scale measured one's flexi­

bility ir. applying values. Low scores indicate d a tendency 
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to hold values so rigidly that they become compulsi ve, 

C>.r dogma tic. The coordinators may be s o rigid i n their 

per ception of the role that they a re not considering the 

pe r ception of the role as possessed by their publics. 

Only one coordinator possessed self-actual ization in 

t:he sub scale of "Capacity for Intimate Con tac t." The 

coordinators may need to become more closel y involved with 

tea chers and principals on a personal level. From this 

1 i g ht come a deeper understanding of the reading task 

a n d more teamwork. The results might be an improved image 

o f the reading coordinator. 

None of the coordinators had a self-actualized s core 

i n the subscale of "Nature of Man." A low score in this 

a r ea indicated a tendency to distrust others and to see 

l ittle good in others. There may be a lack of respect 

o n the part of the coordinator that mi ght cause some of 

t he dissatisfaction of the teachers and principals . 

A study of the responses of the curriculum directors 

a nd the principals to the question concerning the sources 

of leadership in reading in districts without reading 

coordinators revealed the lack of agreement between the 

two groups. The absence of a common perception of who is 

providing leadership seems to indicate a lack of know­

ledge about what is actually happening. 
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Only three out of the 52 principals without reading 

c o o rdinators considered themselves to be r ead i n g leaders . 

Ei ghty percent of the curriculum directors fel t t he 

p r incipals were providing leadership. The i n f ormation 

f o r m returned with the principals' Role / Role I ndica t ors 

As s essment Instrument revealed that one- f o u r th of t he 

p r incipals had never taught reading. Twenty-two percent 

J f the principals had no college hours in reading. Th e 

po ssibility exists that the curriculum dire ctors nee d t o 

work more closely with the principals to become more 

aware of what is now happening in the area of read i ng 

l eadership. Visits in the schools migh t i nform t h e 

c urriculum director of the presence or absence of 

l eadership on the part of the principal. 

All of the curriculum di rectors cons idered themselve s 

leaders in reading. Only 23 % o f the p r i ncipal s s a w the 

curriculum directors in this role. Again i t seemed 

evident that the principal and curriculum d i r e ctors ne ed 

more direct communication. 

Curriculum directors (80 %) compared to principals 

(4 %) depend upon publishers f or information in di s tri c t s 

without an ARC. This influence by publishers with the 

curriculum director could influence the programs bought 
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i n districts with no trained coordinato r t o evaluate the 

r a ter i a ls. 

Principals (50 %) and curr i culum d ire ctors (60 %) 

c i t e d general supervisors as reading leaders . It is 

p robab l e that districts are emp l oying s upervisors who 

l a c k t h e training or ability to b e l e ade rs in reading 

a nd/or reading is not a priority in t he dis tricts in 

wh ich general supervisors do not lead in reading . 

Recommendations for Furthe r Study 

Further research could invest i g a t e the following 

q u e stions: 

1. How great is the awareness of the need fo r 

c hange as perceived by principals, teachers, and/ o r 

curriculum directors in dist r ic t s with and without 

reading coordinators? 

2. Why do the teachers in scho o l districts without 

reading coordinators value the coordina t or's role o f 

change agen t more highl y than te a c her s i n di s trict s 

with reading coordinators? I s the ne ed ro r change le ss 

in the distYicts with coordin ators ? 

3. What are the causes for the great dis s atis ­

faction of the teachers and princi pals with t h e 

coordinator's actual performances? Co uld po s sib le causes 
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i n clude the heavy load, the undefined role, and lack o f 

c: ooperation or teamwork? 

4. Would a study with a larger number of reading 

s oordinators indicate a relationship between effectiveness 

i n the role of reading coordinator and the pos sess ion of 

s el f-actualization? 

5. Why did the principals in the study not feel 

r e ading leadership to be their responsibility? 

6. Does the unity shown between the curriculum 

d irectors and the reading coordinators indicate a close, 

s hared responsibility in reaGing or are the r e a d ing 

c oordinators molding themselves and their jobs to fit 

the curriculum directors' expectations? 

7. What assistance could be given to the readin g 

coordinators to facilitate their growth ln the area of 

self-actualization in the use of time and the possession 

of inner-motivation? 

8. What are the universities doing to prepare the 

reading coordinator for his or her performance in the 

role/role indicators? 

9. How could information from this study be used 

by a district considering the employment of a reading 

coordinator? 
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10. Could the POI be effectively used in inter­

v i e wing potential administrative reading coordinators? 

11. How effective would the Role / Role Indicators 

As sessment Instrument be when used to evaluate the 

s upervision program in reading in a district? 

12. How effective would the Role / Role Indicators 

.As sessment Instrument be in giving guidance to a rea d ing 

~oordinator in a new assignment? 

13. Would replication of the study in other school 

d istricts yield similar results? 

14. How effective would the Role / Ro l e I nd icato r s 

Assessment Instrument be in evaluating the work o f a 

c urriculum director? 
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LEADERSHIP IN READING STUDY SUGGESTED ROLE INDICATORS: 

ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT 

Directions: 

Step 1. Read the first comprehens ive role listed below and ~ircle the 
number in the right-hand column that bes~ r eflects yo ur 
perception of how i mportant you think the role is. Each 
comprehensive role is in all capitals and requires on l y 
~response. 

Step 2. Read each role indicator below the c omprehens ive role and 
circle the number at the left t hat indicates how important 
you feel the role indicator to be. 

Step 3. Circle the number to the rightof the go al i ndicator that 

IMPORTA:-1CE 
Low H~gh 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 J 4 5 

1 2 3 5 

indicates how effective present pe r formance i s 
in that role. 

ROLF. / ROLE INDICATORS 

1.0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource to teachers / grade level. 

1.2 Teach demonstration lessons. 

1.3 Help with diagnostic testing and g rouping 
of students. 

1 .4 Inform teachers of professional growth 
activities ava i lable. 

1.5 Work with content are a t eachers to integrate 
reading activities. 

1.6 Serve as consultant to parents. 

1.7 Provide psychological support for teacher. 

2.0 BRINGING ABOUT CHANGE 

2.1 Help write criteria fo r evaluati~g reading 
personnel. 

2.2 Help evaluate reading personnel . 

2.3 He lp with needs asse ssments to use in setting 
goals. 

2.4 Selp plan inservice. 

2.5 Present inservice sessions. 

?RESENT 
PERFOR..~!ANCE 

Low H.lgh 
1 2 3 4 5 

l 2 5 

l 2 J 5 

1 2 4 5 

1 2 

1 2 J 4 5 

1 2 J 4 5 

1 2 4 5 

l 5 

l J 5 

1 2 J 5 

1 J 4 5 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 J 4 5 
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PRESE NT 
IHPORTANCE ROLE / ROL E INDIC.Z\TORS PERE'ORNA>JCE 
Low H ~gh Low H~gh 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 5 2.6 Help set goals f or schoo ls and/ or grade 1 2 3 4 
leve l s. 

1 2 3 4 5 2.7 Help set objectives for district. 1 2 3 

1 2 3 4 5 2.8 Recommend po licy c h a nges involvi ng reading 1 2 3 4 
programs. 

1 2 3 4 5 2.9 Work with committees to bring about change. 1 2 3 4 

3.0 WORKING WITH READ ING MATERIALS 1 2 

1 2 3 4 5 3.1 Help construct or revise r e ading curriculum 1 2 3 4 
materials. 

1 2 3 4 5 3.2 Work with committees to evaluate a nd r ecommend 1 2 3 4 
textbooks. 

1 2 3 4 5 3.3 Be familiar with a wide variety of te a ch i ng 1 2 J 4 
materials in the area of re a ding . 

1 2 3 4 5 3.4 Share information about reading materials wi t.h 1 2 J " teachers. 

1 2 3 4 5 3.5 Help make reading materials available to 1 2 3 4 
teachers. 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT PROGRAM 1 2 4 

1 ... 3 4 5 4.1 Involve community in reading pro gram 1 2 ... 

1 2 3 4 5 4. 2 Conduct a n d share research in reading . 1 2 

1 2 3 4 5 4.3 Help plan budgets to make reading a prio r i ty . 1 2 

1 2 3 4 5 4.4 Serve as a resource person to principal. l 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 5 4.5 Prepare reading r eports for board, commun i ty . l 2 J 4 

1 2 3 4 5 4.6 Serve as communica t i on link between admin - 1 2 3 4 
istration and school . 

1 2 3 4 5 4.7 Part i cipate in professional reading-related 1 2 J 4 
activit i es. 

Now that you have ranked the roles and role indica tors · individually, 
please rank the four comprehensive roles by placing a number by each. 
Place a 1 by the role you perceive as most important, etc . 

Consulting 
Working with reading materials 
Bringing a bout change 
Coordinating district program 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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LEADERSHIP IN READING STUDY 

F- ORM: Teacher 

This questionnaire is designed to collect information 

a b out the roles of the administrative reading coordinator. 

Please begin by providing the following information: 

l . Number of years as a teacher, not counting pre sent 
year. 

2 . Levels of reading you have taught. ------------------------
3 . Number of hours in reading you have earned. 

------------

4 . Your sex. ------------------
5 . Circle degrees you hold: 

Bachelor Master's Work above Master's 

6 . What are the three major problems you feel you have in 
the area of reading? 
(a) ________________________________________________ _ 
(b) ____________________________________________ ___ 
(c) ________________________________________________ ___ 

7. Have you ever used the services of a reading c oordi -
nator? If so, what services? 

When? ------------
----------------------------------------

8. If your district has a reading coordinator, how do you 
obtain her services? ----------------------------------------

9. Have you ever served on a committee to make decisions 
about reading? If so, what committee? 
(textbook, advlsory, curriculum, planning, etc. 

When? -----
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LEADERSHIP IN READING STUDY 

F ORM : Principal 

This questionnaire is designed to collect information 

a bout the roles of the administrative reading coordinator. 

Please begin by providing the following information: 

1 . Number of years as teacher before becoming a 
principal (Elementary , Secondary) Circle 
one or both. 

2. Did you teach reading? If your answer is "yes," 
ho\v long did you teach reading? What grade levels 
in reading did you teach? ----------------------------------

3 . Number of hours in reading in bachelor and graduate 
degrees. --------------------

4 . Your sex. -------------------
5. Number of years as principal (excluding the present 

year) . --------------------------------------------------------
6. Does your school have a reading committee? 

------------

7. Do you have a supervision certificate? (yes, no ) ----
8. Did you serve as a supervisor before becoming a 

principal? -----------------
9. Do you have an administrator's certificate? 

10. What degrees do you hold? _____________________________ __ 

11. Are you enrolled in a graduate degree program? If so, 
·i,;ha t program? ___________________________________ _ 
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LEADERSHIP IN READING STUDY 

FORM: Curriculum Director 

This questionnaire is designed to collect information 

about the roles of the administrative reading coordinator. 

Please begin by providing the following information. 

1. How long have you worked in education, not counting 
the present year? --------------

2. What teaching positions did you fill? -------------------
3. Did you ever teaching reading? 

--~--~~--~~--=---------If your answer is yes, what levels of reading? 

4. How long have you been in the present position, not 
counting this year? -----------------------------------------

5. Ho~ many hours in reading have you earned on any 
level? --------------------------------------------------------

6. What degrees do you hold? ______________________________ __ 

7. Do you have a supervision certificate? ------------------
8. Do you have an administrator's certificate? ------------

9. How many people work as consultants under you? ______ __ 

10. Are you enrolled in a graduate degree program? --------
If so, what program? ____ ~---------------------------------
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LEADERSHIP IN READING 

FORM: Administrative Reading Coordi nator 

This questionnaire is designed to collect information 

abou t the roles of the administrative reading coordinator. 

Please begin by providing the following information: 

1. How long did you teach before becoming a reading 
coordinator? -------------------------------------------------

2 . What other special reading jobs have you filled? 

3 . How many years have you served as a reading coordi-
nator? (Do not count the present year. ) 

4 . How many hours in reading have yo u earned? 
-------------

5 . How many of these have been earned since you became 
a coordinator? -----------------------------------------------

6 . What degrees do you hold? ____________________________ _ 

7. Do you hold a supervision certificate? ________________ __ 

8. Do you hold a reading specialist certificate? 
---------

9. Do you hold an administrator's certificate? ------------
10. What is your job title? ________________________________ __ 

11. Are you enrolled in a graduate degree program? ______ __ 
If so, what program? ______________________________________ _ 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CURRICULUM 

DIRECTOR WITH ARC 

1 . Approximately how many hours weekly does y o u r reading 
coordinator spend in the office? in sc hools ? in 
o ther activities? (workshops, commun ity , etc. ) 

2 . Does your reading coordinator have some long-te r m 
goals? (5 yrs., 4 y rs., 3 yrs., 2 y rs. ) What a re 
t h e y ? Does your reading coordi nator h ave some short­
term goals? What are they? 

3. Does your reading coordinator work with committees? 
(textbook, curriculum development, advisory, etc.) 
If so, what committees? 

4 . What are the two greatest strengths your reading 
coordinator brings to her job? 

5 . Approximately how many hours of inserv ice does your 
reading coordinator conduct annually ? 

6. Does your reading coordinator have other assignments 
outside the field of reading? (gifted, etc.) 

7. Approximately how many classroom visits does the 
reading coordinator average weekly? 

8. If you were to choose one area in which you f eel your 
reading coordinator should grow, what area would it 
be? 

9. Does your reading coordinator work with other curri­
culum coordinators? If so, with whom, and in what 
way? 

10. Does the reading coordinator visit classrooms by 
invitation only? How does she make contact with 
classroom teachers? with principals? 

11. Is your reading coordinator involved in evaluation 
of staff? of programs? 

12. What aspect of your reading coordinator's job do you 
think is the most discouraging to her? 
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1 3. Is your reading coordinator training other teachers or 
supervisory personnel to help coordinate the reading 
program? 

1 4 . What kind of paper work (or records) is the reading 
coordinator required to keep? 

1 5 . Does the reading coordinator prov ide follow-up 
activ ities for inservice? If so, how? Af ter v isits 
in classrooms? If so, how? 

16 . Is your district studying the Criteria o f Excellence 
(Texas goals for reading programs)? How? 

1 7. Has your reading coordinator set personal goals based 
on the Criteria of Excellence? 

1 8. Does the reading coordinator help teachers do 
diagnostic testing with individual students or groups 
of students? How and how often? 

19. ~vhat does your reading coordinator enjoy the most about 
her job? 

20. What do you feel is the greatest challenge that your 
reading coordinator faces? 

21. Does your district have curriculum guides in reading 
and/or language arts? How were they developed? 
When? 

22. Has your district ever conducted a needs assessment 
in the area of reading? If so, when and how? 

23. Are there any district guidelines in reading that 
attempt to create a continuity in district philosophy 
or practices? 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CURRICULUM DIRECTORS 

WITHOUT ADMINISTRATIVE READING COORDI NATOR 

l . Does your district have any reading personnel within 
schools who have at least one e x tra period to u se in 
serving other teachers as resource person ? 

2 . Who plans and conducts reading inservi ce 1 n y o u r 
d istrict? How many hours yearly ? 

3 . To whom do teachers go for adv ice an d guidan c e i n 
t h e teaching of reading? 

4. Is your district studying the Criteria of Excellence 
(Texas goals for reading programs)? How? 

5. Does your district have long-term reading goals? 
(5 yrs., 4 yrs., 3 yrs., 2 y rsr) I f so, how were they 

made and by whom? 

6. Does your district have curriculum guides in re a ding 
and/or language arts? If so, how were they compiled? 
When? 

7. What is the greatest challenge your district has in 
the area of reading? 

8. Does your district employ any curriculum consultants? 
If so, do they work partly in the area of reading ? 
How? 

9. Has your district ever conducted a needs assessment 
of any kind in the area of reading? If so, when and 
How? 

10. Is there a plan for evaluating school reading programs 
in your district? If so, describe the plan? 

ll. If you were to employ a reading coordinator, what 
do you feel would be some of his or her first 
assignments? 

12. What traits would you want in a reading coordinator? 

13. Do staff members belong to professional groups in 
reading? (teachers, administrators) 
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14. Are there any district guidelines in reading that 
attempt to create a continuity in district philosophy 
or practices? 

15. Is there a pilot or experimental program of any kind 
in reading ln your district? If so, what and where? 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE 

READING COORDINATORS 

1. Approximately how many hours weekly do you spend in 
the office? in schools? in other activities? 
(workshops, community, etc.) 

2. Do you have some long-term goals? (5 y rs., 4 y rs., 
3 y rs., 2 yrs.) What are they? Do you have some 
short-term goals? What are they? 

3. Do you work with committees? 
development, advisory, etc.)? 
committees? 

(textbook, curriculum 
If so, what 

4. What are the two greatest strengths you bring to your 
job? 

5 . Approximately how many hours of inservice do you 
conduct annually? 

6. Approximately how many classroom visits do you 
average weekly? 

7. Do you have other assignments outside the field of 
reading? (gifted programs, etc.) 

8. If you were to choose one area in which you feel the 
need for growth, what area would it be? 

9. Do you work with other curriculum coordinators? If 
so, with whom and in what way? 

10. 

11. 

Do you visit classrooms only when invited? 
you make contact with classroom teachers? 
principals? 

Are you involved with evaluation of staff? 
programs? 

How do 
with 

of 

12. What aspect of your job is the most discouraging to 
you? 

13. Are you training other supervisory personnel to help 
coordinate the reading program? 
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1 4. What kind of paper work (or records) are you required 
to keep? 

1 5 . Do you provide follow-up activities for inserv ice? 
If so, how? After visits in classrooms? If so, 
how? 

1 6 . I s your district studying the Criteri~ of Ex cellence 
(Te xas goals for reading programs ) ? How? 

1 7 . Ha ve you set personal goals based on t he Criteria of 
Excellence? 

1 8. Do you help teachers do diagnostic testing with 
individual students or groups of students? How and 
how often? 

1 9. What do you enjoy the most about your job? 

20. What do you feel is your greatest challenge as a n 
administrative reading consultant? 

21. Does your district have curriculum gui des in reading 
and/or language arts? How were they developed? When? 

2 2. Has your district ever conducted a needs assessment 
in the area of reading? If so, when and how? 

23. Are there any district guidelines in reading that 
attempt to create a continuity in district ph ilosophy 
or practices? 
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January 11, 1979 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am in the process of designing a research study on 

t h e role of the administrative reading coordinator. I 

need the following information to complete my initial 

p lanning : 

Name of School District ------------------------------------------
Elementary Enrollment --------------------------------------------
Name of Administrative Reading Consultant (Elementary) 

Name of Assistant Superintendent or Curriculum Director 

I s a personnel directory available? ----------------------------
How cculd one be obtained? --------------------------------------
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CONSENT FORM 

CONSENT FOR DISTRICT TO PARTICIPATE 

IN RESEARCH AND INVESTIGATION 

I hereby authorize Mrs. Geraldine Haggard to perform the 
f ollowing procedures: 

Questionnaire: A questionnaire designed to define the role 
o f the reading coordinator and to evaluate the work 
presently being done in that area as perceived by reading 
coordinators (in districts with one) will be mailed to 
reading coordinator, curriculum director, all elementary 
principals, and a group of randomly-selected elementary 
teachers from your districts. The questionnaires will 
remain anonymous. Return will be by mail with self­
addressed, stamped envelopes provided. 

Interview: An interview with the curriculum director will 
be arranged in all participating districts. If the 
district has a reading coordinator, she will be inter­
viewed. The interviews will be directed at investigating 
the use of the coordinator's time and the results of 
reading leadership in the district. If a district does 
not have a coordinator, the questions will be directed at 
determining who in the district provides leadership in 
reading. 

Inventory: If the district has a reading coordinator, she 
will take the Personal Orientation Inventory to determine 
self-actualization traits in the coordinator. Results of 
the inventory will remain confidential and used in analyzing 
the information from the questionnaires. 

Mrs. Haggard has explained the procedures to me. I under­
stand the procedures described involve the following risks 
or discomforts: 

1. Time required to participate in interviews and 
inventory must be scheduled. 

2. The results of the Personal Orientation Inventory 
taken by the reading coordinator could cause embarrassment 
if the results were not kept secret. This privacy will be 
guaranteed. No names will be used or. profile sheets or in 
reporting the investigation. I understand that as a 
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r e ading coordinator I have the right to request the results 
o f the inventory. 

3. The interviews will be taped. No names will be 
u sed during the interview. After analyses of the tapes, 
t he tapes will be destroyed. No names will be used in the 
r eporting of the interview results. 

I u nderstand that the procedures and investiga tions 
d e scribed have the following potential benefits to myself 
a n d / or others: 

l. A defined role for the reading coordinator. 

2. Knowledge of the role as perceived by coordinators, 
p r incipals, teachers, and curriculum directors. 

3. Ideas for more effective use of coord inators' 
t ime and efforts in the districts with a coordinator. 

4. Knowledge of most appreciated coordinator leader­
s hip traits could be used in interviewing and/ or writing 
r ole description for a coordinator. 

An offer to answer all of my questions regarding the study 
h as been made. If alternative procedures are more 
a dvantageous to me, they have been explained. I understand 
t hat I may terminate my participation in the study at any 
t ime. 

Superintendent's Signature Date 
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Date 
---=-----=~~~--------------Plano, Texas 75074 

(Curriculum Director ) ------------------------
(School Address) ------------------------

__________________ (Town, State) 

Dear Curriculum Director, 

As a doctoral student at Texas Woman's University, 
I am involved in research designed to identify the role 
o f the reading coordinator or supervisor as perceived by 
the coordinator, elementary teachers, elementary 
p rincipals, and curriculum directors in 10 North Texas 
surburban districts. Permission has been received from 
your district for your participation in the study. All 
10 curriculum directors will be invited to participate. 

Your participation would involve responding to a 
questionnaire based on the roles of supervision and a 
personal interview. The questionnaire would take about 
20 minutes of your time. It would be mailed to you. A 
self-addressed, stamped envelope would be included for 
your return of the questionnaire. The interview would 
be scheduled at your convenience. The interview is 
designed to ex~lore supervisory leadership in reading. 

The results of the questionnaire would remain 
confidential. You would have the option to refuse to 
answer any or all questions in the questionnaire and/or 
the interview. Written permission for the interview will 
be given on the date of the interview. 

No medical service or compensation is provided to 
subjects by the university as a result of injury from 
participation in research. 

If you are willing to help by completing the question­
naire, please sign the attached letter and return to me 
by 
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Thank you for your interest and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Geraldine Haggard 
Reading Coordinator 
Plano Independent School District 
214-424-5602 (Offi ce ) 
214-424-7091 (Horne) 

Date -------------------------------
I give my permission for Geraldine Haggard to mail to 

me in January or February of 1980 the questionnaire on 
r oles of supervision in reading. I understand that to 
complete the questionnaire would take about 20 minutes. 
The results will be confidential. I have the option 
t o refuse to respond to any part of the questionnaire. 

I am also willing to discuss a date for a personal 
interview. I understand that Mrs. Haggard will make this 
personal contact by telephone. 

No medical service or compensation is provided to 
subjects by the university as a result of injury from 
participation in research. 

Curriculum Director 

or 
(other title) 

Address: 
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Date 
-----------=~-=-~-------------Plano, Texas 75074 

(Coordinator) -------------------------------
(School Address) -------------------------------

------------------------------- (City and State) 

Dear Read ing Coordinator, 

As a doctoral reading student at Te x as Woman's 
University, I am involved in research designed to identify 
t he role of the reading coordinator as perceived by the 
c oordinator, elementary teachers, elementary principals, 
a nd curriculum directors. An attempt will be made to 
e valuate the work presently being done b y you and four 
o ther Texas suburban reading coordinators in the perceived 
r ole functions. The role definition and ratings for 
c oordinators present emphases will be based on the 
q uestionnaire sent to the four population groups. 

A questionnaire is designed to evaluate the importance 
of the supervision roles in reading and the work being 
done in these roles. The questionnaire would take about 
20 minutes of your time. A self-addressed, stamped 
envelope would be included for your return of the 
questionnaire. You would have the option to refuse to 
r espond to any part of the questionnaire. 

The reading coordinators are being asked to participate 
in an interview based on questions relating to reading 
leadership. The questions asked during the interview with 
the coordinator will be used in an interview with her 
curriculum director supervisor. The results of both 
interviews will be confidential. The persons being inter­
viewed will have the option not to answer any question 
asked. 

The reading coordinators will also be invited to 
complete, in a private setting, the Personal Orientation 
Inventory by Shostrom. This paper-and-pencil task takes 
approximately 30 minutes. The results indicate areas in 
which the responding person is approaching self­
actualization. The results of this instrument will remain 
anonymous and will not be shared with anyone but the 
coordinator. If she desires, she may have the results for 
personal use. 
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The taping of the interview and the inventory 
would be scheduled in February or March of 1980. A 
p e rsonal phone call by Mrs. Haggard would arrange an 
a ppo i ntment for this interview and administration of 
t h e inventory on the same day. You may decide at any 
t ime not to participate in the project. Your written 
p e r mission will be obtained before the administration 
o f t he interview and inventory. 

Thank you for your interest and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Geraldine Haggard 

Date 

I give my permission for Geraldine Haggard to mail 
t o me in January or February of 1980 the questionnaire on 
r oles of supervision in reading. I understand that 
t o complete the questionnaire would take about 20 minutes 
of my time. The results will be confidential. I have 
the option to refuse to respond to any part of the 
questionnaire. 

I understand that Mrs. Haggard will make a personal 
contact by telephone to arrange a date for the taping 
of the interview and the administration of the inventory. 

No medical service or compensation is provided to 
subjects by the university as a result of injury from 
participation in research. 

Reading Coordinator 

Address: 
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Date 
----~-----=~~~-------------Plano, Texas 75074 

_____________________________ (Principal) or (Teacherl 

(School) ------------------------------
(Address) -------------------------------

------------------------------ (City and State ) 

Dear Elementary Principal (or Teacher) , 

As a doctoral student at Texas Woman's University, 
I am involved in research designed to identify the role 
o f the reading coordinator or supervisor as perceived by 
t h e coordinator, elementary teachers, elementary 
p r i ncipals, and curriculum directors. Your district is 
one of 10 districts participating in the study. 
Permi ssion has been received from the superintendent for 
your participation in the study. All elementary principals 
i n your district will be invited to participate. 

A questionnaire based on roles of supervision from 
re search literature in supervisio~ is the basis fo~ the 
p rincipals' participation. The questionnaire would come 
t o you in January or early February of 1980 and would 
require about 20 minutes to complete. A self-addressed, 
stamped envelope would be included for your return of the 
q uestionnaire. Your participation in the project would 
b e confidential. You may withdraw at any time your 
p ermission to participate in the study. 

No medical service or compensation is provided to 
subjects by the university as a result of injury from 
participation in research. 

If you are willing to help by completing the question­
naire, please sign the attached letter and return to me 
by 
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Thank you for your interest and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Geraldine Haggard 
Reading Coordinator 
Plano Independent School District 
214-424-5602 (Office) 
214-424-7091 (Horne ) 

Date -------------------------------
I give my permission for Geraldine Haggard to mail 

the questionnaire on roles of supervision in reading to 
me. I understand that the questionnaire would take about 
2 0 minutes to complete. The results are to be confidential. 
I have the option to refuse to respond to any part or all 
o f the questionnaire. 

No medical service or compensation is provided to 
subjects by the university as a result of injury from 
participation in research. 

Elementary Principal 
(or Teacher) 

Address: 
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TEXAS '.\'IJ:\1,\" s L':-> l \'1-~K.S!TY 
o <> X ~2 4X7 . TW l ' S T .\T I '• ' 

D t::,To .~ . Tr:xAs 7fi~f).4 

Name of Invest igat:or: Ge r a l di ne H.:qoar::l Center: 

Address: 2017 '-'<> ado·.«c-<>ek Date: l2 -i, 9 - ~ 979 

Pl a na Texas 1 507 4 

Dear Ms Hagga r-4 

G~nto~r. __________ _ 

Your study entitled The Ro l e of t h e ::"Ffecti ue il dmi c;:;;rqtj ··e Rea d ioq 

has been reviewed by a committee o f the Human Research Revi e w Co~~ i tte e 

and it appears t o mee t our requi r eme n c s in re gard t o protection o~ the 

i n d i ·Jjdua l 's ri ght .:;. 

?lease be rerunded that b o t h the Un i•;ersi t y and the Depar t:mer:t 

. of Health, Education, and Welfare regulat i ons require that writte~ 

consents must be obtained from all human subjects in your st udi e s. 

The s e f o rms must be kiO!.pJ;.-O:+-....f..il~..J;.:.o:-¥.o.u. s ubmitte d to thi s c o mm.i.t:tee when 
the da t:a are collected. 

F~r th2r~ore, sho uld your p rojec t change , a n d t her review ~y ~h e 

Co~~i t t:ee is required , accordi n g to DHEW r e gulations . 

? l ease add the followin g stateme nt to your I n f ormed Ccns e n t : o r m : 

"No medical service or compensa t ion is provided t o sub j e c ts by th e 

University as a result of injury from participation i n r e sea r c h." 

Sincerely, 

)Jt~~ 
Chairman, Human Researc~ 

Review Conunittee 

at 



APPENDIX F 



Table 24 

Question 1--Summary of Differences in Importa nc e of Role/Role Indicators 
as Perceived by Reading Coordina tors and Teachers 

Role/Role Indicator 

1.0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource to 
teachers/grade level 

1.2 Teach demonstration 
lessons 

1.3 Help with di~gnostic 
testing and grouping 
of students 

1.4 Inform teachers of 
professional growth 
activities available 

1.5 Work with content a rea 
teachers to integrate 
read1ng activities 

1.6 Se rve as consultant 
to parents 

1.7 Provide psychological 
support to teachers 

2. 0 BRINGING ABOUT CHANGE 

2.1 Help write criteria for 
evaluating re~ding 
personnel 

2.2 Help evaluate reading 
personnel 

2.3 Help with needs assess­
ments to use in setting 
goals 

No. of Cases 
ARCs Teac hers 

4 125 

5 130 

5 131 

5 131 

5 132 

5 132 

5 132 " 

5 132 

5 115 

5 126 

5 128 

5 129 

Mean 
ARCs Teachers 

4.14 4.5 

5.0 4.34 

3.4 3.47 

4.2 3.76 

4. 2 3.99 

4.2 3 . 78 

3.0 3.27 

4. 4 3.6 9 

5 .0 3.85 

3.6 3.45 

3.4 3.26 

4. 8 3.85 

Standard 
De v iat ion 

ARCs Teachers 

l. 000 0.886 

0.000 0.074 

1.140 1.111 

0.837 1.137 

l. 304 0. 937 

0.837 0. 911 

0.707 1.184 

0.548 1. 230 

0 . 000 0.891 

0.894 l. 001 

1.140 1.103 

0. 44 7 1. 019 

t-Va1ue 

-0.79 

8.98 

-0.13 

1.15 

0.35 

1.10 

-0. 80 

2.66 

13.82 

0.36 

0. 3 7 

4. 36 

2-Tai l 
Probability 

.5 3 3 

< .Ol:ll 

.905 

.303 

.742 

. 3 34 

.461 

.038 

< .0 01 

.737 

.798 

.005 

r--o 
0'1 
1..0 



Table 24--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Cases Mean De viation 2- Tail 

Role/Role Indicator ARCS Teache rs ARCS Teachers An"cs--rr-c acners t-Value Proba bility 

2.4 Help plan inservice 5 129 5.0 4.18 0.000 0.939 9.94 < . 0 01 

2.5 Present inservice 
sessions 5 128 4.6 4.09 0.894 0.980 1. 26 . 277 

2.6 Help set goals for 
school and/or grade 
level 5 128 4.6 3.80 0.548 0.999 3.08 .027 

2.7 llelp set objectives 
for district 5 129 4. 8 4.03 0.447 0.909 3.57 .016 

2. 8 Recommend policy 
changes involving 
rea ding programs 5 129 4.8 4.06 0.447 .o. 873 3.44 .018 

2. 9 1-Jork with co11trnittees 
to bring about change 5 128 5.0 4.12 0.000 0.884 ll. 30 < .001 I--' 

-......J 

3. 0 hO~K r :;G 'tliTH READING 0 

---::!A7 0: «. ! .l.L S 5 104 4. 8 4.51 0. 4 4 7 0.668 1. 38 .2:.:!6 

J.l He lr construc t or 
r e vi3e reading curri-
c ulum materials s · 128 4.8 4. 35 0.447 0.759 2.13 .087 

3.2 Work with cow~ittees 
to evaluate and 
reco mmend t e xtbooks 5 129 4. 6 4.50 0. 54 0 0.708 0.38 .719 

l.J Be familiar with a 
wide variety of 
t e aching materials in 
the area of reading 5 129 4.6 4. 74 0.548 0. 52 3 -0.55 • 613 

3.4 Share information about 
reading materials with 
teachers 5 129 4.8 4. 7l 0.447 0 . 565 0.46 .666 

3.5 Help mak e reading 
materials available 
to teachers 5 127 4. 8 4. 77 0.447 0.522 0.14 .897 



Table 24--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Cases Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator ARCs Teacners ARCs Teachers AllCs Teachers t-Value Probability 

LO COORDT~It\TING DISTRICT 
PROGrt&"i 4 103 4.75 4.21 0.500 0.824 2.04 .111 

4. l Involve community in 
reading program 5 127 3.6 3.74 0.548 0.884 -0.54 .609 

4.2 Conduct and share 
research in reading 5 129 3.0 3. "/0 0.707 0.853 -2.15 .098 

4.3 Help plan budgets to I-' 
make reading a -.......) 

priority 4 128 4.75 4.14 0.500 0.858 2.23 .080 ~ 

4.4 Serve as a resource . 
person to principal 5 128 4.8 4.05 0.447 0.863 3.48 .018 

4.5 Prepare reading 
re ports for board, 
co rr.munity 5 129 4.6 3.73 0.894 1.014 2.13 .101 

4.6 Serve as a communi-
cation link betwee n 
administration and 
school 5 128 4.4 3.92 0.548 l. 04 7 l. 83 .127 

4.7 Participate in profes-
sional reading related 
activitie s 5 129 5.0 4.11 0.000 0.954 10.61 < .001 
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Table 25 

Question !--Summary of .Oifferences in Importance of Role/Role Indicators 
as Perceived by Reading Coordinators and Principals 

Role/Role Indicator 

1. 0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource to 
teachers/grade level 

1.2 Teach demonstration 
lesson~ 

1.3 Help with diagnostic 
testing and grouping 
of students 

1.4 Infonn teachers of 
professional growth 
activities available 

1.5 Work with content area 
teachers to integra te 
reading activities 

1.6 Serve as consultant 
to parents 

1.7 Provide psychological 
support to teachers 

2.0 BRINGING ABOUT CHANGE 

2.1 Help write crit e ria for 
evalu a ting reading 
personnel 

2.2 Help evaluate reading 
personnel 

2.3 Help with needs assess­
ments to use in s~tting 
goals 

No. cf Cases Mean 
JI.RCs Prwc1pals ARCs Pr.1nc1paiS 

4 86 4.5 4.36 

5 92 5.0 4.39 

5 93 3.4 3.75 

5 93 4.2 3.60 

5 92 4.2 4.14 

5 93 4.2 4.02 

5 93 3.0 3.33 

5 93 4.4 3.94 

5 81 5.0 4.04 

5 91 3.6 3.70 

5 93 3.4 3.40 

5 93 4.8 4.00 

Standard 
Deviation 

ARCs Principals 

1. 000 0.810 

0.000 0.755 

1.140 0.963 

0. 837 0.968 

l. 304 0.979 

0.837 0.955 

0.707 1.116 

0.548 1.196 

0.000 0.955 

0.894 1.140 

1.140 l. 2 61 

0.447 0.921 

t-Value 

0 . 27 

7.73 

-0.68 

l. 54 

0.10 

0.46 

-0.99 

1.69 

9.08 

-0.25 

0.000 

3.71 

2-Tail 
Probability 

.801 

<.001 

.5 35 

.183 

.926 

.664 

.368 

.142 

<.001 

. 814 

.997 

.010 

I-' 
-....j 

w 



Table 25--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Cases Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator J~;RCs Pr~nc~pa"Ts J~;RCs Pr~nc1pais ARCs ?r1nc~pals t-Value Probability 

2.4 Help plan inservice 5 93 5.0 4.33 0.000 0.727 8.84 <. 001 

2.5 Present ins~rvice 
sessions 5 93 4.6 4.06 0.894 0.870 1.31 .262 

2.6 Help set goals for 
school and/or grade 
level 5 92 4.6 4.08 0.548 0.986 l. 97 . 096 

2.1 Help set objectives 
for district 5 92 4.8 4.12 0.447 0.993 3.02 .023 

2.8 Recommend policy 
changes involving 
reading programs 5 92 4.8 4.04 0.447 0. 94 8 3.39 .015 

2.9 Work with committees 
to bring about change 5 92 5.0 4.00 0.000 0.938 10.23 < .001 1-' 

._] 

) . 0 WORKING WITH READING 
.J:::::. 

~IAT2iUALS 5 70 4.8 4.30 0.447 0.805 2.25 .065 

l.l Help construct or 
revi se re ading curri-
culum mdterials 5 91 4.8 4.29 0.447 0.750 2.39 .062 

3.2 ~vork with committees 
to evaluate and 
recommend textbooks 5 91 4.6 4.20 0.548 0.806 l. 55 .181 

3.3 Be familiar with a 
wide v a riety of 
teaching materials in 
the area of reading 5 91 4.6 4.65 0.548 0.565 -0.19 .857 

1.4 Share information about 
reading materials with 
teachers 5 91 4.8 4.68 0.447 0.555 0.57 .593 

3.5 Help make reading 
materials available 
to teachers 5 90 4.8 4.64 0.44 7 0.624 0. 74 .493 



Table 25--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Cases Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indlcator ARCs Pr~nc~pals ARCs Principals ARCs Principals- t-Value Probability 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROGRAM 4 67 4.75 4.15 0.500 0.764 2.25 .088 

4.1 Involve community in 
reading program 5 93 3.6 3.67 0.548 0 . 927 -0 . 28 .790 

4.2 Conduct and share 
research in reading 5 92 3.0 3. 78 0.707 0.862 -2.38 .063 

4.3 Help plan budgets to 
make reading a 
priority 4 92 3.75 3.95 0.500 1.062 2.94 .042 

1---.J 
4.4 Serve as a resource -.....) 

person to principal 5 82 4.8 4.30 0.447 0.882 2.28 .063 Ul 

4.5 Prepare reading 
reports for board, 
corrmunity 5 · 91 4.6 3. 77 0.894 l. 086 2- 00 .102 

4.6 Serve as a communi-
cation link between 
acministr a tion and 
school 5 91 4.4 3.82 0.548 1.198 2.09 .081 

4.7 Participate in profes-
sional reading related 
activities 5 91 5.0 4.19 0.000 0.829 9.36 <.001 
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Table 26 

Question 1--Summary of Differences in Importance of Role/R~le Indicators 
as Perceived by Reading Coordinators and Curriculum Directo rs 

Standard 
No. of Cases t-1 e an Deviation 

Curr~culum Curr~culum Curr1ctilum 2-Tail 
Role/Role Indicator ARCs Directors ARCs Directors ARCs Directors t-Value Probability 

1.0 CONSULTING 4 10 1·5 4.8 1. 000 0.422 -0.58 .603 

1.1 Serve as resource to 
teachers/grade level 5 10 5.0 4.9 0.000 0.316 l. 00 • 34 J 

1.2 Teach demonstration 
lessons 5 10 3.4 3.16 1.140 0.994 0.50 .632 

1.3 Help with diagnostic 
testing and grouping 
of students 5 10 4.2 3.6 0.837 0.966 1. 24 .246 

1.4 Inform teachers of f--' professional growth -...) 
activities available 5 10 4.2 4.4 1. 304 0.699 -0.32 .761 -...) 

1.5 Work with content area 
teachers to integrate 
reading activities . 5 10 4.2 4.0 0.837 0. 94 3 0. 4 2 .686 

1.6 Serve as consultant 
to parents 5 10 3.0 3.1 0.707 1. 287 -0.19 .849 

1.7 Provide psychological 
support to teachers 5 10 4.4 3.7 0.548 1.160 l. 59 .136 

2. 0 BRINGING ABOUT OL>\NGE 5 9 5.0 4.44 0.000 0. 726 2.29 .051 

2.1 Help write criteria for 
evaluating reading 
personnel 5 10 3.6 3. 3 0.894 1. 337 0.52 .616 

2.2 Help evaluate reading 
personnel 5 10 3.4 3.3 1.140 1. 418 0.15 .886 

2.3 Help with needs assess-
~ents to use in setting 
goals 5 10 4.8 4.5 0.447 0.527 1.15 .279 



Table 26 --Co nt i nued 

Standard 
No. of Case s Me a n De viation 

Curr1culum Curr1culum Curr1culum 2- Tail 
Role/Role Indicator ARCs Directors ARCs Director s ARCs Directors t-Value Pro ba bility 

2.4 Help plan inservice 5 10 5.0 4 . 7 0.000 0.483 l. 96 .081 

2.5 Present inservice 
sessions 5 10 4.6 4.5 0.894 0.707 0.22 .833 

2.6 llelp set goals for 
school and/or grade 
level 5 10 4.6 4. 3 0.548 0.483 1.04 .333 

2.1 Help set objectives 
for district 5 10 4.8 4.7 0.447 0.483 0.40 .700 

2.8 Reco~~end policy 
changes involving 
reading programs 5 10 4.8 4. 7 0.447 0. 4 83 0.40 .700 

2.9 Work with committees 
to bring a bout cha nge 5 10 5.0 4.6 0.516 0.163 2.45 .037 1-' 

-...) 

] . 0 i~O R!<I ~G HITH READ I NG 
OJ 

~L\ Tt=: iH..\LS 5 8 4.8 4.88 0. 44 7 0.354 -0. 32 .7 60 

3 . 1 ll~lp c o nstruc t or 
rev i s e r e ading curri-
cul um mat<!rial s · s 10 4.8 4. 8 0. 44 7 0.442 0.00 1.000 

3.2 Work with committees 
to e valuate and 
reco~mend textbooks 5 10 4.6 4. 9 0.548 0.316 -1.13 .308 

3.3 Be familiar with a 
wi d e variety of 
teaching materials in 
the ar e a of re a ding 5 10 4.6 4 . 9 0. 548 0.316 -1.13 . 308 

3.4 Share i n f ormacion about 
re ad ing mater i als with 
teac hers 5 10 4.8 4.9 0.447 o. 316 -0.45 . 670 

3.5 Help ma ke reading 
materia ls available 
to teac he r~ 5 10 4.8 4. 6 0.447 0.699 0.67 . 515 



Table 26--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Cases Mean Deviation 

Curr1culum Curr1culum Curr1culum 2-Tail 
Role/Role Indicator ARCs Directors ARCs Directors ARCs Directors t-Value Probability 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROGRAM 4 7 4.75 4.0 0.500 1. 291 1. 37 .209 

4.1 Involve community in 
reading program 5 10 3.6 3.4 0.548 0.843 0.55 .591 

4.2 Conduct and share 
research in reading 5 10 3.0 3.5 0.707 0.850 -1.20 .256 

4,3 Help plan budgets to 
make reading a 

I-' priority 4 10 4.75 3.8 0.500 0.919 2.48 .033 
--.1 

"' 4.4 Serve as a resource 
person to principal 5 10 4.8 4.3 0.447 0.823 1. 52 .152 

4.5 Prepare reading 
reports for board, 
community 5 10 4.6 3.5 0.894 0.850 2. 28 .052 

4.6 Serve as a communi-
cation link between 
administration and 5 10 4.4 3.7 0.548 0.949 1. 81 .094 
school 

4.7 Participate in profes-
sional reading reldted 
activities 5 9 5.0 4. 22 0.000 0. 833 2.80 .023 
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Table 27 

Question 2--Summary of Differences in Perceived Importance of Role/Role Indicators 
for ARCs as Perceived by Teachers Without and With ARC 

Role/Role Indicator 

1. 0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource to 
teachers/grade level 

1.2 Teach demonstration 
lessons 

1.3 Help with diagnostic 
testing and grouping 
of students 

1.4 Inform teachers of 
professional growth 
activities available 

1.5 Work with content area 
teac~ers to . integrat~ 
readtng act1v1t1es 

1.6 Serv~ as consultant 
to parents 

1.7 Provide psychological 
support to teachers 

2. 0 BRINGING ABOU'r CHANGE 

2.1 Help write criteria for 
eva luating reading 
personnel 

2.2 Help evaluate reading 
personnel 

2.3 Help with needs assess­
ments to use in setting 
goals 

No. of Teachers 
Wtthout wTtn 

59 66 

64 66 

66 65 

65 66 

66 66 

66 66 

66 66 

66 66 

52 63 

62 64 

63 65 

64 65 

Mean 
wrthaut t<~i tn 

4.36 3.95 

4.44 4. 24 

3.30 3.63 

3.86 3.65 

4.18 3.80 

3.88 3.68 

3.35 3.18 

3.91 3. 4 7 

4.15 3.60 

3.69 3.21 

3.40 3.12 

4.08 3.62 

Standard 
Deviation 

Without With 

0. 804' 0.919 

0.?53 0.912 

1.136 l. 069 

l. 044 1.222 

0.763 1. 056 

0.851 0.963 

l. 074 1. 288 

l. 231 1.199 

0. 724 0.943 

0.879 1. 061 

l. 086 1.111 

0.896 1. 085 

t-Value 

2.60 

1.33 

-1.70 

1.06 

2.36 

l. 25 

0.81 

2.08 

3.54 

2.74 

l. 41 

2.64 

2-Tail 
Probability 

.010 

.010 

.091 

.292 

.020 

.215 

.421 

.040 

.001 

.007 

.161 

.009 

f-' 
(X) 

f-' 



Table 27-- Continued 

--------- ---
Standard 

No. of Teachers Mean Deviation 2-Tail 
Role/Role Indicator \'lithout With Without With Without With t-Value Probability 

2.4 Help plan inservice 64 65 4.45 3.90 0.815 0.980 3.44 .001 

2.5 Present inservice 
sessions 63 65 4.25 3. 92 0.879 1. 050 1. 93 .053 

2.6 Help set goals for 
school and/or grade 
level 63 65 3.97 3.63 0.967 l. 009 l. 93 .056 

2.7 Help set objectives 
for district 64 65 4.20 3.86 0.894 0.899 2.16 . 032 

2.8 Recommend policy 
change s involving 
reading programs 65 64 4.25 3.88 0.867 0.845 2.46 .015 

2.9 Work with committees 
to bring about change 63 65 4.27 3.97 0.807 0.935 l. 95 .054 f-' 

C) 

J.O t-JORKI~G \HTH REA.DrNG 1'0 

:·!.~TER L.\LS 44 60 4.61 4.43 0.618 0.698 l. 39 .167 

3.1 Help cons truct or 
revia~ r eading curri-
culum m.:~. terials 64 64 4.48 4.22 0.776 0. 723 2.00 .047 

3.2 Work with committe~s 
to evaluate and 
recomme nd textbooks 64 65 4.64 4.37 0.601 0.782 2.21 .029 

3.3 Be familiar with a 
wide variety ·of 
tea ching materials in 
the ar e a of reading 64 6~ 4. 77 4. 71 0.463 0.579 0.63 . 531 

3.4 Share information about 
r~ading materials with 
teachers 64 65 4.67 4. 77 0.565 0.567 -0.67 .505 

3.5 Help make reading 
materials available 
to teachers 62 fi5 4. 74 4. 8 0.541 0.504 -0.6 L . 53-1 



Table 27--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Teachers Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator Wttfiout Wttfi Wttfiout w1tn wttno4t W1.tfi t-Value Probability 

4.0 COORDI~ATING DISTRICT 
PROGRA."\ 44 59 4. 34 4.12 0. 74 5 0.873 l. 39 .167 

4.1 Involve community in 
reading program 64 63 3.86 3.62 0.814 o. 941 l. 54 .126 

4.2 Conduct and share 
research in reading 64 65 3.83 3.57 0.846 0.847 l. 74 .085 

4.3 Help plan budgets to 
make reading a 
priority 63 65 4.21 4.08 0.826 0.889 0.85 .. 395 ~ 

(X) 

4.4 Serve as a resource w 
person to principal 63 65 4. 22 3.89 0.832 0.868 2.20 .030 

4.5 Pre~are reading 
reports for board, 
community 64 65 3. 92 3.54 0.997 1. 001 2.18 . 031 

4.6 Serve as a communi-
catio n link between 
administration and 
school 63 65 4.22 3.63 0. 941 1.069 3.33 .001 

4.7 Participace in profes-
sional reading related 
activities 64 65 4.23 3.98 0.850 1.038 1. 50 .137 
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'fable 28 

Question 2--Summary of Differences in Perceived Importance of Role/Role Indicators 
as Perceived by Principals Without and With Reading Coordinators 

Role/Role Indicator 

1.0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource to 
teachers/grade level 

1.2 Teach demonstration 
lessons 

1.3 Help with diagnostic 
testing and grouping 
of students 

1.4 Inform teachers of 
professional growth 
activities available 

1.5 Work with content area 
teachers to integrate 
reading activities • 

1.6 Serve as consultant 
to parents 

1.7 Provide psychological 
support to teachers 

2.0 BRINGING ABOUT CHANGE 

2.1 Help write criteria for 
evaluating reading 
personnel 

2.2 Help evaluate reading 
personnel 

2.3 Help with needs assess­
ments to use in setting 
goals 

No. of Cases 
W1thout W1th 

36 50 

41 51 

42 51 

42 51 

42 50 

42 51 

42 51 

42 51 

32 49 

41 50 

42 51 

42 51 

Mean 
W1thout -With 

4.17 4.50 

4.32 4.45 

3.76 3.75 

3.64 3.57 

4.2 4.10 

3.88 4.14 

3.14 3.49 

3.83 4.02 

3.91 4.12 

3.68 3.72 

3.10 3.65 

3.95 4.00 

Standard 
Deviation 

Without- With 

0.811 0.789 

0.756 0.757 

0.878 1.036 

1.032 0.922 

0.969 0.995 

0.916 0.980 

l. 181 l. 046 

l. 208 1.190 

0.995 0.927 

1.213 1.089 

l. 265 1.214 

0.764 1.039 

t-Va1ue 

-1.90 

-0.84 

0.08 

0.36 

0.44 

-1.30 

-1.49 

-0.74 

-0. 9 8 

-0.15 

-2.13 

-0.25 

2-Tai1 
Probability 

.061 

.401 

.933 

.718 

.660 

.197 

.141 

.459 

. 330 

.880 

.036 

.800 

1--' 
0) 

VI 



Table 28--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Cases Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator Without With Without With h'ithout With t-Value Probability 

2.4 Halp plan insecvice 42 51 4.36 4. 31 0.692 0.761 0.29 • 774 

2.5 Present ins~rvice 
sessions 42 51 4.21 3.94 0.782 0.925 1. 54 .126 

2.6 Help set goal~ for 
school and/or grade 

42 level 50 4.05 4.10 0.764 1.147 -0.26 .795 

2.7 Help set objectives 
for district 42 50 4.21 4.04 0.717 1.177 0.87 .386 

2. 8 Recommend pol icy 
changes involving 

42 50 4.02 4.06 1. 058 reading programs 0. 811 -0.19 .853 

2. 9 Work with committees 
to bring about change 42 50 4.03 3.98 0.749 1.078 -0.23 .819 

1-' 
co 

) . 0 \·;QRK r:lG IHTH READING 
:-'..-\TEiU.\LS 27 43 4.22 4. 34 0.892 0.752 -0.61 . 54 2 

0"'1 

J.l !!elp conslruct or 
revi3e r eading curri-
culum mate rials 41 50 4. 39 4. 2 0.703 0.782 1. 22 .225 

3.2 Work with committees 
to evaluate and 
recorr~end textbooks 41 50 4.22 4.18 0.881 0.748 0.23 .820 

3.3 Be familiar with a 
wide variety of 
t~ac hin g materials in 
the area of reading 41 50 4.66 4. 64 0.530 0.598 0.16 .876 

3.4 Sh3re information about 
reading materials with 
teache r :. 41 50 4.61 4. 74 0.542 0.565 -1.12 .266 

3.5 Help . make reading 
materials available 
to teachers 40 50 4.68 4.62 0.616 0.635 0.42 .679 



Table 28--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Cases Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Iqdicator W.ttnout w~d1 w~tllout w~tn WITnout ~htll ! - Value Probability 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROGRA.'i 24 43 4.25 4.09 0.737 0.781 0.82 .417 

4.1 Involve community in 
reading program 42 50 3. 71 3.64 l. 019 0.851 0.38 .709 

4.2 Conduct and share 
researc h in reading 42 50 3.81 3.76 o. 917 0.822 0.27 .788 

4.3 Help plan budgets to 
ma ke r eading a 
priority 42 50 3.90 3.98 0.983 1.134 -0 . 34 . . 7 34 

4.4 Serve a s a resource I-' 

person to principal 40 42 4.33 4.2 6 0.730 1.014 0.32 . 74 6 co 
--.._) 

4.5 Prepare reading 
re ?O ~t s for board, 
co mmunity 41 50 3.83 3. 72 1. 223 0.970 0.46 . 643 

4.6 Serve a s a communi-
c a ti o n link betwee n 
a dm ini s tr a tion a nd 
s c hool 41 50 3 . 88 3.78 1.208 1. 200 0.39 .700 

4.7 Partici pa te in profes-
sional reading related 
activities 41 50 4.15 4.22 0 . 8 53 . 0. 815 -0 .42 .677 
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Table 29 

Question 2--Summary of Differences in Perceived Importance of Role/Role Indicators 
as Perceived by Curriculum Directors Without and With Reading Coordinators 

Role/Role Indicator 

1. 0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource to 
teachers/grade level 

1.2 Teach demonstration 
lessons 

1.3 Help with diagnostic 
testing and grouping 
of students 

1.4 Inform teachers of 
professional growth 
activities available 

1.5 Work with content area 
teachers to integrate 
reading ac tivities 

1.6 Serve as consultant 
to parents 

1.7 Provide psychological 
support to teachers 

2. 0 BRINGING A.BOUT CHA NGE 

2.1 Help write criteria for 
evaluating reading 
pers o nnel 

2.2 Help evaluate reading 
personnel 

2.3 Help with needs assess­
ments to use in setting 
goals 

No. of Cases 
Wlthout W1th 

5 5 

5 5 

5 5 

5 5 

5 5 

5 5 

5 5 

5 5 

4 5 

5 5 

5 5 

5 5 

~lean 

without - witn 

4 .• 8 4.8 

4.8 5.0 

2.8 3.4 

3.4 3 . 8 

4.2 4.6 

4.2 3.8 

3.2 3.0 

3.6 3. 8 

4. 5 4. 4 

2.6 4. 0 

2.4 4.2 

4. 4 4.6 

Standard 
Deviation 

Without WiTh 

0.447 . 0.447 

0.447 0.000 

0.447 1.342 

0.548 1.304 

0.837 0.548 

1. 304 0.447 

1. 64 3 1. 000 

1.140 1.304 

o. 577 0.894 

1.140 1.125 

1.517 0. 447 

0.548 0.548 

t-Value 

0.00 

-1.00 

-0.95 

-0.63 

-0.89 

0.65 

0.23 

-0.26 

0.20 

-1.87 

-2.55 

-0.58 

2-Tail 
Probability 

1.000 

.374 

.386 

.555 

.401 

. 54 5 

.823 

.803 

.845 

.098 

. 052 

.580 

I--' 
00 
1..0 



Table 29--Continued 

Standard 
No . of Cases Mea n Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator Without With Without Wit h Without With t-Va lue Probability 

2.4 Help plan inservice 5 5 4.8 4 .6 0.447 0. 54 8 0.63 . 54 5 

2.5 Present in~ervice 
0.54~ sessions 5 5 4.6 4.4 0.894 0.43 .683 

2.6 Help set goals for 
school and/or grade 
level 5 5 4.2 4.4 0. 4 4 7 0. 548 -0. 63 . 54 5 

2.1 Help set objectives 
for district 5 5 4.6 4. 8 0 . 548 0.447 -0.63 . 54 5 

2.8 Reco~mend policy 
changes involving 
reading programs 5 5 4.8 4.6 0 .447 0.548 0. 63 . 54 5 

2.9 Work with co~~ittees 1--' to bring about cha nge 5 5 4 . 8 4. 4 0.447 0 . 54 8 1. 26 .2 42 
1.0 
0 

l. 0 ~-JORK DIG \HTH RF.ADING 
~lA TS R I.\L S 4 4 5.0 4.75 0.000 0.5 00 1. 00 .391 

l.l Hel p c o ns t ruct o r 
revise reading curri-
culum ma t e rials 5 5 4. 8 4. 8 0.447 0.447 0. 00 1.000 

3. 2 Work with c o mmi ttees \ 
to evaluate and 
recorrunend textbooks 5 5 4. 8 5.0 0.447 0.000 -l. 00 . 3 74 

3.1 Be familiar with a 
wide v a riety of 
te ac hing mater ia ls in 
the area of readi ng 5 5 4. 8 5.0 0.447 0.0 00 -1.00 .374 

3.4 Share information about 
r ead ing mate r ials with 
teachers 5 5 5.0 4.8 0.000 0. 447 1. 00 .374 

3.5 Help ma ke reading 
materials available 
to te ac hers 5 5 4. 8 4 . 4 0.447 0.894 0.09 . 40 6 



Table 29--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Cases He an Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator W1tnout w1tn Wttnout w1tn 111 tnou.t ---wrtll. t-Va1ue Probability 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROGRA."\ 5 5 4.0 4.0 l. 732 1.155 0.00 1. 000 

4.1 Involve community in 
reading program 5 5 3.2 3.6 0.837 0.894 -0.73 .486 

4.2 Conduct and share 
research in reading 5 5 3.2 3.8 0.837 0.837 -1.13 .290 

4.3 Help plan budgets to 
make reading a 
priority 5 5 3.4 4.2 0.894 0.837 -1.46 .182 1--' 

1..0 

4.4 Serve as a resource 1--' 

person to principal 5 5 4.8 3. 8 0. 447 0.837 2.36 .057 

4.5 Prepare reading 
reports for board, 
community 5 5 3.2 3.8 0.837 0.837 -1.13 .290 

4.6 Serve as a communi-
cation link between 
administration and 
school 5 5 3.6 3.8 1.140 0.837 -0. 32 .761 

4.7 Participate in profes-
sional reading related 
activities 5 4 4.4 4. 0 0.894 0.816 0.70 .507 
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Table 30 

Question )--Comparisons of Importances of Role Indicators and Performance of ARCs 
in Role Indicators as Perceived by Teachers with ARCs 

Role/Role Indicator 

1.0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource to 
teachers/grade level 

1.2 Teach demonstration 
lessons 

1.3 Help with diagnostic 
testing and grouping 
of students 

1.4 Inform teachers of 
professional growth 
activities available 

1.5 Work with content area 
teachers to integrate 
readi ng activities 

1.6 Serve as consultant 
to parents 

1.7 Provide psychological 
support to teachers 

2.0 BRINGING ABOUT CHAN GE 

2.1 Help write criteria for 
evaluating reading 
personnel 

2.2 Help evaluate reading 
personnel 

2.3 Help with needs assess­
ments to use in setting 
goals 

Standard 
No. of Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Teachers Performance Importances Performance Importances t-Value Probability 

59 3.63 4.48 l. 049 0.751 -5.70 < .001 

60 24.5 3.267 l. 294 1.148 -4.28 < .001 

60 2.78 3.85 1. 403 l. 071 -4.96 < .001 

61 3.46 4.23 l. 259 0.761 -4.79 <.001 

58 2.81 3.88 l. 235 0.818 -5.90 <.001 

56 2.36 3. 32 1.327 1. 097 -5.35 < .001 

60 3.18 3.99 1.396 1.157 -4.15 < .001 

53 2.97 3.64 1.315 0.922 -3.54 .001 

52 2.54 3. 33 1.179 l.ll5 -4.09 < .001 

59 3.39 4.07 l. 232 0.907 -4.25 < • 00 l 

1--' 
\0 
w 



Table 3D--Con tinued 

Standard 
No. of Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator Teache r s Per forma nee Impor-tances Performance Importances ~-Value Probability 

2.4 Help plan inservice 59 3.93 4.58 l.3ll 0.816 -3.03 .004 

2.5 Present inseFvice 
58 3.64 4.26 sessions l. 4 35 0.8 90 -3.21 .002 

2.6 Help set goals for 
school and/or grade 
level 58 3.47 3.99 l. 260 0 . 916 -3.20 .002 

2.7 Help set objectives 
for district 57 3.65 4.25 1.232 0.851 -3.60 .001 

2.8 Recommend policy 
changes involving 
reading programs 56 3.63 4.27 1.214 0.904 -3.39 .001 

2.9 Hark with committees t-' 
to bring dbout change 55 3. 4 7 4.24 l. 303 0.838 - 4.16 <.001 I..D 

~ 
3. 0 'I'IORKING WITH READING 

MATERIALS 
' \o 

3.1 Help construct or 
revise reading curri-
culwn materials 58 3.83 4. 52 l. 258 0 . 755 -3.77 < .001 

3.2 Work with (.;Ommittee::l 
to evalua te and 
recommend textbooks 55 3.73 4.64 l. 239 0. 5 09 -5.45 <. 00 l 

3.3 Be familiar with a 
wide variety of 
teaching materials in 

58 4. 31 4.78 0.940 0.460 -3.85 the area of reading < .00 1 

3.4 Share information about 
reading materials with 

60 3.87 4. 7] teachers l. 255 0.524 -5.17 < .0 01 

3.5 Help make reading 
materials available 
to teachers 58 3.67 4.78 1.276 0.497 ·- 6. /.4 .0 01 



Table 30--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator Teachers Pertormance Importances Performance Importances !-Value Probability 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROGRA."i 

4.1 Involve community in 
l. 421 . o. 819 -5.84 <.001 reading program 56 2.73 3.86 

4.2 Conduct and share 
research in readi ng 56 2.75 3.00 l. 365 0.883 -6 . 07 .<. 001 

4.3 Help plan budgets to 1--' 
make reading a I..D 
priority 52 3.15 4.23 l. 258 0.807 -5.61 < .001 Ul 

4.4 Serve as a resource 
4.28 l. 226 0.840 -4.95 <.001 person to principal 57 3.47 

4.5 Prepare reading 
re po rts for board, 

52 3.38 3.96 l. 286 l. 028 -3.35 .002 corr.muni ty 

4.6 Serve as a communi-
cation link b e twee n 
administration and 

4.19 l. 263 o. 972 -3.20 .002 s chool 57 3.63 

4.7 Participate in profes-
sional reading related 

56 3. 71 4.25 l. 24 6 0.879 -3.17 .002 activities 
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Table 31 

Question )--comparisons of Importances of Role Indicators and Performance of ARCs 
in Role Indicators as Perceived by Principals with ARCs 

Role/Role Indicator 

1. 0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource to 
teachers/grade level 

1.2 Teach demonstration 
lessons 

1.3 Help with diagnostic 
testing and grouping 
of students 

1.4 Inform teachers of 
professional growth 
activities available 

1.5 Work with content area 
teachers to integrate 
reading activities 

1.6 Serve as consultant 
to parents 

1.7 Provide psychological 
support to teachers 

2.0 BRINGING ABOUT CHANGE 

2.1 Help write criteria for 
evaluating reading 
personnel 

2.2 Help evaluate reading 
personnel 

2.3 Help with needs assess­
ment~ to use in s e tting 
goals 

Standard 
No. of Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Principals Performance Importances Performance Importances t-Value Probability 

41 3. 44 4.23 1..163 0.756 -4.30 < .001 

41 2.66 3.78 1. 087 0.881 -6.82 < .001 

4l 3.02 3.66 1. 332 1. 039 -3._33 .002 

42 3.62 4.19 1.268 0.969 -2.83 .007 

42 2.98 3.88 1. 024 0.916 -4.57 < .001 

41 2.61 3.17 1.181 1.181 -3.50 .001 

42 3.21 3.83 1. 220 1. 208 -3.38 .002 

39 2.82 3.69 1. 295 1.195 -4.73 <.001 

4l 2.66 3.10 1.334 l. 281 -2.33 .025 

42 3.42 ]. 96 1. 016 0.764 -2.95 .005 

1-' 
\.0 
-...) 



Table 31--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Mean Deviat .ion 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator Principals Performance Importances Performance Importances !_-Value Probability 

2.4 Help plan inservice 42 4.02 4.36 0.950 0.692 -2.15 . 037 

2. 5 Present inse.rvi.::e 
sessions 42 3.93 4.21 1. 045 0.782 -1.70 .096 

2.6 Help set goals for 
school and/or grade 

42 3.10 4. 05 level l. 070 0.764 -4.96 <.001 

2.7 Help set objectives 
for district 42 3.69 4.21 1. 070 0. 717 -3.12 .003 

2.8 Recommend policy 
changes involving 

3.52 reading programs 42 4.02 0.890 0. 811 -2.86 .007 

2.9 Work with co~~ittees 1---' 
to bring about change 41 3.21 4.05 1.141 0.740 -3.86 <.001 

\.0 
(X) 

3.0 WORKING WITH READING 
HATE RIALS -----

3.1 Help construct or 
revise reading curri-

l. 220 culum materials 41 3.63 4.39 0 .70) -4.04 <.001 

3.2 Work ~ith committees 
to evaluate and 
recommend textbooks 39 3. 77 4.23 1.158 0. 872 - 2.89 .006 

3.3 Be familiar with a 
wide variety of 
teaching materials in 

41 ~.20 4.66 0. 84 3 0.530 .002 the area of reading -3.)1 

1.4 Share information about 
reading materials with 

41 3.95 4.61 1. 224 0.542 -3.53 .001 teachers 

3.5 Uelp make reading 
materials ~vailable 
to teachers 40 4. 05 4.6b 1.154 0.616 -3.44 .0 01 



Table 31--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator Principals Performance Importances Performance Importances t-Value Probability 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROG~1 ----

4.1 Involve community in 
reading program 41 2.85 3.76 l.131 0.994 -5.67 <.001 

4.2 Conduct and share I-' 
research in reading 40 3.03 3.88 1.121 0.883 -3.93 < .001 \..D 

\..0 

4.3 Help plan budgets to 
make read ing a 
priority 40 3.18 3.9 1.152 0.982 -4.42 < .001 

4.4 Serve as a resource 
person to principal 40 3.65 4.33 1.331 0. 730 -3.26 .002 

4.5 Prepare reading 
reports for board, 
co rr_'llun i ty 39 3.05 3.85 1.413 l. 204 -3.76 .001 

4.6 Serve as a communi-
cation link betwe e n 
ad~inistration and 
schoo l 40 3.33 3.90 l. 34 7 1.215 -3 .04 .004 

4.1 Participate in profes-
sional reading related 
activities 39 3.82 4.13 0.914 0.864 . -2 .15 .038 
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Table 32 

Question )--Comparisons of Importances of Role Indicators and Performance of ARCs 
in Role Indicators as Perceived by Curriculum Directors with ARCs 

Role/Role Indicator 

1.0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as consultant to 
teachers/grade level 

1.2 Teach demonstration 
lessons 

1.3 Help with diagnostic 
testing and grouping 
of students 

1.4 Inform teachers of 
profe s sional growth 
activities available 

1.5 Work with content area 
teachers to integrate 
reading activities 

1.6 Serve as consultant 
to parents 

1.7 Provide psychological 
support to teachers 

2.0 BRINGING ABOUT CHAHGE 

2.1 Help write criteria for 
evaluating reading 
personnel 

2.2 Help evaluate reading 
personnel 

2.3 Help with needs asses~­
ments to use in setting 
goals 

No. of Standard 
Curriculum Mean Deviation 2-Tail 
Directors Performance Importances Performance Importances t-Value Probability 

5 4.4 4.8 0.894 0.447 -1.63 .178 

5 2.4 2.8 1.140 0 . 447 -1.00 .374 

5 3.2 3.4 0.837 0.548 -0.53 .621 

5 4.2 4. 2 0.837 0.837 0.00 1.000 

5 3.8 4.2 0.837 1. 304 -0.78 .477 

5 3.4 3.2 1.517 1. 64 3 0.41 .704 

5 4. 2 3.8 0.837 1. 304 0.78 .4 77 

5 2.6 2.6 1.140 1.140 0.00 1.000 

4 2.25 2.75 1. 2 58 1. 500 -1.00 .391 

5 4.4 4.4 0.894 0.548 0.00 l. 000 

I'V 
0 
I-' 



Ta b l e 32 - - Co ntinue d 

No. of Standard 
Curric u l um Me an De viatio n 2-Ta i l 

Role/Role Indioator Di r ector s Pe rformance Im po r t a nc e s Performance I mpo r t anc es t -Va l ue Pro ba b ili ty 

2.4 Help plan i nservice 5 4.6 4 . 8 0.894 0.447 - 0.4 1 .704 

2.5 Present inservice 
sessions 5 4.6 4. 6 0.8 9 4 0. 548 0.00 l. 00 0 

2.6 Help s et goals for 
school a nd/or grade 
level 5 4 .2 4.2 0. 837 0.44 7 0.00 1.000 

2.7 Help s e t objectives 
for district 5 4.6 4. 6 0.894 0. 5 48 0 .00 1.000 

2.8 Recommend policy 
change s involving 
rea d i ng prog rams 5 4.2 4. 8 0 . 831 0 . 447 -1. 18 . 305 

2.9 Wo rk wi t h comm i ttees N 
to bring about cha ng e 5 4.4 4.4 0.894 0. 548 0. 00 1. 00 0 0 

N 
3.0 WORK ING WI TH READ ING 

M TERL\L S 

3.1 Help c on struct or 
r e vise r e adi ng c urri-
culum mate r ia l s 5 4.6 4.8 0.094 0.4 4 7 -1. 00 .3 74 

3.2 Work wi th committee5 
to e valua te a nd 
reco~~e nd t e xtbooks 5 4 . 2 4 . 8 1.095 0. 447 - 1. SG .2 08 

J.l Be f am ili a r with a 
wi de var i e t y of 
t e a c h ing ma t e r ia ls in 
the area of readin g 5 L2 4 . 8 0.837 0 .447 -1.18 .3 05 

3.4 Share info rmat i on abo u t 
r~ad i ng materials with 
teac he rs 5 4. 6 5.0 0 .894 0 . 000 - 1. 00 . 37 4 

3.5 Help make read i ng 
ma ter ia ls a va i l a ble 
to t eacher s 5 4 . 4 4.8 0.894 0.44 7 -1 .00 . 37 4 



Table 32--Continued 

No. of Standard 
Curriculum Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator Directors Performance Importances Perlormance Importances !-Value Probability 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROGRA.'1 

4.1 Involve community in 
reading program 5 3.0 3.2 1. 581 0.837 -0 .22 .838 

4.2 Conduct and share 
research in reading 5 3.4 3.2 1.14 0 0.837 0.25 .815 

N 
4.3 Help plan budgets to 0 

make reading a w 
priority 4 2.75 3.75 0.500 0.500 

4.4 Serve as a resource 
perso n to principal 5 4. 2 4.8 0.837 0.447 -2.45 .070 

4.5 Pre?are reading 
reports for board, 
corr.muni ty 5 3.0 3.2 l. 225 0.837 -0.30 .778 

4.6 Serve as a co~~uni-
cation link betwee n 
administration and 
school 4 3.5 4. 0 0.557 0.816 -1.73 .102 

4. 7 P3rticipate in profes-
sional reading related 
activities 5 4. 4 4. 4 0.894 0.894 0.00 1. 000 
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Table 33 

Question ]--Comparisons of Importances of Role Indicators and Performance of ARCs 
in Role Indicators as Perceived by the ARCs 

Role/Role Indicator 

1.0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource to 
teachers/grade level 

1.2 Teach demonstration 
lessons 

1.3 Help with diagnostic 
testing and grouping 
of students 

1.4 Inform teachers of 
professional growth 
activities available 

1.5 Work with content area 
teachers to integrate 
reading a ctivities 

1.6 Serve as consultant 
to parents 

1.7 Provide psychological 
support to teachers 

2.0 BRINGING ABOUT CHAN GE 

2.1 Help write criteria for 
evaluating reading 
personnel 

2.2 llelp evaluate reading 
personnel 

2.3 Help with needs assess­
ments to use in setting 
goals 

Standard 
No. of Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

ARCs Performance Importan-ces performance Importances !_-Value Probability 

5 4.2 5.0 0.447 0.000 -4.00 .01.6 

5 3.0 3.4 1. 225 1.140 -1.63 .178 

5 4. 4 4. 2 0.894 0.837 l. 00 .374 

5 3. 8 4. 2 1. 304 1. 304 -1.63 .178 

5 3.2 4.2 1.304 0.837 -3.16 .034 

5 3.0 3.0 1.225 0.707 0.00 l. 000 

5 4. 4 4.4 0.548 0.548 0.00 l. 000 

5 2. 6 3.6 1.517 0.894 -1.83 .142 

5 2.2 3.4 1. 304 1.140 -3.21 . 0 33 

5 4. 2 4. 8 1.304 0. 44 7 -0. 08 • 4 26 

N 
.0 
Vl 



Table 33--Continued 

Standard 
No. of He an Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator ARCs Performance Importances Performance Importances ~-Value Probab i lity 

2.4 Help plan inservice 5 4.8 5.0 0.447 0.000 -1.00 .374 

2.5 Present inseFVice 
sessions 5 4.2 4. 6 1. 304 0.894 -1.63 .178 

2.6 Help set goals for 
school and/or grade 
level 5 4. 4 4.6 0.548 0.548 -1.00 . 374 

2.7 Help set objectives 
for district 5 4.8 4 . 8 0.447 0.447 0.00 1.000 

2.8 Recommend policy 
changes involving 
reading programs 5 4.4 4. 8 0. 54 8 00447 -1. "63 .178 

2.9 Work with committees 
N to bring about change 5 4.6 5 . 0 0.548 0.000 -1.6 3 .178 
0 
m 

3.0 WORKING WITH READING 
MATERIALS - - --

3.1 Help construct or 
revise reading curri-

5 4.8 4. 8 0.447 0.447 0.00 1.000 culum rnaterials 

3.2 Work with committees 
to evalua te and 
recomme nd textbooks 5 4 0 4 4.6 0.894 0. 54 8 - 1.00 .374 

3.3 Be familiar with a 
wiJe v a ri e ty of 
teaching ma terials in 

5 4. 2 4 0 6 0. 837 00548 - 1.6 3 .178 the area of reading 

3.4 Share information about 
reading ma terials with 

5 4.6 4.8 0.548 O.H7 -1.00 .374 teachers 

3.5 Help ma ke reading 
materials available 
to teachers 5 4.6 4 . 8 0.548 0.447 -1.00 .374 



Table 33--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator ARCs Performance Importances Performance Importances !-Value Probability 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROGRAM 

4.1 Involve community in 
reading program 5 2.6 3.6 1.817 0.548 -1.41 .230 

4.2 Conduct and share 
research in reading 5 2.2 3.0 0.837 0.707 -4.00 .016 

4.3 Help plan budgets to 
make reading a 
priority 5 3.25 4.75 l. 258 o. 500· -2.32 .103 

4.4 Serve as a resource 
person to principal 5 4.4 4.8 0.894 0.447 -1.63 .178 

4.5 Prepare reading N 
reports for board, 

5 3. 8 4.6 l. 095 0.894 -1.63 .178 
0 

community -..) 

4.6 Serve as a communi-
cation link between 
administration and 
s c hoo l 5 3.8 4.4 1.304 0. 54 8 -1.50 .208 

4.7 Participate in profes-
sional reading related 
activities 5 4.6 5.0 0.548 0.000 . -1.63 .178 
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Table 34 

Question 4--Comparisons of Perceived Per formance of ARC s in Role I nd i ca t ors 
as Per ceive d by ARCs and Te achers wi t h ARC s 

St a nda rd 
No. of Cases Me an De viat ion 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator ARCs Te achers ARCs Teac h er s AJ?Cs Teache r s t-Va lue Prob a bi 1i ty 

1.0 CON SULTING 

1.1 Serve as r e source to 
t e ache rs / grade l e vel 5 61 4.2 3. 62 0.447 1.035 -2 . 40 . 0 43 

1.2 Teach d emons t rat i on 
lesson s 5 6 0 3.0 2. 4 5 l. 22 5 l. 294 -0. 96 .381 

1.3 He l p with d i ag nostic 
t es t i ng a nd g r ouping 
of s t ude nt s 5 61 4.4 2 . 79 0.8 94 l. 392 -3.6 8 .010 

1.4 I n f o rm t e a che rs of 
pro fes s i o na l grow t h tv 

act iv iti e s a vail a ble 5 6 1 3.8 3 . 46 l. 304 l. 259 -0. 56 .597 0 
1.0 

1.5 Wo r k wi th c on ten t a rea 
t e ac her s t o i nt e g ra te 
reading ac t i vi tie s . 5 58 3 . 2 2. 81 l. 304 l. 2 35 -0. 64 . 548 

1 . 6 Se rve as con sul ta n t 
t o pare nts 5 56 3 . 0 2. 36 l. 22 5 l. 327 - 1.12 . 31 5 

1.7 Pr o v ide p s ychologica l 
support t o t ea c hers 5 60 4.4 3.1 R 0. 54il l. 396 - 4. 0 0 .00 3 

2.0 BRIN GING ABOUT CHANGE 

2 . 1 He l p wri t e c ri t e ri a for 
e val uat ing r e ading 
per s o nnel 5 54 2 . 6 2.9 6 1.517 l. 303 0 . 52 . 6 72 

2 .2 Hel p eval ua te reading 
perso nnel 5 5 3 2.2 2. 55 l. 30 4 1.170 0 .5 7 . 59 1 

2.3 He lp with needs a s se ss-
me nts t o use i n s e t t ing 
goa ls 5 61 4 . 2 3 . 39 1. 304 l. 215 -1.3 4 .23 9 



Table 34--Continued 

St3ndard 
No. of Cases Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator ARCs Teachers ARCs Teachers ARCs Teachers t-Value Probability 

2.4 Help plan inservice 5 60 4.8 3.92 0.447 l. 306 -3.38 .006 

2.5 Present in~ervice 
sessions 5 60 4.2 3. 63 l. 304. 1.414 -0.93 .396 

2.6 Help set goals for 
school and/or grade 
level 5 59 4.4 3.49 0.548 l. 265 -3.08 .015 

2.7 Help set objectives 
for district 5 57 4.8 3.65 0.447 l. 232 -4.46 .001 

2.8 Recommend policy 
changes involving 
reading programs 5 56 4.4 3.63 0.548 l. 214 -2.64 .030 

2.9 Work with committees N 
to bring about change 5 56 4.6 3.48 0.548 l. 293 -3.73 .005 t--' 

0 

3.0 WORKI~G WITH READING 
1-!ATERIALS 

3.1 Help construct or 
revise reading curri-
culum ma terials 5 59 4.8 3.83 0.447 l. 248 -3.76 .003 

3.2 Work with committees 
to evaluate and 
recon~enrl textbooks 5 56 4.4 3. 7l 0.894 l. 232 -1.59 .171 

3.3 Be familiar with a 
wide variety of 
teaching materials in 
the area of reading 5 59 4.2 4. 31 0.837 0.933 0.27 .ROO 

3.4 Share information about 
r e ading materials with 
teachers 5 61 4.6 ). 89 0.548 1. 253 ··2. 44 .040 

3.5 Help ma ke reading 
materia ls available 
to teachers 5 61 4.6 3.74 0.548 1.277 -2.93 .019 



Table 34--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Cases Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator ARCs Teachers ARCs Teache rs ARCs Teachers t-Value Pro bability 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROGRAM 

4.1 Involve co1run~nity in 
reading program 5 56 2.6 . 2.73 l. 817 l. 421 0.16 .882 

4.2 Conduct and share 
research in reading 5 56 2.2 2.75 0.837 l. 365 l. 32 .235 

4.3 Help plan budgets to 
ma ke reading a 
priority 5 52 3.25 3.15 l. 258 l. 258 -0.15 .892 

4.4 Serve as a resource 
person to principal 5 58 4.4 3.5 0.894 l. 232 -2.09 .091 

4.5 Prepare r e ading N 
reports f o r board, f-J 
c onununity 5 52 3.8 3. 38 l. 09 5 1. 286 -0.80 .462 f-J 

4.6 Serve a s a communi-
cation link betwee n 
adm i nistr a tion dnd 
school 5 58 3.8 3.64 1. 304 l. 252 -0.2 6 .BOO 

4.7 Participa t e in pro f es-
sional r ead ing r e l a t ed 
activiti e s 5 57 4.6 3.7 2 0. 5 48 l. 236 - 2. 99 .017 
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Table 35 

Question 4--Comparisons of Perceived Performance of ARCs in Role Indicators 
as Perceived by AnCs and Principals with ARCs 

Role/Role Indicator 

1.0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource to 
teachers/grade level 

1.2 Teach demonstration 
lessons 

1.3 Help with diagnostic 
testing and grouping 
of student s 

1.4 Inform teac hers of 
profe ssiona l growth 
activities available 

1.5 Work with content area 
teachers to integrate 
read ing activities 

1.6 Serve as consultant 
to parents 

1.7 Provide psychological 
support to teachers 

2.0 BRINGING ABOUT CJ~NGE 

2.1 Help write criteria for 
evaluating reading 
personnel 

2.2 Help evaluate reading 
personnel 

2.3 Help with needs assess­
ments to use in setting 
goals 

No. of Cases 
ARCs Principals 

5 42 

5 41 

5 41 

5 42 

5 42 

5 41 

5 42 

5 40 

5 41 

5 42 

Mean 
ARCs Principa ls 

4.2 3.48 

3.0 2.66 

4.4 3.02 

3.8 3.62 

3.2 2.98 

3.0 2.61 

4 . 4 3.21 

2.6 2.H3 

2.2 2.66 

4.2 3.43 

Standard 
Deviation 

ARCs Prfncipals 

0.447 1.174 

l. 225 l. 087 

0.894 1. 332 

l. 304 1. 268 

1.304 1. 024 

l. 225 1.181 

0.540 1. 22 

1.517 1. 279 

l. 304 1. 334 

l. 304 1. 016 

t-Va1ue 

-2.68 

-0.60 

-3.05 

-0.29 

- 0. 37 

-0.68 

-3.84 

0.32 

0.74 

-1.28 

2-Tail 
P r obability 

.020 

• 577 

.022 

.780 

.726 

.529 

.003 

.763 

• 492 

.257 

N 
1--' 
w 



Table 35--Continued 

Standard 

Role/Role Indica.tors 
No. of Cases Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

ARCs Princ1pals ARCs Pr1nc1pals ARCs Pn.nc1pals t-Value Probability 

2.4 Help plan inservice 5 42 4.8 4.03 0.447 0.950 -3.13 .012 

2.5 Present ins~rvice 
sessions 5 42 4. 2 3.93 l. 304 l. 045 -0.45 .672 

2 . 6 Hel p set goals for 
school and/or grade 
level 5 42 4.4 3.01 0.548 l. 070 -3.69 . 006 

2.7 Help set objectives 
for district 5 42 4.8 3 . 69 0.447 1.070 -4.28 .001 

2.8 Recommend policy 
changes involving 
readi ng programs 5 42 4.4 3.53 0.548 0.890 -3.12 .011 

2.9 Work with committees f\J 
to bring about change 5 41 4.6 3 . 27 0.548 1.141 -4.40 .002 1--' 

,J:::. 

3. 0 \vORKING IHTH REP.D ING 
:·lAT i:: RIALS 

3.1 Help construct or 
revise reading curri-
culurn materials 5 42 4.8 ) . 62 0.447 l. 209 -4.32 .00 1 

3.2 Work with committees 
to evaluate and 
reco mmend textbooks 5 40 4.4 3.80 0.894 1.159 -1.36 .222 

J.] Be familiar with a 
wide variety of 
teaching materia ls in 
the area of reading 5 42 4.2 4.21 0.837 0.842 0.04 .973 

3.4 Share information about 
r eading ma terials with 
teac hers 5 42 4.6 3.98 0.548 l. 220 -2.02 .071 

3. 5 llelp make reading 
materials 3Vailable 
to teachers 5 42 4.6 4.0 0 .5 48 1 . 230 -1.94 .082 



Table 35--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Casea Mean Deviation 2-Tail 

Role/Role Indicator ARCs Pr1nCipals ARCs Pr.tnC1IJals ARCs Pr1 nc1pals t-Value Probability 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROGRAM ----

4.1 Involve community in 
reading program 5 41 2.6 2.85 1.817 1.131 0.31 .775 

4.2 Conduct and share 
research in reading 5 40 2.2 3.03 0.837 1.121 

~·· 
.093 

. 

4.3 Help plan budgets to ~ 

make reading a 
prioritj' 4 40 3.25 3.18 l. 258 1.152 . 0 .11 .914 

4.4 Serve as a resourc~ 

p e r s on to principal 5 41 4.4 3.68 0.894 l. 331 -1.59 .163 

4.5 Prepare reading N 
reports for beard, ~ 
community 5 40 3.8 3.10 l. 095 l. 429 -1.30 .242 U1 

4.6 Serve as a communi-
cation link between 
administration and 
schoo 1 5 41 3.8 3.37 l. 304 1. 356 -0.1() .515 

4.7 Participate in profes-
sional r e ading r e lated 
a c tivities 5 40 4.6 3.85 0.548 0.921 -2.63 .034 
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Table 36 

Question 4--Comparisons of ·Perceived Performance of ARCs in Role Indicators 
as Perceived by ARCs and Curriculum Directors with ARCS 

Standard 
No. of Cases tote an Deviation 

Curriculum curr iculum Curriculum 2-Tail 
Role/Role Indicator ARCs Directors ARCs Direc t o rs ARCs nir.ectors T-Value Probability 

l. 0 CONSULTING 

1.1 Serve as resource to 
teachers/grade level 5 5 4.2 4.4 o.4.n l. 894 0.45 .670 

1.2 Teach demonstration 
lessons 5 5 3.0 2.4 1. 225 1.140 -0.80 .446 

1.3 Help with diagnostic 
testing and grouping 
of students 5 5 4.4 3.2 0.894 0.837 -2.19 .060 

1.4 Inform teachers of 
N professional growth 1---' 

activities available 5 5 3.8 4.2 1. 304 0. 837 0.58 .582 -....) 

1.5 Work with cont e nt area 
teachers to integ rate 
reading activities . 5 5 3.2 3.8 1. 304 0.837 0.87 .415 

1.6 Serve a s consultant 
to parents 5 5 3.0 3.4 1.225 1. 517 0.46 .659 

1.7 Provide psychologic al 
support to teachers 5 5 4.4 4.2 0.548 0.837 -0.45 .668 

2.0 BRINGING ABOUT CHANGE 

2.1 Help write critetia for 
evaluating reading 
pers o nnel 5 5 2.6 2.6 1. 517 1.140 0.00 1.000 

2.2 llelp evaluate reading 
personnel 5 4 2.2 2.25 1. 304 1. 258 O.OG .955 

2.3 Help with needs asse~s-
ments to use in setting 
goals 5 5 4. 2 4. 4 l. 304 0.894 0.28 .735 



Table 36--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Cases Mean Deviation 

Curn.culum Curr1culum Curr1culum 2-Tail 
Role/Role IndicatQr ARCs Directors ARCs Directors ARCs Directors t-Value Probability 

2.4 Help plan inservice 5 5 4.8 4.6 0.447 0.894 -0.45 .670 

2.5 Present inser_vice 
sessions 5 5 4.2 4.6 1. 304 0.894 0.57 .589 

2.6 Help set goals for 
school and/or grade 
level 5 5 4.4 4.2 0.548 0.837 -0.45 .668 

2.7 Help set objectives 
for district 5 5 4.8 4.6 0.447 0.894 -0.45 .670 

2.8 Recommend policy 
changes involving 
reading programs 5 5 4.4 4.2 0.548 0.837 -0.45 .668 

2.9 Work with committees N 
to bring about change 5 5 4.6 4.4 0.548 0.894 -0.43 .683 1-' 

(X) 

3. 0 \'IORKING \..JITH READING 
HATE RI ALS 

3.1 Help construct or 
revise reading curri-
culum materials 5 5 4.8 4.6 0.447 0.894 -0.45 .670 

3.2 Work with committee3 
to evaluate and 
recommend textbooks 5 5 4.4 4.2 0.894 l. 095 -0.32 .760 

3.3 Be familiar with a 
wide variety of 
teaching materials in 
the area of reading 5 5 4.2 4. 2 0.837 o.e:n 0.00 l. 000 

3.4 Share information about 
reading materials with 

0.548 0.00 l. 000 
teachers 5 5 4.6 4. 6 0.894 

3.5 Help make reading 
materials available 
to teachers 5 5 4.6 4.4 0.548 0.894 -0.43 .683 



Table 36--Continued 

Standard 
No. of Cases Mean Deviation 

Curn .. culum ·--- cl.ir-rTculum Cur-r1culum 2-Tail 
Role/Role I11dicator ARCs Directors ARCs Directors ARCs Directors t-Va1ue Probability 

4.0 COORDINATING DISTRICT 
PROGRAM 

d' 
4.1 Involve corruuunity in 

0 ~.i; reading program 5 5 2.'6 3.0 1.817 1. 581 ., .720 

4.2 Conduct and share 
research in reading 5 5 2.2 3.4 0.837 1.140 1. 90 .100 

4.3 Help plan budgets to 
make redding 4 
priority 4 4 2.75 3.25 l. 258 0.500 -u.74 ~ 501 

4.4 Serve au a resource 
person to principal 5 5 4.4 4. 2 0.894 0.837 -0.37 . 724 

4.5 Prepare r eading 
N reports for board, I-' conununity 5 5 3.8 3.0 1. 095 l. 225 -1.09 .30jj I..D 

4.6 Serve as a communi-
cation li nk between 
administr a tion and 
school 5 4 3.8 3.5 1.304 0.577 -0.4 6 .661 

4.7 Partici pate in profes-
sional re ~ding related 
activities 5 5 4.6 4. 4 0.548 0.894 - 0.43 .683 
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221 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION 0~ \//HAT THE POl MEASURES 

Your profi le on t ht> rersu rt .d (ir it •tt/ll(Wfl l11L' !!711 Uru (?Of'· shows the de g r e e trJ '), hich yo ur :ltt itudf's 
and valw~s compar~ with t h• JSe n1 :,;; · lf-act.uai i7.1r1i/: ,,._·r·col c•. A scJ : -:lc:t: :ll t ~.:ng p.c:r<; on t:; on~ whv is 
n1 ore t•jlly f unc t:on . nt~ :t:1d \\ r.c ll'<t .. '> :1 m d r l! L·nc iL . . ~..-11 ~ ~ (~_· t :. :,~,n c i t t\. · ~ th1 :t\ e:·:l gc p(~ r· -=- o n . S11c h :1 pv t ~ o n 
is dcvulnpinb :J.r.d ut :ilzing hi~ un ;r,,,, . t:t knrs to t l'€' :·u l k.; t cxtcnt. It IS ;;e ncr:l.Ll ]· agreed t i-::lt:. .;el!·­
actua! i zi!'~ p- ~ rson m ight iw ,.:een:l .-' tnt: Je:~ired re o. ult o i the p•oco:ss o :c:Jt :nsdtng o :- ps yc ho tnt: r:lpy . 

The intc r;Jret.l tir.n o f;,- ·>ur sr.0n:~ ~-ail s 1nl.o twog t> nL·r::t.l c :.~ w.s-o r :e s. the ratio sco r e>' ar.d the pr <:> :':Je 
sc ro r cs. If yuu ~ r-:lt iu s c on:; :1 re c l .. se to :he , c o r c!s that se · f- a ctLL:l liz ing pc r s •J ns m:J. kc , you m a y 
con,:;ide r y0ur val ues and at t auJes. a s me:1surcd by ti-:e POI, to he Slfr. tl:l!' to th£c-se pcopk . Your 
pro fi le sco re ;-; will furthe r h.:·Jp you to c om pare yow ·sel! ·.-•1th s~lf-ac tua i i Z ing veople. 

RATIO SCORES. 
Interpretation of the T, • Tc Re~tio 

lo order to unders tanu the T ime lnc ompe ntent - T i m~ Competent ( Tr - T c) ratio, i t is of ht? lp t.o 
cons ider time in it s three basic c ompone nts -- Pas t, Presen t , and Future . 

The TI (T irr:e Jncomp.:!tf'r·tl pc r ~ o n is on<:! who i:vC>s prima r ily in t~e Pa :-: t, with gui lts, reg~e ts, 
ar.d re sc ntrnt:::Jts, a:xl / or i n thc lutun: , \Ut!1 idc:J.li zed goa ls, p lan s , expe cta t ions, p redictions . and 
fears . 

In contra s t to th r T J pe r ;;0n . the Tc (Ti me Co!'npete nt l pe rs o n l ives p r in,ar dy in th? Presen t 
with tu l i awan.: r.ess. cr.n!.:lc:, :1nd i'ul l ft!el ir.g r ":!. ': t t•: t ty . Bcc:lu~ t· It is kn<"-•nthn t th t':-.e l f-ac:t.JIIzir.6 
persott is no t ;x-rfec t , r.e ::; u:1dcrsru·.d tor;._. ~a ~tly T[ancl pax-tl) Tc. Hts Tr -T c ra u o 1s , onL'-le 
a1•er:I.ge , 1 teo 3. Hi.> r:1.~io shows th:l'. he th t: r ei'ure Jiv~s pttmarily 1n the Pres .: nt and only ~ec r.ml :trily 

in the Past or Fu ture. 

If your c;co re i:; stgni ficant ly l0we r t ha.'l 1 to 8 , io r e.-.:ample l to 3 , this s ugg-t::s t .;; th.:tt y u ;;. r e me re 
time in.:ornpe tcnt thar1 the se 11 - actu::.liz ing per sun . If your sco;-e b above l to 3 . :0 r ex:J.mple lto 10 , 
this sug~es ts that you a r e <:!xcessivf"!y time ..: ompe te nt and t h.is ma y perr.a)JS renec t a need to appear 
m ore self-actual ized th.:tr, yo u r eally a re. 

IAterpretotion of the 0 • I Ratio 

In orde rtoundcr·sta nd you rscore onthe Support ( Othe r- Inner) r:J.t io. one should fi r s t unders ta!'ld 
that the self-actual iz :r.g p0r.,on 1,; both "u thc ~ -din~ c· tcd " ~ ~ tl tat ~t:' I J c> p.:·:.J•: ::t upvn and ,;upport o:d b;· 
othe: r persons' vie ws, and he is al so ''1 nnc:· -dircctc-d" in tha t !1c is ir.d~pcod e nt ;:;nc ~ c~r - s~.:pp ortl'.· e . 
The dc' gree to whic!-1 he i s e a ch of t r.esc can he c:, pt·e_ ,;ed 1n a :-:J. t ;o. T he 0 - I :ati o o ( a ~e!f ­

actuali ;:ing pt) rso n i :< . on the a1·.,ra gc. 1 tn 3, v: t-..1ch mean ,; th·H h·~ dl'pl'nd :S p ~t ma r·il y o n h.Js tvn 
fe!:>lings and s econdaril y on thP t'eeltngs of ut i":t:r:; 111 h.is life dec istons. 

If your score is s tgnif iC:l.r. tly higher t!un 1 to 3. th:J.t 1s 1 to -t vr above, 1 t may be th:lt this tnJ irate;; 
an Pxaggcrated indep<:!ldence anJ n :·1kc ts :l. need t•1 :1pp..·ar ''t.oo self- act uctl iu·d" in rc"pvnd ing to the 
POI. On the o ther h:1nd, t i c·our sc o re is luwcr than 1 to 3, for exa !111-Jle 1 to 1, it ''· ould s ugges t tha t 
you are in tr.e dilemma o(fi nding it diificu!t to t r u,;t e ithe r yout- own or o t he r s' fe t'li ngs in making 
important decis ions . 

,ROFILE SCOr.ES 

On the Pro fi le Sheet, .; hort descriptions of e:J.ch o f the s ub- scales are sn t,wn which des cribo! hi gh 
and low sco r e s . In g-t· nc ral, sco t·,·s :l.bove th,; averngt> on the e s e a le:<, that i::', above the mid- li ne 
sh(JWtl by a ~to.nda t·d ,co n ' r.( .iO. hut be low a s t·tnd::t nJ,. eo:·,• o f tiU :.~ rc·cnn:-: 1dcrc d to !.Je mos t ch:J.t'!lC­
teri s tic of setf-a cl:.~:l.li ;. il: ~ adult>:~. T he c!n::.0 r y0 u1· ,;co re" <l r o to thJs rHn>;•'. the:! more sim ila r ar~ 
your rc s :x• n :<~: s tv the Plll r c'" J.JUn>'es giver. by sclr- J c t tnli z wl!( J.Jt' L•p le . T hu :ur t hcr bclo .... the sco r e 
50 j'Our scores arc, thL' m u n: the y r ep resen t ::.n.:a.;; tn " hi ch your re sponses arc no t liktl lho~l! o f 3 u If­
actual i7. ing people . If mo ,; t of your sc o res on tne p rofile a r "' cor.s1derah ly a hove 60, you may be 
prcsentin;; a p 1c tut·c oi you:·..;df wh1ch is "too " healthy o r which O\'eremphaslzcs yout· fr e edo m :vJd 
seli'- actnalit.:ltion . Yout· coun ,.:c lo r can dl s cus M the psycholo~iea l r:Hion:J.Ie 0 1 eac~ scn lo in greate r 
detail with you. 

T ho r:ltlngs (rom thi s 11\Vt'ntury :-:lw uld no t be viewed as flx€'\1 o r co ncluMive. Ins te ad they shou ld 
be viCII<'<i a~ merdy sug;;t•,;rive :111J to lw co nsidered in tht> l ight of :1ll t•the r tn f,Jr mation . The 
{'l'fso 11 11 { O•·in1t 11 tiJ>II !111 t'lll <' nJ iM tnt vndcd ~n ,:tinlllla k thought J.nJ dtscuRsi o n o f yo ur pnrticular 

attltudt'!'l and valocs. Your p rofi le w! ll p r ovide :1 st:ut1n1: point for fur ther consideration of how yuu 
can achie ve grc:J.tl•r pers onal devel opment. 
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PROFiLE S H EET FOR T H E PERSON A L O RI EN TATION INVENT ORY 

NAME------------------------------------------DATETEST£0 __________________________ __ 

AGE ____________ ~EX __________ __ I T1 - f c (Ti "'•) lo1io : rTl 
OCCUPATION ------------------

S.lf..A e1uoli tin9 .A • •rav• - f 1: f c = 1 : I 
Yo wr lat•o : T, : Tc = 1: b l 21 a I <1! si~ • f5TTCTO] 

Uh:u:L ~ i s I ., i 7 I 3 I s I @ 
II 0 - I (Swpf)Orf ) IC"' ti l.): 

Yo ur lt ar ia : 0 : I= 1: 

~-- I 
• INNER · 

Pf.TE HT DIRECT ED 
l 1't :s 1n thl ll n ~e? ~"d e n t. 
prest :t l tt lt · 

I'"PPortiu 

SAY h h S.- Se flllc Sy A 

10~------------r------------------------------------------------------------------~ 10 

70~--------~~~-------------~----------------~~-----------------~---~:--~ 

~~--------~-+--------~-----~~-----------------=-------------------=~----~~ 
-zo 

~ ~~----------~~~--~~----------------~----~--------------------------~ 

~~~~''--------~--~----~-------------------------~------·------~----~~--------1 

TIM£ 
IHC OII'F E 
Hill 
l in s '' t~- • 
OJSt lt 
fu t~Jr1 

··- '-"" .:orTR"HT :· "&J. 1 M~~~ £0 UC.III0Nll ' INOUSU !Al H ST!It;; SERV!C(. SAN 01£o0, Cll110Uil t1107 
U,ROQUCTIDN Of THIS fORM IT ANT MUllS STRICTL Y ,.DMII ITED 
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