
ABSTRACT 

CULPEPPER, ERIN LYNN. Exploring Teachers’ Beliefs about Reading Standards: A Q-

Methodology Study. (Under the direction of Hiller A. Spires and Kristin Conradi). 

 

The purpose of this study was to explore two questions regarding teachers’ beliefs about 

reading standards: (1) Given a set of reading statements, what do teachers believe are the 

most important reading standards?, and (2) What contextual issues influence teachers’ 

beliefs about reading standards? Thirty-one secondary English teachers ranked 40 reading 

standards. Using Q-methodology, three factor groups were chosen for the second phase of 

data collection. Twenty-seven participants identified as most important the standards that 

address critical thinking and the use of technology. Factor one group, “Critical thinking 

skills needed for the real world through personalization of learning,” believed in integrating 

technology to personalize learning. Factor two group, “Critical thinking skills needed for the 

real world through learning standards,” believed in integrating technology regardless of 

specific student needs. Factor three group, “Textual evidence and cultural experience with 

literary texts,” emphasized teaching students to use textual evidence to support their ideas 

and leading students to experience other cultures through reading. Participants identified 

four contextual issues (training, teacher knowledge, instruction—implementation and 

assessment, and students’ motivation and achievement) that influenced their rankings of the 

reading standards. Results of the study demonstrate that teachers believe reading standards 

that address critical thinking and the use of technology are most important. Specifically, 

greater emphasis should be placed on the affordances of technology as related to reading 

digital texts and conducting online research. This study adds to existing research on teacher 

beliefs and has important implications for policymakers, practitioners, and future 

researchers. 
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

For decades in the United States, English Language Arts (ELA) has been a dynamic 

field with various aims (Tchudi & Mitchell, 1999). In the 1980s, states began to identify 

specific reading standards for what students should know and be able to do and to require 

English teachers to align their teaching appropriately with the specifications. Every state 

except Iowa had identified reading standards by the end of the 1990s (Rothman, 2012). 

Even though the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) and the International 

Reading Association (IRA) in 1996 jointly published their Standards for the English 

Language Arts, individual state standards continued to vary with respect to quality, 

coverage, and even teacher acceptance (IRA & NCTE, 1996). 

The perceived need for national standards evolved from an effort to alleviate much 

of the variability in state standards. Enacted in 2002, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) 

attempted to address the unevenness in state standards by requiring all students to reach 

proficiency in reading and math by 2014. That proficiency mandate did not erase the 

variation in reading achievement across the states. The NCLB Act allowed each state to 

create its own criteria and assessments for determining proficiency. In 2010, in an attempt to 

align state standards, the National Governors Association Center for Best Practices 

[NGACBP] and Council of Chief State School Officers [CCSSO] created the Common Core 

State Standards (CCSS). That year 46 states (excluding Alaska, Nebraska, Texas, and 

Virginia) adopted the English Language Arts (ELA) standards of CCSS. Twenty-two of 

those states subsequently withdrew their support for various reasons. Common Core State 

Standards-English Language Arts (CCSS-ELA) standards continue to be one of the most 
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vigorously debated topics in the teaching of adolescent literacy (Cassidy & Grote-Garcia, 

2012; Cassidy & Ortlieb, 2013). The CCSS introduced multiple changes to the curriculum 

but did not provide professional development for teachers who would be implementing the 

new standards (Goatley, 2012; Lafond, 2012). In participating states, teachers are required 

to follow CCSS-ELA, including the shifts in reading instruction that are discussed in the 

next section.  

Researchers argue that it becomes unlikely that teachers will align their instructional 

practices with the new standards (Brookfield, 1995; Calderhead, 1987). Specifically, some 

argue that teachers’ beliefs directly relate to instruction and student achievement (Brophy, 

1986; Nespor, 1987; Nisbett & Ross, 1980; Pajares, 1992). Using the lens of teachers’ 

beliefs, in this study I examine secondary English teachers’ beliefs regarding the importance 

of the reading standards in CCSS-ELA. 

Background:  The Emergence of Common Core State Standards 

Fostered by the National Governors Association (NGA) and the Council of Chief 

State School Officers (CCSSO), the CCSS initiative focused on skills young people need for 

success in college and careers (CCSS, CCSS: Mission Statement, 2010). The CCSS are 

composed of two major parts:  (a) the CCSS for English Language Arts and for Literacy in 

History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects; and (b) the CCSS for Mathematics 

(CCSS, 2010). The CCSS-ELA arose from the thirty-two College and Career Readiness 

Anchor Standards for ELA (CCSS, CCRA.R, 2010) and address the areas of writing, 

speaking and listening, language, and reading (with an emphasis on literary and 

informational texts analysis) (CCSS, 2010).  
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New shifts in CCSS. A review of the pertinent literature revealed that English 

teachers need to make six major shifts in their instructional materials and pedagogy to align 

their classroom instruction with the CCSS-ELA (Goatley, 2012; Lafond, 2012). This study 

explores three of the recommended shifts that specifically address reading instruction. These 

three shifts are the teachers’ facilitation of  (a) students comprehending texts of increasing 

complexity as they progress through school, (b) students’ capacity to answer questions 

grounded in evidence from text, both literary and informational, and (c) students reading an 

increased amount of informational text (Goatley, 2012; Lafond, 2012; CCSS, 2010). These 

three shifts are emphasized in CCSS reading standards. The purpose of the study is to 

explore teachers’ beliefs about which reading standards are most important and the 

contextual issues influencing their beliefs regarding the reading standards.  

Text complexity. The CCSS (2010) describe text complexity as, “The inherent 

difficulty of reading and comprehending a text combined with consideration of reader and 

task variables” (CCSS: Appendix A, p. 43). With the emphasis of CCSS, teachers’ beliefs 

regarding text complexity are important because their beliefs impact their instructional 

practice. Spanning more than 30 years, the literature on text complexity may be clustered 

into three categories: (a) qualitative (e.g., Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; McNamara, Graesser, 

& Louwerse, 2012; McNamara, Kintsch, Songer, & Kintsch, 1996); (b) quantitative 

(Davidson  & Kantor, 1982; Hiebert & Mesmer, 2013a, 2013b; Pearson, Hiebert, & Kamil, 

2007); and (c) reader-task (Kintsch, 1986; Rosenblatt, 1978, 2002; Zhang & Duke, 2008). 

There is, however, a gap in the literature concerning teachers’ perceptions about the 

relationship between CCSS regarding text complexity and prevailing instructional practices. 
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Text-based questions and answers. The CCSS require students to answer questions 

based on the texts they read (CCSS, 2010). Questioning and answering based on texts 

involve instructing students how to use the text as a source, as well as asking formal and 

informal questions (Taboada & Guthrie, 2006). Through CCSS, teachers are now required 

to teach students how to find answers within the text and how to use the text as part of their 

response, with both explicit and implicit questions being important. Teachers are also 

required to use different types of texts (CCSS, 2010). Teachers may use printed texts or 

electronic/digital texts, and these may be narrative or informational. Many of the decisions 

about which texts to use and how to teach text-based questioning and answering depend on 

the teacher; therefore, the teacher’s beliefs about text-based questions and answers are 

significant within the instructional process. 

Informational text. The CCSS place an increased emphasis on informational text. 

These standards require teachers to align 70 percent of their instructional time with 

informational text by grade 12, leaving only 30 percent of time for literary texts (CCSS, 

2010). For ELA teachers, the increased emphasis represents a significant departure from 

traditional classroom practices that have typically focused on narrative texts. US students 

struggle in reading skills with informational text (Mullis, Martin, Foy, & Drucker, 2012). 

With the introduction of CCSS came a more specific directive for teachers to teach students 

how to read informational text as opposed to literary text (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2012). 

Duke and Roberts (2010) identified 22 areas where reading skills were different for 

informational text from literary text. Text structure, diagrams, and vocabulary are among the 
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most important for understanding informational text (Kelley & Clausen-Grace, 2010; Kuhn 

& Stahl, 1998; Peacock & Weedon, 2002).  

Conceptual Framework: Teachers’ Beliefs 

The literature on teachers’ beliefs is vast and complicated, due in part to the lack of 

agreement on terminology (Pajares, 1992). In spite of the terminology confusion, Behar-

Horenstein, Pajares, and George (1996) found that teachers’ beliefs have a direct effect on 

students’ academic performance. Furthermore, others (Fenstermacher, 1986; Munby, 1982; 

Nespor, 1987; Pintrich, 1990) support the idea that teachers’ beliefs influence instruction. 

Two major subcategories arise when synthesizing the literature on teacher beliefs: 

teacher self-efficacy (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000; Usher & Pajares, 2008) and content-

specific beliefs (Ross & Bruce, 2007; Straub, 2009). Woolfolk Hoy and Davis (2006) state, 

“when teachers feel efficacious about their content and pedagogical knowledge, they no 

longer own sole responsibility for the ‘successes’ and ‘failures’ of a lesson/activity” (p. 

129). Given the emphasis of teachers’ beliefs and their self-efficacy, exploring teachers’ 

beliefs about reading standards is important for instruction (Stryker & Szabo, 2009). 

Students’ motivation and learning are likely to be greater when teachers’ beliefs about their 

own content knowledge are high (Ross & Bruce, 2007). Research shows that highly 

efficacious teachers expect more from their students, use more strategies, and create more 

time on task for students (Alderman, 2004; Egyed & Short, 2006). Usher and Pajares (2008) 

suggest that, “self-efficacy beliefs are critical determinants of human motivation and 

behavior. In academic settings, they influence motivation, self-regulation, and achievement” 

(p. 791). Teachers’ sense of efficacy affects instruction and students’ achievement (Beard, 
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Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2010; Rockoff, 2004; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 

1998).  

Furthermore, other studies have shown that teachers’ perceptions regarding their 

content knowledge beliefs tend to have positive direct and indirect effects on student 

learning (Allinder, 1994, 1995; Goddard et al., 2000; Stryker & Szabo, 2009; Woolfolk & 

Hoy, 1990). Teacher content knowledge can be procedural (Kagan, 1992), declarative 

(Pajares, 1992), and experiential (Phelps & Shilling, 2004). For this study, teacher content 

knowledge is discussed in relation to social constructivist theory (Bandura, 1986, 1993), 

reading (McCutchen, Harry, Cunninham, Cox, Sidman, & Covill, 2002; Phelps, 2009; 

Wong-Filmore & Snow, 2002), and instruction (Levin & Wadmany, 2006; Shulman, 1986). 

Teacher knowledge of how to teach (pedagogy) is as important as the knowledge of the 

specific content. Pedagogical knowledge is a key concept related to teacher knowledge and 

instruction (Ball, Thames & Phelps, 2008; Grossman, 1989; Shulman, 1986). While there is 

substantial research about teacher beliefs, what teachers believe about CCSS and the effects 

of those beliefs on their instruction have not received comparable attention.  

Statement of Problem 

Although states are in various phases of CCSS implementation, it is still critical to 

explore teachers’ beliefs about reading standards. The central problem addressed in the 

study concerns what teachers believe about which reading standards are important and the 

contextual issues influencing their beliefs. As previously discussed, teachers’ beliefs have a 

direct effect on students’ academic performance (e.g., Behar-Horenstein et al., 1996). To 

date, no studies are available regarding secondary English teachers’ beliefs about CCSS. 
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Thus, this study is timely as it attempts to explore teachers’ beliefs about reading standards 

and contextual issues influencing teachers’ perceptions.  

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine secondary English teachers’ beliefs about 

reading standards. Specifically, the study sheds light on (a) teachers’ beliefs about which 

reading standards are most important, and (b) what contextual issues influence teachers’ 

beliefs about reading standards. 

Research Questions 

Using the preceding discussion as a springboard, the following research questions 

guide the study: 

1. Given a set of reading statements, what do teachers believe are the most important 

reading standards? 

2. What contextual issues influence teachers’ beliefs about reading standards? 

Significance of the Study 

The study explores secondary English teachers’ beliefs about reading standards. The 

CCSS literature focuses on six shifts, three of which are relevant for this study. These shifts 

are text complexity (e.g., Hiebert, 2012; Hiebert & Mesmer, 2013a, 2013b), text-based 

answers (e.g., Townsend, 2013; Wahlstrom, 2011), and informational text (e.g., Shanahan, 

2012, 2013). The reading standards used in this study relate to all three areas. The study 

contributes to the literature on teachers’ beliefs, Common Core State Standards, reading 

instruction, and has significance for secondary English teachers and researchers. 



EXPLORING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS  8 

Significance for English teachers. Teachers must be aware of their beliefs and how 

they influence their instruction (Brookfield, 1995; Pajares, 1992). English teachers’ beliefs 

about the importance of reading standards may affect their instruction and the emphasis they 

place on various elements within the reading standards (i.e., literary texts or informational 

texts). For example, an English teacher may spend more instructional time on one standard 

over another due to his or her own beliefs about which standards are most important. Thus, 

it is significant for English teachers to be cognizant of their beliefs and the impact these 

beliefs may have on instruction. English teachers need to be aware of their feelings toward 

reading standards and influences affecting the implementation of these standards through 

their instruction in order to provide students with learning experiences that not only help 

with assessment but benefit students by enabling them to make connections to real world 

contexts. 

Significance for researchers. Research about teachers’ beliefs is abundant 

(Fenstermacher, 1986; Munby, 1982; Pajares, 1992). Specifically, current research has 

provided substantial data on ways in which teachers’ beliefs affect instruction (Behar-

Horenstein et al., 1996; Nespor, 1987; Pintrich, 1990) and student achievement (Brophy, 

1988; Boyd, Grossman, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2009; Darling-Hammond, 1999; 

Goddard, Goddard, & Tschannen-Moran, 2007; Goddard et al., 2000). To date, however, no 

available research has investigated teachers’ beliefs about CCSS-ELA reading standards. 

Given the significant changes that are tied to the implementation of CCSS, a better 

understanding of teachers’ beliefs about these standards is critical. This study provides 



EXPLORING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS  9 

insights on teachers’ beliefs about reading standards and contextual issues influencing 

teachers’ perceptions. 

Overview of Research Methodology 

To provide a clearer understanding of teachers’ beliefs about CCSS, I used the Q-

method with a sample of secondary ELA teachers from a state that has adopted CCSS. Q-

method, developed in 1935 by William Stephenson, is an approach that combines factor 

analysis and participant narratives, simultaneously giving voice to a few participants while 

being able to generalize about the larger population (Brown, 1980, 1993, 2006). Brown 

explained by saying,  

Where individuals are involved and can be expected to entertain viewpoints with 

respect to things going on around them, however subjective these viewpoints may 

be, Q technique and its methodology can illuminate in broad outline the major 

effects that are operating (1980, p. 58).  

Years later, Brown (2006) further asserted that the specific procedures of Q-methodology 

underscore all participants’ viewpoints.   

Q-methodology allows for research into human subjectivity (Brown, 1996). Brown 

stated, “Suffice it to say that despite its mathematical substructure, Q’s purpose is to reveal 

subjective structures, attitudes, and perspectives from the standpoint of the person or 

persons being observed” (1996, p. 565). Q-methodology enables researchers to collect 

participants’ perceptions and analyze them using factor analysis (Brown, 1996; Watts & 

Stenner, 2012). 
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Q-method within the social sciences explores perspectives, perceptions, and beliefs 

(Durning, 1999; Militello & Benham, 2010). Employing Q-method in the current study, I 

explored teachers’ beliefs about reading standards and contextual issues influencing 

teachers’ beliefs about reading standards. Q-method consists of five steps:  1) defining and 

establishing a concourse, 2) developing a sample, 3) defining and selecting a P-set, 4) 

conducting the Q-sort, and 5) analyzing and interpreting data (de Graaf & Van Exel, 2009; 

Watts & Stenner, 2012). In Chapter 3, I include an explanation of the five steps in the Q-

method. Overall, I use Q-method to elicit rich data about teachers’ beliefs about the CCSS 

reading standards, using a systematic and reliable process. 

Definitions of Terms 

 To avoid ambiguity and provide a clearer understanding of relevant terms, the 

following list offers definitions of concepts and phrases central to the study, including its 

theoretical underpinnings and methodology. 

Concourse is the process through which the statements for the Q-sample are derived. 

Informational text includes “exposition, argument, and functional text in the form of 

personal essays, speeches, opinion pieces, essays about art or literature, biographies, 

memoirs, journalism, and historical, scientific, technical, or economic accounts (including 

digital sources) written for a broad audience” (CCSS, 2010).  

Literacy includes reading, writing, speaking, and listening and embraces all ways of 

communicating ideas (verbally, written, visual, electronic) (CCSS, 2010).  

Literary text is typically narrative text that includes characters, plot, and setting 

(CCSS, 2010).  
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P-set refers to the participants that represent the larger population. Typically, the P-

set is smaller than the Q-sample (Brown, 1993; de Graaf & van Exel, 2009). 

Teachers’ beliefs refer to teachers’ perceptions about instruction based upon self-

efficacy (Usher & Pajares, 2008) and content-specific attitudes (Ross & Bruce, 2007). 

Text complexity is defined as, “The inherent difficulty of reading and 

comprehending a text combined with consideration of reader and task variables; in the 

Standards, a three-part assessment of text difficulty that pairs qualitative and quantitative 

measures with reader-task considerations” (CCSS: Appendix A, 2010).  

Q-sample typically has 40-50 statements (Brown, 1993; Watts & Stenner, 2012).   

Q-sort describes the participants’ arrangement of the Q-sample statements and any 

follow-up questions. Some studies (Militello & Benham, 2010; Watts & Stenner, 2012) 

involving Q-methodology compare the Q-sort with a Likert scale because in a Q-sort the 

participants rank their level of agreement with the statements that are on each card in a 

Likert manner. However, unlike a Likert scale, each statement within the Q-sample is on a 

separate card, and the participant must place the card according to where his or her beliefs 

dictate, thus forming the Q-sort. The shape of a Q-sort resembles an inverted bell curve, and 

each statement must correspond to a spot on the Q-sort grid.   

Chapter Summary 

The Common Core State Standards are intended to guide elementary and secondary 

curriculum, including the curriculum for secondary English teachers. Their adoption, 

however, created new challenges for teachers implementing the standards. Three prominent 

areas within the CCSS-ELA that differ from previous standards are teachers’ facilitation of  
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(a) students’ comprehending texts of increasing complexity as they progress through school; 

(b) students’ capacity to answer questions grounded in evidence from text, both literary and 

informational; and (c) students’ increased amount of reading with informational text (CCSS, 

2010). Given the importance of teachers’ beliefs, it is significant to explore both what 

teachers believe are the most important reading standards and what contextual issues 

influence teachers’ beliefs about reading standards. Utilizing the lens of teachers’ beliefs, I 

used Q-methodology to explore secondary English teachers’ beliefs regarding what are the 

most important reading standards and what contextual issues influence their beliefs about 

reading standards.   
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CHAPTER 2:  LITERATURE REVIEW 

 In Chapter 2, I discuss the framework of teacher beliefs, national standards 

(specifically, No Child Left Behind, RTT, and CCSS), ELA standards within CCSS, and 

three shifts in ELA. The three shifts are text complexity, text-based questions and answers, 

and informational text. Exploring teachers’ perceptions of these three shifts is important for 

understanding teachers’ beliefs about the reading standards addressed in this study. 

Teacher Beliefs  

The conceptual framework of teachers’ beliefs was used to explore teachers’ 

perceptions of CCSS. Teachers’ beliefs are the understandings that a teacher uses to guide 

instruction, including teachers’ sense of efficacy and content-specific beliefs. Both teachers’ 

sense of efficacy and teachers’ content-specific beliefs affect instruction that in turn affects 

student achievement (Beard et al., 2010; Rockoff, 2004; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). 

Teachers’ sense of efficacy. Teachers’ sense of efficacy stems from Bandura’s 

notion of self-efficacy within social cognitive theory (a psychological model of behavior) 

(Bandura, 1977, 1986). Social cognitive theory suggests that learning is collaborative, 

social, and interactive between students, between teachers and students, and between 

teachers. Social cognitive theory includes Vygotsky’s (1978) idea of zone of proximal 

development. The zone of proximal development is the range between where students can 

learn independently and where they can learn with help. Therefore, teachers should be 

instructing students using a variety of instructional methods for collaboration and a 

scaffolding method to give students extra support when necessary.   
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Self-efficacy as described by Bandura (1977, 1986, 1997) is someone’s belief about 

their own capability to achieve a certain goal. Bandura (1997) states, “A capability is only 

as good as its execution. The self-assurance with which people approach and manage 

difficult tasks determines whether they make good or poor use of their capabilities. Insidious 

self-doubts can easily overrule the best of skills” (p. 35). Skills are only one part of self-

efficacy; the other key aspect is believing in one’s own self to accomplish the given goal. If 

someone has self-doubt, then it is possible that a self-fulfilling prophecy will occur and one 

will not be successful (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy is important for teachers because of the 

impact it could potentially have on teacher instruction. If teachers are confident in their 

abilities to teach, then they may be more apt to incorporate a variety of teacher instructional 

strategies. It is for this reason that teachers’ sense of efficacy is discussed.  

Ross and Bruce (2007) defined teachers’ sense of efficacy as “a teacher’s 

expectation that he or she will be able to bring about student learning” (p. 50). This 

definition is in line with Bandura’s notion of self-efficacy; however, it seems to allow for 

misinterpretation because the teachers may or may not bring about student learning. The 

students bring about their own learning in response to the methods and means of instruction 

the teacher utilizes in the classroom. To further explore this idea, Goddard, Hoy and Hoy 

(2004) explain that the term “teacher efficacy” may be misleading because readers may 

make the logical mistake of assuming that “teacher efficacy” is the same as “teacher 

effectiveness” or successful teaching. Thus, it is important to avoid the term “teacher 

efficacy,” specifying instead teachers’ perceptions of efficacy, efficacy judgments, sense of 

efficacy, perceived efficacy, or efficacy beliefs. All these terms connote judgments about 
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capabilities to accomplish a task (p. 4). 

Therefore, following the example of Goddard et al. (2004), I try to avoid the term 

“teacher efficacy.” An issue with these terms might be that teachers’ sense of efficacy refers 

to both the individual teacher’s sense of efficacy and teachers’ collective sense of efficacy. 

In other words, when looking to define “teachers’ sense of efficacy” researchers should 

clarify whether they mean the individual teacher’s attitudes and beliefs about his/her ability 

and capabilities (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Goddard & Goddard, 2001; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 

2007), or the collectiveall teachers in the school or on a team—group sense of efficacy 

(Bandura, 1986, 1997; Goddard & Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2004). The following 

sections will discuss individual and collective sense of efficacy for teachers. 

Individual teacher’s sense of efficacy. Individually what teachers think about their 

abilities to teach is just as important as the content they teach. Woolfolk, Hoy & Davis 

(2006) propose “when teachers feel efficacious about their content and pedagogical 

knowledge, they no longer own sole responsibility for the ‘successes’ and ‘failures’ of a 

lesson/activity” (p. 129). It is ultimately the teacher’s responsibility to design quality 

instruction that allows the student to learn. The challenge for any teacher lies in creating and 

modeling effective lessons for students to learn. If a teacher has high self-efficacy, then the 

students’ motivation and achievement are likely to be greater (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Ross, 

1992). For example, Ashton & Webb (1986) found that “teachers with a high sense of 

efficacy seemed to employ a pattern of strategies that minimized negative affect, promoted 

an expectation of achievement, and provided a definition of the classroom situation 

characterized by warm interpersonal relationships and academic work” (p. 125). 
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Furthermore, other studies have shown that a teacher’s perception of self-efficacy may have 

positive direct and indirect effects on student achievement (Allinder, 1994; Woolfolk & 

Hoy, 1990). 

Collective teacher’s sense of efficacy. Teachers have a collective sense of efficacy 

from collaborating with other teachers and belonging to a team, school, and district. 

Goddard and Goddard (2001) suggest, “it is not surprising that there exists a significant 

positive relationship between teacher and collective efficacy” (p. 815). Teachers learn from 

each other and improve their own instruction by observing what others do and how they 

succeed or fail. As previously mentioned in this chapter, social cognitive theory includes 

teachers learning from teachers. Likewise, Usher & Pajares (2008) suggest, “self-efficacy 

beliefs are critical determinants of human motivation and behavior. In academic settings, 

they influence motivation, self-regulation, and achievement” (p. 791). Teachers impact their 

own instruction through their self-efficacy, and through interaction with other teachers and 

students influence the level of engagement in learning and in activities of instruction. For 

example, if a teacher is excited and confident about the subject being taught and the means 

through which the lesson is taught, then students may be more motivated to achieve the 

learning goal for that instruction.   

Teachers do not work alone; rather, they work with students and other teachers 

within the social environment of a school. Therefore, the collective efficacy of the school 

greatly impacts the personal efficacy of each teacher, and, vice versa, the efficacy of each 

teacher impacts the collective efficacy of the school. A teacher’s individual sense of efficacy 

may come from experience of teaching, confidence about the content being taught, or 
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interaction with other teachers. Furthermore, Hoy & Woolfolk (1993) state “schools 

promoted personal teaching efficacy when teachers perceived that their colleagues (a) set 

high but achievable goals, (b) create an orderly and serious learning environment, and (c) 

respect academic excellence” (p. 365). In the next sections, I explore Bandura’s four ways to 

enhance efficacy. 

To understand more about teachers’ perceptions of efficacy a discussion of 

Bandura’s notion of ways to enhance self-efficacy is necessary. Bandura (1997) defines self-

efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action 

required to produce given attainments” (p. 3). To further understand the notion of self-

efficacy one must understand the four key influences of self-efficacy as suggested by 

Bandura (1986, 1997) from his work with social cognitive theory. Bandura (1986, 1997) 

contends that self-efficacy is enhanced in four ways: (a) mastery experiences, (b) vicarious 

experiences, (c) verbal persuasion, and (d) physiological states. The most important is the 

first factor of mastery experiences. Many researchers support Bandura’s (1986, 1997) notion 

of self-efficacy and the four major influences (e.g., Moos & Azevedo, 2009; Straub, 2009; 

Stryker & Szabo, 2009; Usher & Pajares, 2008). A description of each of the four major 

influences follows. 

Mastery experience. Mastery experience means teachers feel positive about a 

teaching situation and believe they made the lesson a success. Ross and Bruce (2007) 

describe mastery experience as “episodes in which teachers demonstrate to themselves that 

they are competent instructors,” and that these experiences are “enhanced through feedback 

from superiors and social validation that connects the achievement outcomes to teacher 
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actions” (p. 51). The experience, therefore, becomes one in which the teacher may feel good 

about him/herself, and continue to create more situations for the same mastery competence 

to be experienced in the future. Ross and Bruce (2007) found that professional development 

“that addresses sources of efficacy can contribute to creating more confident teachers” (p. 

58). Likewise, Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) suggested that teachers can increase their skills 

and confidence by observing each other. Through in-service training, teachers increase their 

personal and collective sense of efficacy and beliefs about instruction (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 

2007). Likewise, the reverse is also true of mastery experience. If an experience is deemed 

by the teacher to be a failure, then a lower sense of efficacy is felt and future experiences 

will fall short too (Goddard et al., 2004). Goddard et al. (2004) suggested that mastery 

experience is particularly important for collective efficacy. Mastery experience is shown to 

be an important influence in self-efficacy and collective efficacy for teachers. Therefore, in 

school settings group experiences of successes for teachers influence the collective efficacy 

for the school, which in turn should positively influence student achievement and learning 

(Bandura, 1993; Goddard & Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2000, 2004). 

Vicarious experiences. Vicarious experiences refer to those that occur through 

observations of others teaching. This experience is lived empathetically and indirectly by 

the observer. Goddard et al. (2004) describe vicarious experience as “one in which the skill 

in question is modeled by someone else” (p. 5). For example, a teacher may observe a team 

teacher modeling a successful lesson. Then the observer may return to her classroom and 

teach a similar lesson perceiving that the lesson will work due to the vicarious experience 

that was modeled. Bandura (1977, 1986) suggests that witnessing others perform a task 
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under unfavorable conditions and still succeed will influence the observer when he/she 

performs a similar task. Likewise, Goddard et al. (2004) claimed “when a model with whom 

the observer identifies performs well, the efficacy beliefs of the observer are most likely 

enhanced. When the model performs poorly, the efficacy beliefs of the observer tend to 

decrease” (p. 5). Therefore, vicarious experiences can influence teachers’ perception of 

efficacy and collective efficacy for teachers within a school. 

Social/Verbal persuasion. Teachers can influence other teachers or students by 

persuasion, which can affect teachers’ sense of efficacy. Goddard et al. (2004) propose, 

“Social persuasion is another means of strengthening a faculty’s conviction that it has the 

capabilities to set and achieve goals . . . Persuasion can encourage group members to 

innovate and overcome difficult challenges” (p. 6). The potency of persuasion depends on 

the credibility, trustworthiness, and expertise of the persuader (Bandura, 1997, 1986). 

Similarly, Milner (2002) suggests social persuasion in the form of “verbal feedback and 

specific help, encouragement, praise, and norms of persistence and achievement can help 

create a supportive social environment, whereas lack of feedback, non-responsiveness from 

colleagues and students, criticism, and norms of neglect can create an unsupportive 

environment” (p. 30). For example, if a student criticizes a teacher repeatedly and the 

teacher does not feel support from other teachers or the administrators, the teacher is likely 

to give in to the student. If a teacher continually receives positive feedback and 

encouragement from peers and administrators, however, the teacher is more likely to 

challenge students to excel in new and diverse ways. Teachers’ perception of self-efficacy 

and collective efficacy depend on personal or group successes. Consequently, Goddard et al. 
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(2004) propose that, “Although social persuasion alone may be limited in its power to create 

enduring changes in efficacy beliefs, it may counter occasional setbacks that might have 

instilled enough self-doubt to interrupt persistence” (p. 6). This may be one limitation to 

social persuasion. 

Physiological and affective states. Teachers’ mental and emotional state can 

influence their efficacy and instruction. Bandura (1977, 1986) proposes a fourth influence 

on efficacy that is the physiological and affective state. Bandura suggested that in the 

affective state a person’s emotions may influence his/her sense of efficacy. The emotions 

may be either positive or negative “anxiety or excitement” influencing a teacher’s 

“perceptions of self-capability or incompetence” (Goddard et al., 2004, p. 6). Continuing 

with this notion, Goddard et al. (2004) suggested, “Organizations with strong beliefs in 

group capability can tolerate pressure and crises and continue to function without 

debilitating consequences; indeed, such organizations learn to rise to the challenge when 

confronted with disruptive forces” (p. 6). Equally, Goddard et al. (2004) stated that 

organizations with less efficacy experienced more breakdowns in communication and more 

disappointments and fiascoes in operation. Therefore, Bandura’s (1977, 1986, 1997) notion 

of efficacy and his four influences on self-efficacy are important for teachers and the school 

collective to understand. 

Content-specific beliefs. The conceptual framework for this study is teacher beliefs, 

specifically teacher sense of efficacy and teacher content knowledge. When looking at 

teacher beliefs, how English teachers teach reading, or teachers’ understanding of literature, 

there are a few studies to consider (Grossman, 1989, 1990; Grossman, Wilson, & Shulman, 
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1989). Teacher knowledge has many definitions. Knowledge can be informational, 

procedural, declarative, conditional, or experiential (Goldschmidt & Phelps, 2007; Kagan, 

1992; Pajares, 1992; Phelps, 2009; Phelps & Schilling, 2004). Therefore, teacher knowledge 

includes informational knowledge about their content area, procedural knowledge of 

classroom instruction, declarative knowledge of pedagogy, conditional knowledge of what 

to do during certain situations, and experiential knowledge gathered from the teachers’ 

personal background. For this study, teacher knowledge refers to how teachers use their 

beliefs to help them design and implement instruction as well as content-specific 

knowledge. Also, relevant for this study is how teacher knowledge affects student 

achievement.  

 Types of knowledge include pragmatic or scientific knowledge (Bruner, 1990), 

narrative or humanistic knowledge (Connelly & Clandinen, 1988; Eisner, 1997), and 

declarative knowledge and beliefs (Mather, Bos, & Babur, 2001; Moats & Foorman, 2003). 

Others have discussed knowledge as “three categories of content knowledge: (a) subject 

matter content knowledge, (b) pedagogical content knowledge, and (c) curricular 

knowledge” (Shulman, 1986, p.9). Four knowledge domains increase student learning: 

procedural knowledge, conceptual knowledge, societal knowledge, and technical knowledge 

(Fox-Turnbull, 2006). The focus for the study is on specific content knowledge as it relates 

to social constructivist theory, reading, and instruction. 

  Teacher content knowledge and social constructivist theory. Although social 

constructivist theory is not directly used in this study, it is relevant due to the lens of 

teachers’ beliefs and teachers’ knowledge. Social constructivist theory suggests that learning 



EXPLORING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS  22 

does not take place in a vacuum. Rather, learning is collaborative, social, and interactive 

between students, between teachers and students, and between teachers. Therefore, teachers 

should be instructing students using a variety of instructional methods for collaboration and 

a scaffolding method to give students extra support when necessary. Social constructivists 

(Bandura, 1986, 1993; Vygotsky, 1978) believed learning to be social, or in other words, 

that learning takes place in environments where people can interact, collaborate, and discuss 

the learning activity. Vygotsky (1978) developed an idea about student’s capability to learn 

and referred to the range between ability and achievement as the student’s zone of proximal 

development (ZPD). Vygotsky’s ZPD refers to a student’s capability of learning with 

assistance. This is especially important when discussing reading comprehension, since 

readers may have different ZPD. For Vygotsky (1978), learning derives from social 

interactions. The interactions and culture of the learning environment drive the students’ use 

of cognitive tools. Drawing from Vygotsky (1978), teachers learn in collaboration with 

capable peers.   

Rising from these theorists and associated theories is the scaffolded method of 

instruction. Scaffolded method of instruction means to teach using an instructional 

framework. An example of scaffolded framework is the use of before, during, and after 

strategies throughout the reading instruction. In a scaffolded method of instruction where 

students are led through various structured activities, it is possible for the teacher to aid in 

students’ learning, thus reaching more students or enabling students to learn with little 

assistance. Although social constructivist theory and scaffolding are ways to enhance 
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instruction, they are beyond the scope of teacher beliefs and teacher specific content 

knowledge for this study. 

Teacher content knowledge and reading. Teachers must have knowledge of reading 

comprehension, text structure, and strategies for instruction. Research on teacher knowledge 

of reading includes reading comprehension strategies, difference of text structure, genres, 

sources of information, and models for how to teach these aspects (Brady & Moats, 1997; 

McCutchen, Harry, Cunningham, Cox, Sidman, & Covill, 2002; Phelps, 2009; Wong-

Filmore & Snow, 2002). Phelps (2009) stated, “teaching reading, like other subjects, 

requires knowledge that goes substantially beyond just being a good reader” (p. 433). As 

Phelps (2009) suggested, there are many factors that affect reading, such as text complexity, 

text-based questions and answers, and informational text. These factors are explored later in 

this chapter. 

 Teacher content knowledge and instruction. Teacher knowledge about literacy is 

crucial for instruction and so is teacher content knowledge (Shulman, 1986; Wang, Ertmer 

& Newby, 2004). Teachers gain knowledge in various ways (i.e., courses, professional 

development, in-service training, and other teachers). Teachers learn from each other and 

improve their own instruction by observing, discussing, and imitating (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 

2007) what others do that succeeds or fails. As noted above, social cognitive theory includes 

teachers learning from teachers. Teachers inform their own instruction through their 

knowledge and through interaction with other teachers and students, thus influencing the 

level of engagement in learning and in activities of instruction. Therefore, teacher 

knowledge as it relates to instruction is important for how teachers know content and 
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instructional design (Levin & Wadmany, 2006; Shulman, 1986). In this study, looking at 

teacher perceptions of CCSS is necessary to understanding teachers’ content knowledge and 

teacher knowledge of instructional design and pedagogical understanding. 

Teacher knowledge of content area subjects is not a new concept (Ball 1988; 

Shulman, 1986). Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) is widely studied (Ball, 1991; 

Grossman, 1989, 1990; Shulman, 1986). Shulman (1986) defined PCK as “that amalgam of 

content and pedagogy that is uniquely the province of teachers, their own special form of 

professional understanding” (p. 8). More recently, Technology, Pedagogy, and Content 

Knowledge (TPACK) studies discuss educational technology as a tool for teaching content 

knowledge and suggest that pedagogy changes with educational technology (Mishra & 

Koehler, 2006; Spires, Hervey & Watson, 2013). Pedagogical content knowledge refers to a 

teacher’s knowledge of content and instruction. A teacher’s knowledge of content area 

subject matter and of instructional techniques is essential to instructional delivery and 

curriculum building.   

Teacher knowledge of content refers to the quantity and quality of information about 

the subject area that the teacher has at her or his command. Teachers need to have working 

knowledge of the subject matter in order to believe that they are the “expert,” or at least feel 

comfortable in teaching the content and in challenging students with that content (Ball, 

Thames & Phelps, 2008; Grossman et al., 1989; Hill, Ball, & Schilling, 2004). In these 

studies, content knowledge refers to teachers’ knowledge of the specific content. Moats and 

Foorman (2003) found, “significant associations” among “teachers' knowledge, classroom 

reading achievement levels, and teachers’ observed teaching competence” (p. 23). The 
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connection between teacher content knowledge and student achievement is important for the 

study. 

Summary of Teacher Beliefs 

The conceptual framework for this study is teacher beliefs. Teacher beliefs are the 

innate understandings that a teacher uses to guide instruction, and include teachers’ sense of 

efficacy and content-specific beliefs. Content-specific beliefs occur through teacher training 

and teacher knowledge of content. Teacher knowledge is the content and pedagogical 

understandings that a teacher allows to shape the classroom environment and structure. 

Teacher beliefs directly and indirectly influence instruction and student achievement. The 

conceptual framework lens for this study is teachers’ beliefs. 

National Standards 

The focus of this study is to examine teachers’ beliefs about national standards. 

National standards are hardly a new phenomenon. Although standards can be used to restrict 

curricula or ensure that everyone is taught the same way, in the United States they have 

been used more often for one of two aims. First, national standards have been implemented 

to ensure some level of alignment of state expectations for each grade level (Polikoff, 

Porter, & Smithson, 2011). The other driving force behind national standards is the desire to 

compete globally. The United States has been declining in international rankings in math, 

reading, and science (Program for International Student Assessment; PISA, 2012).  Raising 

standards, in turn, has been seen as an important factor to ensure students can compete 

globally for jobs and in order for the US to compete globally in business, the economy, and 
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communication, US education standards must change (ISTE, 1998, 2010; NCTE, 2012; 

NCTM, 2012). 

The issue of national education standards in the US traces back to 1983 with the 

release of A Nation at Risk. In it President Ronald Reagan stated that the poor education 

system influenced economic security for the nation, but left it to the states to develop a plan 

for improvement (Schwartz & Robinson, 2000; Superfine, 2005). By August 1986, nearly 

every governor had education reform on the state’s political agenda (Schwartz & Robinson, 

2000; Superfine, 2005). Reagan, Bush, Clinton, and George W. Bush all promoted ideas 

about what was best for the country (Shannon, 2007). America 2000, introduced in April 

1991, was the first national strategy to include voluntary national tests (Schwartz & 

Robinson, 2000; Superfine, 2005). Later, the 1992 report of the National Council on 

Education Standards and Testing (NCEST) significantly influenced President Clinton’s 

education policies. Schwartz and Robinson (2000) said, “Goals 2000 had an unusual 

political and legislative history” and stated that Goals 2000 began “at the 1989 National 

Education Summit, with the creation of the first-ever national education goals” (p. 176). 

Goals 2000 was created by the National Governors’ Association (NGA) not the president. 

Goals 2000 was important because it was the first to suggest using federal funds to improve 

education. In 1994, Goals 2000: Educate America Act passed. IRA and NCTE produced 

ELA goals in 1996. 

Before NCLB and CCSS, organizations like the National Council of Teachers of 

English (NCTE), the International Reading Association (IRA), and International Society for 

Technology in Education (ISTE) had national standards that guided teachers. All of these 
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standards promoted higher-order thinking skills (ISTE, 1998; NCTE, 2012; CCSS, 2010). In 

recent years, support for national standards and CCSS has grown (e.g., NCTE, 2012). 

An example of an argument against national standards for literacy appears in the 

dialogue between Horton and Freire (1990). Horton stated, “Literacy programs organized 

and developed in one part of the country and then offered to illiterates all over the country 

do not work” (Horton & Freire, 1990, p.77). Later in the dialogue, Horton argued, “The 

government is trying to launch a literacy campaign without having any reason for it…the 

poor and the people who can’t read and write have a sense that without structural changes 

nothing is worth really getting excited about” (Horton & Freire, 1990, p. 93). These 

arguments against national standards are not within the scope of this particular study, but 

serve to illustrate that there is disagreement within the field. No Child Left Behind and RTT, 

establish national standards and show why teachers are now concerned with CCSS. 

No Child Left Behind. The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, under President 

Bush, was a reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The 

ESEA, first created in 1965 and reauthorized in 1994, includes Title I, the federal 

government's aid program for disadvantaged students (US Department of Education: 

Teacher Quality, Frequently Asked Questions, USDOE: TQFAQ, March 18, 2013). One of 

the major objectives of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) is to raise teacher standards so that 

teachers are “highly qualified” (USDOE: TQFAQ, March 18, 2013). The US Department of 

Education states, “In general a ‘highly qualified teacher’ is one with full certification, a 

bachelor’s degree, and demonstrated competence in subject knowledge and 

teaching” (USDOE: TQFAQ, March 18, 2013). The reasoning behind this program was to 
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better prepare teachers to increase student learning effectiveness, thus achieving higher 

scores on standardized tests. In addition, NCLB was supposed to show how students’ test 

scores increased; however, such was not the case. Students’ scores did not increase and 

teachers’ jobs now depended upon student performance (USDOE: TQFAQ, March 18, 

2013). The other part of NCLB was to have all students reading on grade level. In theory, 

the ideas of NCLB are correct, in that, of course as a nation, there should be high standards 

for teachers, teachers affect student learning (Goldhaber & Anthony, 2003; Kukla-Acevedo, 

2009; Sanders & Rivers, 1996) and teachers need professional development (Carlisle, 

Correnti, Phelps, & Zeng, 2009). In reality, however, this was a huge undertaking that a 

decade later teachers, researchers, and policy makers are still trying to address.   

Several organizations, like the National Educators Association (NEA) disagreed with 

NCLB. No Child left Behind is beyond the scope of this study but is mentioned to provide 

background about national standards and what existed before CCSS.  

 Race to the Top. The next national program in United States education reform came 

when the government decided to offer incentives and money for programs that improved 

standardized test scores. Race to the Top (RTT) was initiated under President Obama, and 

included three phases for raising standards in K-12 education (USDOE: Race to the Top 

Fund, March 18, 2013). Supporters and opponents to RTT were vocal for several years. 

Those in favor of RTT were those who supported standardized testing and raising standards 

and quality of teachers (Sanders & Rivers, 1996).   

Those opposed to RTT called it Race to the Bottom, stating that standardized test 

scores and money was not going to improve the educational system. Diane Ravitch, former 
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US Assistant Secretary of Education, stated, “To the extent that scores are used to evaluate 

teachers, we can expect to see a diminished quality of education as test prep and testing take 

over the school day” (Gordon, 2010). Students’ test scores are only one indication of how 

teachers instruct. Many factors can influence students’ test scores (i.e., motivation, home 

life, sleep, eating, and interest in the subject matter) (Epstein, 1991; Guthrie & Knowles, 

2001; Wigfield, 2000). As with NCLB, RTT was not meeting the goals it was meant to 

achieve. In 2010, states that adopted CCSS were eligible to receive RTT money; however, 

only 14 states received money from RTT (USDOE: Race to the Top, Feb. 2013).  

  Common Core State Standards. CCSS (2010) are state curriculum goals that have 

been adopted by 45 states and 3 territories, in response to No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 

2001) and supported by federal mandates (e.g., Race to the Top, 2009 [RTT]). CCSS, 

created by the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the National Governors 

Association (NGA), seeks to provide states with common goals and standards, striving to 

have states align their curriculum so that students meet the same educational goals and 

compete globally.   

The idea of CCSS is that all students be college and career ready, literate, and 

possess skills for the 21st century upon graduation (CCSS: ELA: Appendix A, 2010). Media 

and technology are key components within CCSS, and as such need to be taught and 

included in instruction. Teachers need to model the uses of multimedia and encourage 

students to build their skills (CCSS: ELA: Reading: Literature, Jan. 2013). Although CCSS 

does not specifically state how to integrate technology within the ELA Standards or within 

the Reading Standards, it does emphasize the use of various texts and using technology 

http://ww.corestandards.org/
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where appropriate. CCSS requires teachers to incorporate literacy skills, literature and 

informational texts, technology, and text complexity into their instruction (VanDeWeghe, 

2011). 

CCSS:  Background. CCSS in 2010 began with standards for English kindergarten 

through twelfth grade and mathematics standards kindergarten through twelfth grade. 

Standards for the other core content areas (science and social studies) are expected within 

the next few years.  

CCSS: College and career readiness anchor standards. The college and career 

readiness anchor standards are the basis for CCSS. The college and career readiness anchor 

standards help show where students need to be in order to succeed beyond high school. 

These standards for ELA are divided into four areas:  (a) reading, (b) writing, (c) speaking 

and listening, and (d) language. The standards are benchmarks or goals for each grade level, 

and help to align the curriculum so that students build upon what they learned the previous 

year. The CCSS take each of the college and career readiness anchor standards and provide 

additional specificity according to grade level and curriculum for how each of the standards 

is to be achieved. The schools and teachers decide what literature is included and how to 

meet these standards in the classroom. There are 32 college and career readiness anchor 

standards for English at the secondary level. Therefore, ninth and tenth grade English 

teachers design their instruction based upon these 32 standards and, more specifically, the 

standards for their grade level, which actually include contextual standards. 

CCSS:  English language arts and reading standards. Within CCSS English 

Language Arts and Reading standards (ELAR) include reading standards for literature, 
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reading standards for informational text, writing standards, speaking and listening standards, 

and language standards. Each of these five strands contains six to 10 standards. In this study, 

I focus on the reading standards for literature and reading standards for informational texts.   

Within CCSS, the ninth and tenth grade ELAR Standards for literature and for 

informational texts each include the same four sub-areas. These four subareas are key ideas 

and details, craft and structure, integration of knowledge and ideas, and range of reading and 

level of text complexity. Within each of these four subareas are the reading standards 

(CCSS, 2010). In CCSS-ELA literature standards there are three standards for key ideas and 

details, three standards for craft and structure, two for integration of knowledge and ideas, 

and one standard for range of reading and level of text complexity. In CCSS-ELA 

informational text standards there are three standards for key ideas and details, three 

standards for craft and structure, three standards for integration of knowledge and ideas, and 

one standard for range of reading and level of text complexity. In total, there are 19 reading 

standards for ninth and tenth grade English teachers to know and integrate into their 

instruction. 

 There is much discussion about CCSS, both in favor and against. Williams, who is 

the chair of the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) Review Team for the K-12 

CCSS English Language Arts, stated, “NCTE recognizes that no standards document in and 

of itself will change instruction or student learning; teachers will. And so, with the release of 

the Common Core standards, we are renewing our commitment to teacher learning 

communities” (retrieved Feb. 6, 2013). Williams raised the important issue of teachers’ 

judgments and teachers’ support. Likewise, NCTE President Gilyard in his letter dated Feb. 
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9, 2012, stated, “Our professional community is rising to this challenge and by sharing our 

knowledge and expertise, we can show that sustainable progress in literacy learning will be 

made when local educators have the freedom to collaborate and choose how best to 

approach critical instructional decisions.” NCTE supports teachers and provides resources 

for instruction and professional development. Many organizations voice support for CCSS 

including the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). The 

standards are goals for teachers and students, but teachers should be allowed to meet these 

goals however they deem fit, since each student has different strengths, interests, and 

motivations. 

There are arguments against national standards; however, a full discussion of these 

arguments is beyond the scope of this study. It is not surprising that following the 

introduction of CCSS researchers are speaking out against national standards (see for 

example Avila & Moore, 2012; Beach, 2011; Polikoff et al., 2011; Porter, McMaken, 

Hwang & Yang, 2011; Tienken & Canton, 2009; Zhao, 2009). Some are concerned about 

CCSS and individual state standards alignment (see for example Beach, 2011; Polikoff et 

al., 2011; Porter et al., 2011). Others argue against national standards due to critical 

pedagogy based on Freire, or democracy and child-centeredness based on Dewey, or a 

sociocultural stance drawing on Vygostky (see for example Avila & Moore, 2012; Tienken 

& Canton, 2009; Zhao, 2009).   

Summary of National Standards 

National standards were created as a way to measure student achievement, maintain 

similar requirements and curriculum across states, and to be globally competitive. During 
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the past decade, national standards have changed from individual organizations that were 

focused on one subject area (i.e., ISTE, NCTE, and NCTM) to CCSS that focuses on 

multiple content areas. CCSS introduced new shifts in ELA curriculum. English teachers 

face the challenge of teaching students based on CCSS and the new ELA shifts that 

emphasize text complexity, text-based answers, and informational texts. 

Text Complexity 

 In the CCSS-ELA reading standards one of the shifts is the emphasis on text 

complexity. Text complexity in CCSS is defined in three parts, and two of the parts are 

vaguely described leaving the definition open to teacher interpretation. Consequently, it is 

important to understand teachers’ perceptions of text complexity and how teachers’ 

interpretation may influence their instruction. Therefore, understanding how CCSS defines 

text complexity and its three parts are crucial for this study. 

 CCSS (2010) describe text complexity as including, “a three-part assessment of text 

difficulty that pairs qualitative and quantitative measures with reader-task considerations” 

(CCSS: Appendix A, p. 43). Qualitative measures include structure, language 

conventionality and clarity, knowledge demands, and levels of meaning or purpose (CCSS: 

Appendix A, p. 5). Quantitative measures refer to readability scales and includes “word 

frequency, sentence length and text cohesion” (CCSS: Appendix A, p. 1). Reader-task 

considerations include purpose, level of interest, and level of comprehension. Referring to 

these terms, Hiebert and Mesmer (2013b) stated that “only the quantitative system is 

described explicitly,” the other two are “describe[d] in general terms,” thus leaving it open 

to teacher interpretation (p. 44). Teacher beliefs about text complexity are relevant due to 
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the qualitative and reader-task elements being loosely defined and left largely to teachers’ 

discretion. Text complexity appears in discussions about qualitative measures (McNamara 

et al., 1996), quantitative measures (Hiebert, 2012), and reader-task analyses (Mesmer, 

Cunningham, & Hiebert, 2012). 

 Qualitative measures. CCSS describes qualitative measures of text complexity as 

including levels of meaning (literary texts) or purpose (informational texts), structure, 

language conventionality and clarity, and knowledge demands (CCSS: Appendix A, 2010, 

p. 5). CCSS defines each of these measures within the context of literacy; however, the 

qualitative measures, unlike the quantitative measures, are more ambiguous and rely on the 

discretion of the teacher. Therefore, teachers’ beliefs about qualitative measures are 

important for literacy instruction. 

Qualitative measures: Levels of meaning or purpose. CCSS defines levels of 

meaning for literary texts, “A single level of meaning tends to be easier to read than literary 

texts with multiple levels of meaning (such as satires, in which the author’s literal message 

is intentionally at odds with his or her underlying message)” (CCSS: Appendix A, 2010, p. 

5). CCSS describes the differences in purpose for informational texts as, “informational 

texts with an explicitly stated purpose are generally easier to comprehend than informational 

texts with an implicit, hidden, or obscure purpose” (CCSS: Appendix A, 2010, p. 5). 

Therefore, levels of meaning (literary texts) or purpose (informational texts) refer to the 

connotation or denotation of the text (McNamara et al., 1996). The sense or significance of a 

text lies in the meaning or purpose of that text and the readers’ ability to discern what the 

author is conveying. 
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Qualitative measures: Structure. Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) discussed text 

complexity and the differences in text conventions and the macro-processes that occur for 

comprehension. Building on these early ideas, Kintsch and Yarborough (1982) further 

studied macro- and micro-processes and discovered that there is a difference in 

comprehension based on text structure. These differences have a significant implication for 

standardized testing (Kintsch & Yarborough, 1982). The structure of a text determines 

whether it follows chronological, logical or spatial order. If the order is manipulated using 

flashbacks or begins in the middle of the action, then the convention is more complex. In 

other words, the structure of a text gives the reader clues as to what to expect and how to 

predict what will occur in the text. For example, if the text is an English novel in narrative 

format, then the reader will know certain conventions for looking at characters and dialogue, 

and be able to make predictions about the plot and action of the story. If the text is an 

informational textbook, however, then the student needs to learn how to use subheadings as 

well as how to read charts and diagrams.   

 Qualitative measures: Language conventionality and clarity. CCSS states the 

following about language conventionality and clarity:  “Texts that rely on literal, clear, 

contemporary, and conversational language tend to be easier to read than texts that rely on 

figurative, ironic, ambiguous, purposefully misleading, archaic, or otherwise unfamiliar 

language or on general academic and domain-specific vocabulary” (CCSS: Appendix A, 

2010, p. 5). Language conventionality and clarity refers to the author’s word choice and the 

type of writing. If a reader is unfamiliar with the vocabulary in the texts, it will naturally be 
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more difficult to read and understand. Therefore, teaching students how to read different 

language conventionalities is important for helping students comprehend passages. 

 Qualitative measures: Knowledge demands. CCSS describes knowledge demands 

relative to texts:  “Texts that make few assumptions about the extent of readers’ life 

experiences and the depth of their cultural/literary and content/discipline knowledge are 

generally less complex than are texts that make many assumptions in one or more of those 

areas” (CCSS: Appendix A, 2010, p. 5). Knowledge demands refer to how much prior 

knowledge a reader has about a specific text (McNamara et al., 1996). If a reader has 

experience and prior knowledge, then the text will be less complicated to comprehend 

(McNamara et al., 2012). Consequently, it is important for teachers to know their students’ 

prior knowledge of a topic before they begin to read a text.  

 Summary of qualitative measures. Qualitative measures of text complexity include 

levels of meaning (literary texts) or purpose (informational texts), structure, language 

conventionality and clarity, and knowledge demands. Qualitative measures are described 

using vague terminology that allows for teachers to interpret these measures. 

 Quantitative measures. Quantitative measures of text complexity are often 

produced by computer software programs to define the readability level of a text. CCSS 

describes quantitative measures as the readability of a text that is based on word frequency, 

sentence length, text cohesion, and vocabulary (CCSS: Appendix A, 2010). Each of these 

quantitative measures relates to literacy and readability levels. Several of the formulas used 

to determine readability in CCSS are Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level test, Dale-Chall 

Readability Formula, and Lexile Framework for Reading (CCSS: Appendix A, 2010). 
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 Quantitative measures: Word frequency. Word frequency refers to how many times 

a word appears in a text. Word frequency matters because it can help or hinder students’ oral 

reading fluency (Deane, Sheehan, Sabatini, Futagi, & Kostin, 2006; Hiebert & Mesmer, 

2013b). Word frequency is important for determining the readability of a text. Fry (2002) 

warned that there is a difference between readability and leveling of a text, suggesting that 

readability is an objective numerical score based on a formula, whereas leveling is a more 

subjective score. Differences in readability formulas are based on length of text, word 

frequency, vocabulary, and readers’ interest. Davidson and Kantor (1982) stated examples 

of readability formula failure (due to text cohesion, and prior knowledge); likewise, Stenner, 

Burdick, Sanford, & Burdick (2006) found lexile text measures vary due to inaccurate text 

readability measures and reader measures. Hiebert (2012) stated that reading levels are an 

important measure for student growth but warns against large increases at the primary level. 

This warning is due to primary level texts being more difficult now than 20 years ago 

because of less word frequency (Hiebert, 2012). CCSS describes quantitative measures as 

the readability of a text that is based on word frequency, sentence length, text cohesion, and 

vocabulary (CCSS: Appendix A, 2010). 

 Quantitative measures: Sentence length. The length of sentences in a passage is one 

way of determining the readability of that text (i.e., the longer the sentences the more 

difficult the text). Sentence length affects rate and level of reading especially for younger 

students (Hiebert & Mesmer, 2013b). Readability levels range from short sentences with 

four to five words to long sentences of more than 15 to 20 or more words. The more 

complex a sentence is, the higher its readability difficulty (Hiebert & Mesmer, 2013b). 
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 Quantitative measures: Text cohesion. Text cohesion refers to the clarity, 

organization, and coherence of a passage (McNamara et al., 2012; McNamara et al., 1996; 

Mesmer et al., 2012). If a text contains all short choppy sentences, then the text cohesion 

may be affected. Text cohesion is another factor that helps determine readability levels in a 

text. 

 Quantitative measures: Vocabulary. Vocabulary can be conversational or domain-

specific (i.e., words may be common or academically specific for that topic). Vocabulary is 

typically taught in three tiers: tier 1 words are used in everyday language, tier 2 words are 

high-frequency words used across several content areas, and tier 3 are domain-specific. 

Word recognition and word meaning are two important components of vocabulary (Hiebert 

& Mesmer, 2013b; Mesmer et al., 2012; Pearson et al., 2007).  

 Summary of quantitative measures. There are four main quantitative measures of 

text complexity in CCSS: word frequency, sentence length, text cohesion, and vocabulary. 

Each of these four measures is used in readability formulas to determine grade level 

appropriate text and age level appropriate readings. 

 Reader-task measures. The reader brings to the act of reading his or her 

motivation, prior knowledge and experiences, and attention (CCSS: Appendix A, 2010; 

Coiro, 2009; Reinking, 1998). A reader needs to have some prior knowledge of the content 

before reading a text in order to comprehend and make meaning of the text. Without prior 

knowledge a reader has nothing with which to connect new information; therefore, it is 

difficult for a reader to comprehend or store the new information (Anderson & Pearson, 

1984; Tierney & Cunningham, 1984). Prior knowledge helps create mental pictures in one’s 
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mind while reading so that connections between the new information and existing 

information can be made and the new information stored in one’s memory. A reader should 

be able to make meaning with the text by relating it to personal experience, to other texts, or 

to the world (i.e., other people, cultures, or social issues). For example, Pearson, Hansen, & 

Gordon (1979) suggested that a reader constructs meaning with text to text and text to self, 

based on prior knowledge of content. To understand a text a reader needs to process the text 

for meaning by relating it to prior knowledge, connecting new information to existing 

information, and clarifying ideas to form a synthesis of the text. Reader engagement with 

the text influences the degree to which the task will be accomplished. Motivation and 

attitude of the reader influence purpose and intended outcomes within reader-task 

measurements (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000; Mathewson, 1994; McKenna, 1994). CCSS 

defines task measures based on the RAND 2002 report and includes purpose, types of 

reading, and intended outcomes. This section of CCSS is somewhat vague and open to 

teacher interpretation. 

Reader-task measures: Purpose. The purpose of reader-task measures can be to 

gather information, either specific or general, or to read for entertainment (Coiro, 2009; 

Zhang & Duke, 2008). Kintsch (1986) stated, “Some texts (e.g., literary texts) are studied in 

their own right; other texts are merely media by which information is transmitted, as is the 

case when a student learns about geography from reading a chapter in a textbook” (p.87). 

Kintsch continued to explain in this passage that the issue is not in reading the text or even 

in comprehending the words of the text; the difficulty lies in applying the text or 

“understanding what to do” from reading the text, which leads to types of reading and 
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intended outcomes (1986, p. 88). One of the complexities of reading entails the reason for 

learning, the purpose for reading, or how the student interacts with the text. Rosenblatt 

(1978) identified two types of reading or two purposes for reading: efferent and aesthetic. 

Efferent reading refers to reading for the purpose of gaining information. Aesthetic reading 

refers to reading for the purpose of enjoyment. Rosenblatt (2002) suggested that no reading 

experience is purely efferent or aesthetic, but that readers think about what they are reading 

and move in and out of both stances. No matter what the purpose of reading, it is important 

for a reader to comprehend and retain what is read. Therefore, readers should know how to 

monitor their thinking while reading, or activate their metacognitive skills. 

 Reader-task measures: Types of reading. The RAND 2002 report describes types of 

reading as skimming, scanning, reading word by word, reading to study, and easy reading. 

Skimming refers to reading for the main ideas of a text, whereas scanning refers to quickly 

reading for a specific piece of information. Reading word by word occurs when a reader is 

interested in the topic or is seeking to be thorough. Reading to study means a reader is 

gathering information for a later use. Easy reading refers to reading that does not require 

much thought. 

 Reader-task measures: Intended outcome. Intended outcomes in reader-task 

measures refer to “an increase in knowledge, a solution to some real-world problem, and/or 

engagement with the text” (RAND, 2002, xiii-xvi). Reading to increase knowledge means 

that the reader reads to retain information for later use. Whereas, reading to solve a problem 

may include gaining knowledge, but the outcome is to use that knowledge for the solution. 

A reader may engage in a text for pure entertainment; for example, reading a novel is 
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typically for entertainment purposes, not to learn anything or solve anything, but just for the 

enjoyment of reading. 

 Summary of reader-task measures. The reader influences the act of reading by 

motivation, prior knowledge and experiences, and attention level. The task measures of text 

complexity include purpose for reading, types of reading, and intended outcomes. Reader-

task measures are loosely defined by CCSS and leave much interpretation to teachers. 

Summary of Text Complexity 

 CCSS defines text complexity as being established by qualitative, quantitative, and 

reader-task measures. These three measures are further divided into parts. Qualitative 

measures include levels of meaning or purpose, structure, language conventionality and 

clarity, and knowledge demands. Quantitative measures include word frequency, sentence 

length, text cohesion, and vocabulary. Reader-task measures include purpose, types of 

reading, and intended outcomes. Teachers’ perceptions of text complexity, especially 

qualitative measures and reader-task measures, are important for reading instruction. 

Qualitative measures and reader-task measures are dependent upon the teachers’ beliefs and 

perceptions of reading instruction. 

Text-based Questions and Answers 

 CCSS requires students to answer questions based on the texts they have read 

(CCSS, 2010). Text-based questioning and answers are part of self-questioning within the 

larger discussion of metacognition, which is the ability to think about thinking. Good 

readers monitor or check their thinking to make sure they comprehend the text (Baker & 

Brown, 1984). In order to monitor one’s thinking a student may use strategies to help 
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remember or store more information in short-term memory and long-term memory by 

making connections between new and old information. The use of strategies to store 

information in long- term memory can aid a person’s comprehension. A student who is 

reading must learn to actively think about what is being read and ask questions as he or she 

is reading to continue to connect prior knowledge with the text and to engage in the text. 

Therefore, strategies for self-questioning, strategies for increasing reading comprehension, 

and strategies with text-based questioning are important for teachers to include in their 

instruction (Taboada & Guthrie, 2006).  

 Kintsch (1986) drawing upon his earlier work with Yarborough (1982) and van Dijk 

(1978) claimed that there is a difference between text-based understanding and situational 

understanding. These differences have implications for text structure and text conventions as 

well as for standardized testing and standards (i.e., CCSS) for all learners. Kintsch (1993) 

further argued that based upon these text differences there is a difference between 

understanding and learning. For example, comprehending the text on how to build a model 

airplane is different from actually learning to build a model airplane. Another difference is 

when the questions take place. Text-based questions occur as response to a teacher’s 

request; knowledge-based questions may occur instantaneously while reading (Scardamalia 

& Bereiter, 1992). How a reader interacts with the text is dependent upon knowledge of 

style and type of text. For example, Spiro (2001) suggested “skilled readers need to be 

flexible and adaptive in their interactions with text to construct an understanding that is 

responsive to the needs of a new situation and demands of a new text” (p. 359). In other 

words, student readers may find reading their science, mathematics, or social studies 
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textbooks to be challenging, if they lack an understanding of the text style and type used in 

their textbooks. 

Text-based questions and answers: Source information. CCSS requires students 

to be able to evaluate source information and ask questions based on the text and answer 

formal and information questions relying on the text to support the answers. Informal 

questions are knowledge-based questions that can come from the teacher or student prior to 

reading or during reading (Raphael & Wonnacott, 1985). Formal questions are standardized 

assessment-oriented questions. Raphael and Wonnacott (1985) studied sixth graders’ ability 

to answer comprehension questions and assessment-oriented questions based on the text, 

and found that, “knowledge of sources of information may be fundamental to students’ 

ability to access appropriate information for answering comprehensive questions” (p. 2). 

Students must also learn how to access source information with both print and digital texts. 

Therefore, teachers now need to focus instruction on source information and ways to 

evaluate sources to aid students in this new emphasis. 

A definition of digital text is any text that is read using a phone, computer, or 

technology device (Eisner, 1997; Kist, 2005; Kress, 2003). Examples of digital text include 

but are not limited to:  text messaging, e-books, webpages, articles online, emails, instant 

messaging online, Facebook or Twitter, other forms of social media, and multimedia 

presentations that incorporate video with text and sound. Therefore, it becomes essential for 

students to learn how to find the source of digital information, how to navigate digital text, 

how to comprehend digital text, and how to read digital text critically. 
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There are many strategies used for helping students with text and electronic 

questioning and answering. One such strategy is reciprocal teaching (text-based) or Internet 

reciprocal teaching (IRT) (electronic-based) where the teacher leads a discussion or dialogue 

with students to ensure comprehension of the text (Leu, Coiro, Castek, Hartman, Henry, & 

Reinking, 2008). Reciprocal teaching incorporates comprehension strategies (generating 

questions, summarizing, predicting, and clarifying) while leading a discussion (Palincsar & 

Brown, 1984). IRT is a strategy for predicting, questioning, clarifying, and summarizing 

digital text (Leu et al., 2008). First, a teacher models how to use reciprocal teaching, and 

then students take turns being the “teacher” and leading the discussion following the model 

of reciprocal teaching (McKenna, 2002; Palincsar & Brown, 1984). The students generate 

questions about a text to ask other students or the “teacher.” Next, students summarize the 

text while the “teacher” facilitates an accurate summary. The “teacher” leads the students in 

predicting what will happen next in the text. Once the text is read, the “teacher” helps 

students clarify any misunderstandings or any wrong predictions, while leading the students 

to understanding why the predictions were not correct or to comprehend the difficulty in the 

passage. Likewise, IRT models for students how to be critical readers of online text, 

teaching them to find the source or author of a webpage and determine whether the source is 

biased in the information presented. For example, when conducting research on WWII it is 

important to know which country is the source of the information on the website because 

where the information is from (i.e., Germany, Japan, United States or Poland) may 

determine the bias of the information. In order to help students with CCSS, teachers need to 
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model for students how to critically evaluate source information and answer both informal 

and formal text-based questions. 

 Text-based questions and answers: In reading comprehension. Content area 

reading refers to the reading a student does in mathematics, science, social studies, and 

English (literature). The way a student reads a novel is not the same as how the student 

reads a math problem or the directions for a science experiment. Therefore, due to the 

differences of the content areas there are some strategies that are unique to certain content 

areas. Reading comprehension is “the process of simultaneously extracting and constructing 

meaning through interaction and involvement with written language” (RAND, 2002). 

Reading is a social constructivist process because it does not occur in a vacuum. Reading 

comprehension involves making meaning from the text, which happens by the reader 

making connections with the text. These connections may be to the reader’s own 

experiences, to another text, or to the world (other people, culture, social issues). The reader 

may understand and construct the meaning of a text through sharing ideas about the text 

with others.   

Online reading comprehension is necessary for all readers in the 21st century because 

of the pervasive nature of the digital age to communicate mostly through various forms of 

technology (Castek, Zawilinski, McVerry, O’Byrne, & Leu, 2011; Coiro, 2003, 2005, 

2011a, 2011b; Kist, 2005; Leu, McVerry, O’Byrne, Kiili, Zawilinski, Everett-Cacopardo, 

Kennedy, & Forzani, 2011; Leu, Reinking, Carter, Castek, Coiro, Henry, Mallory, Robbins, 

Rogers, & Zawilinski, 2007). Reading comprehension strategies are important for reading 

and understanding printed text and essential for use with digital text (Reinking, 2003). 
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Digital text is ever changing (deictic) and multimodal in that the text may be hyperlinked 

(Kist, 2005; Kress, 2003; Leu, 2000), which allows the reader to interact with the text in a 

more fluid manner than print text. Willinsky (1990) suggested this expanded idea of literacy 

includes strategies that “attempt to shift the control of literacy from the teacher to the 

students” (p. 8). Student-centered learning with literacy where the students have control to 

navigate links that give definitions or expand knowledge of a subject allows the student a 

more engaged learning experience (Kist, 2005; Willinsky, 1990). New literacies assist 

students in using the Internet and other information and communication technologies (ICT) 

to gather new information, make connections with prior knowledge, critically examine the 

source, make predictions, monitor understanding, summarize, and evaluate the text (Leu, 

2000; Leu et al., 2008). 

Key components of effective reading strategies include the following: developing a 

purpose for reading the given text, activating prior knowledge, making predictions, making 

connections, questioning, monitoring or clarifying, summarizing, and evaluating. Reading 

strategies help students make predictions based on the text as well as make connections 

within and beyond the text (Gaffney & Anderson, 2000). Additionally, reading strategies 

may help students monitor their progress through self-questioning while reading and 

answering questions grounded in the text. Students practice reading strategies through 

several formats: whole class (Gaffney & Anderson, 2000), small groups (Palincsar & 

Brown, 1984), and reading independently (Beck, McKeown, Sandora, Kucan, & Worthy, 

1996). A subset within reading strategies is reading comprehension strategies. When 
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modeled and practiced correctly, reading comprehension strategies can apply to any content 

area.  

Informational Texts 

A major shift in CCSS is the increased emphasis placed on informational texts that 

requires teachers to change the emphasis in their instruction and devote 70 percent of 

instructional time to reading informational texts (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 

2010). This is a major shift because English curriculum until CCSS typically emphasized 

literary texts, leaving the informational texts to other subject areas. Standardized reading test 

scores in the United States have declined in the past two decades (Donahue, Daane & Grigg, 

2003; PISA 2009; PISA, 2012). Due to CCSS, all content areas are now responsible for 

literacy instruction, including informational texts.  

The scarcity of informational text use in curriculum especially in elementary grades 

is not a new concept (Cote, Goldman & Saul, 1998; Duke, 2000; Jeong, Gaffney & Choi, 

2010; Yopp & Yopp, 2012). Several researchers include informational texts in connection 

with various reading strategies such as think-alouds (Fox, 2009), read-alouds (Yopp & 

Yopp, 2006), and rereading (Hedin & Conderman, 2010). Still others discuss different 

aspects of informational texts including writing informational text (Read, 2005), using 

aspects of the text (glossaries, index, and diagrams) to further understanding (Duke & 

Bennett-Armistead, 2003), and increasing student knowledge and achievement through 

informational text (Roskos & Neuman, 2013). Duke (2004) discussed four strategies for 

teachers to use with informational texts, including increasing access, increasing time with 

informational texts, explicitly using comprehension strategies for informational text, and 
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creating opportunities for students to use informational text effectively. Thompson & 

Henley (2000) stated, “Why should we teach information literacy skills and foster 

information literate attitudes? We should because, as educators, we agree with Francis 

Bacon: Knowledge is power. But what kind of knowledge is most powerful today? … 

Knowledge of information itself” (p.17). How students seek knowledge and the information 

that is learned is important. Teachers’ beliefs and knowledge about informational text is 

important for how it influences instruction. Informational text is important for students who 

want to succeed in the real world and learn how to write like professionals as well as how to 

comprehend new information (Yopp & Yopp, 2012). One of the goals of CCSS is increased 

time with informational text; therefore, it is significant for teachers to understand and be 

able to teach informational texts. 

Current Study 

Given the importance of teacher beliefs and the dissemination of CCSS, it is critical 

to learn about teachers’ beliefs about reading standards and the effect of their beliefs on their 

instruction. In order to support this assertion, I use teacher beliefs (including teachers’ sense 

of efficacy and content-specific beliefs) as my conceptual framework. Then, I provide a 

review of national policies and standards (specifically, NTLB, RTT, and CCSS) and ELA 

standards within CCSS, including three shifts in ELA (text complexity, text-based questions 

and answers, and informational text). This literature review provides support for the study, 

which explores teachers’ perceptions of reading standards. Specifically, the following 

research questions guide the study: 
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1. Given a set of reading statements, what do teachers believe are the most important 

reading standards? 

2. What contextual issues influence teachers’ beliefs about reading standards? 

It is important to explore teachers’ beliefs about reading standards and what is influencing 

their instruction. In Chapter 3, I discuss the methodology used for this study. 

Chapter Summary 

 In Chapter 2, I discussed the framework of teacher beliefs. Teacher beliefs include 

teachers’ sense of efficacy and content-specific beliefs. Teacher beliefs affect instruction. 

Also, I discussed national standards (specifically, NTLB, RTT, and CCSS), ELA standards 

within CCSS, and three shifts in ELA. The three shifts are text complexity, text-based 

questions and answers, and informational text. These topics are important for exploring 

teachers’ beliefs about reading standards and contextual issues influencing teachers’ beliefs.  
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CHAPTER 3:  METHODOLOGY 

Teachers’ beliefs about reading standards are important for their instruction. I 

explored secondary English teachers’ beliefs about which reading standards are the most 

important and what contextual issues influence teachers’ beliefs about reading standards. 

The following research questions guided the study: 

1. Given a set of reading statements, what do teachers believe are the most 

important reading standards? 

2. What contextual issues influence teachers’ beliefs about reading standards? 

The study draws upon Q-methodology to examine teachers’ beliefs and knowledge of a 

given set of reading standards (drawing largely from CCSS) for ninth and tenth grade 

English. Q-methodology allows researchers to explore participants’ perceptions. In Chapter 

3, I discuss the rationale for Q-methodology, the background of Q-methodology, the data 

collection, data analysis, limitations, subjectivity and bias, and ethical issues for this study.   

Rationale for Q-Methodology 

The rationale for using Q-methodology to explore teacher beliefs about reading 

standards and contextual issues influencing these beliefs is that Q-methodology combines 

rankings and factor analysis with focus groups and member checks. By design, Q-method 

includes data through factor analysis and participants’ narratives (Brown, 1986; de Graaf & 

van Exel, 2009; Durning, 1999; Militello & Benham, 2010; Watts & Stenner, 2012). Q-

methodology enables the researcher to answer the study’s research questions, since they 

deal with teachers’ perceptions. This methodology examines participants’ perspectives, 
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perceptions, and beliefs (Durning, 1999; Militello & Benham, 2010; Watts & Stenner, 

2012).   

Background of Q-Methodology 

William Stephenson, in 1935, created Q-methodology, but it did not gain popularity 

in social science research until recently (Brown, 1986; de Graaf & van Exel, 2009; Durning, 

1999; Maguire & Steelman, 1999; Militello & Benham, 2010; Newman & Ramlo, 2010; 

Stephenson, 1953; Watts & Stenner, 2012). Stephenson was a student of Charles Spearman 

and Sir Cyril Burt. Beginning with Spearman’s R factor (rank correlation coefficient), 

Stephenson expanded upon it until he arrived at what researchers now refer to as Q-

methodology (Brown, 1980, 1993, 2006; Watts & Stenner, 2012). Stephenson’s Q-

methodology is subjective whereas R-methodology is objective, and Q-methodology seeks 

to define patterns to address individuals, whereas R-methodology generalizes findings to 

address the population (Maguire & Steelman, 1999).  

Brown (1980, 1993) identified five steps in Q-methodology studies, which include: 

(a) definition of the concourse, (b) development of the Q-sample, (c) selection of the P-set, 

(d) Q-sorting, and (e) analysis and interpretation. The concourse is the process through 

which the statements for the Q-sample are derived. Typically, a Q-sample will have 40-50 

statements (Brown, 1993; Watts & Stenner, 2012). The P-set is the participants that will 

represent the larger population. Typically, the P-set is smaller than the Q-sample (Brown, 

1993; de Graaf & van Exel, 2009). The main function of the P-set is defining a set of 

distinct factors represented by the participants; “the aim is to have four or five persons 

defining each anticipated viewpoint which often number two to four, rarely more than six” 
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(de Graaf & van Exel, 2009, p. 75). The Q-sorting includes the participants doing the Q-set, 

any follow-up questions, member checking, and follow-up interviews or focus groups. After 

all the data is collected the final stage is analysis and interpretation.   

Concourse to Develop Q-Sample 

 The concourse for this study derived largely from reading standards drawing upon 

CCSS and includes 40 statements for the Q-sample. These statements include the 19 reading 

standards from the ninth and tenth grade English Language Arts CCSS and 21 statements 

from other standards (i.e., ISTE and NCTE), articles, commentaries, and organizations. Q-

statements can be structured or unstructured statements derived from interviews with 

participants or from other sources (Watts & Stenner, 2012). This study used statements 

derived from sources other than the participants.  

Development of Q-sample. Q-samples or Q-sets are comprised of statements (not 

just terms). In light of the first research question that focuses on what secondary English 

teachers believe are the important reading standards, it makes sense for statements to be 

taken directly from CCSS. An analysis of the CCSS-ELA yielded 32 broad anchor college 

and career readiness standards and more specifically, 65 ninth and tenth grade ELA 

standards. Of the 65 ninth and tenth grade ELA standards, 19 are reading standards. 

Drawing upon earlier research (e.g., Watts & Stenner, 2012) for timeliness of data 

gathering, 40 in a Q-sample is more efficient than 65. For the purposes of this study, 21 

more statements were combined with the 19 statements to provide a total of 40 statements 

for the Q-sample. These contextual statements reflect text complexity, informational text, 

new literacies, technology, and global learning. The rationale for including these statements, 
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beyond the CCSS, was that these were all statements dealing with reading standards and 

current issues in education that are indirectly included within CCSS. Twenty-one statements 

came from other standards (i.e., ISTE, NCTE, IRA), articles, and commentaries (Hiebert, 

2012; Kist, 2005; Martin & Duke, 2011; Yopp & Yopp, 2012; Zhang & Duke, 2011; Zhao, 

2009). I limited the Q-sample statements and combined ideas when statements were similar. 

The Q-sample for this study was largely based on the ninth/tenth grade reading standards; 

however, the other 21 statements help show teachers’ beliefs about other important issues 

related to reading instruction (see Appendix D). Figure 3.1 shows the Q-sample and source 

for each statement.  
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Figure 3.1. Q-sample and sources. 
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Number Statement Source 

1 
Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support 

analysis of what the text says explicitly as well as 

inferences drawn from the [literary] text. 

CCSS, 2010 

2 

Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support 

analysis of what the text says explicitly as well as 

inferences drawn from the [informational] text. CCSS, 2010 

3 

Determine a theme or central idea of a text and 

analyze in detail its development over the course of 

the text, including how it emerges and is shaped and 

refined by specific details; provide an objective 

summary of the fictional text. 

CCSS, 2010 

4 

Determine a central idea of a text and analyze its 

development over the course of the text, including 

how it emerges and is shaped and refined by specific 

details; provide an objective summary of the 

nonfictional text. 

CCSS, 2010 

5 

Analyze how complex characters (e.g., those with 

multiple or conflicting motivations) develop over the 

course of a text, interact with other characters, and 

advance the plot or develop the theme. 

CCSS, 2010 

6 

Analyze how the author unfolds an analysis or series 

of ideas or events, including the order in which the 

points are made, how they are introduced and 

developed, and the connections that are drawn 

between them. 

CCSS, 2010 

7 

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they 

are used in the text, including figurative and 

connotative meanings; analyze the cumulative impact 

of specific word choices on meaning and tone (e.g., 

how the language evokes a sense of time and place; 

how it sets a formal or informal tone). 

CCSS, 2010 
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8 

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they 

are used in a text, including figurative, connotative, 

and technical meanings; analyze the cumulative 

impact of specific word choices on meaning and tone 

(e.g., how the language of a court opinion differs 

from that of a newspaper). 

CCSS, 2010 

9 

Analyze how an author’s choices concerning how to 

structure a text, order events within it (e.g., parallel 

plots), and manipulate time (e.g., pacing, flashbacks) 

create such effects as mystery, tension, or surprise. 

CCSS, 2010 

10 

Analyze in detail how an author’s ideas or claims are 

developed and refined by particular sentences, 

paragraphs, or larger portions of a text (e.g., a section 

or chapter). 

CCSS, 2010 

11 

Analyze a particular point of view or cultural 

experience reflected in a work of literature from 

outside the United States, drawing on a wide reading 

of world literature.  

CCSS, 2010 

12 

Determine an author’s point of view or purpose in a 

text and analyze how an author uses rhetoric to 

advance that point of view or purpose. 

CCSS, 2010 

13 

Analyze the representation of a subject or a key scene 

in two different artistic mediums, including what is 

emphasized or absent in each treatment (e.g., 

Auden’s “Musée des Beaux Arts” and Breughel’s 

Landscape with the Fall of Icarus). 

CCSS, 2010 

14 

Analyze various accounts of a subject told in 

different mediums (e.g., a person’s life story in both 

print and multimedia), determining which details are 

emphasized in each account. 

CCSS, 2010 

15 

Delineate and evaluate the argument and specific 

claims in a text, assessing whether the reasoning is 

valid and the evidence is relevant and sufficient; 

identify false statements and fallacious reasoning. 

CCSS, 2010 
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16 

Analyze how an author draws on and transforms 

source material in a specific work (e.g., how 

Shakespeare treats a theme or topic from Ovid or the 

Bible or how a later author draws on a play by 

Shakespeare). 

CCSS, 2010 

17 

Analyze seminal U.S. documents of historical and 

literary significance (e.g., Washington’s Farewell 

Address, the Gettysburg Address, Roosevelt’s Four 

Freedoms speech, King’s “Letter from Birmingham 

Jail”), including how they address related themes and 

concepts. 

CCSS, 2010 

18 

By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend 

literature, including stories, dramas, and poems, in 

the grades 9–10 text complexity band proficiently, 

with scaffolding as needed at the high end of the 

range.  By the end of grade 10, read and comprehend 

literature, including stories, dramas, and poems, at 

the high end of the grades 9–10 text complexity band 

independently and proficiently. 

CCSS, 2010 

19 

By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend literary 

nonfiction in the grades 9–10 text complexity band 

proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at the high 

end of the range.  By the end of grade 10, read and 

comprehend literary nonfiction at the high end of the 

grades 9–10 text complexity band independently and 

proficiently. 

CCSS, 2010 

20 
Demonstrate multiple levels of meaning with every 

text.  
ISTE, 1998 

21 
Demonstrate understanding of every text and be able 

to relate it to prior knowledge or experience. 
ISTE, 1998 

22 
Create a project based upon literature using Web 2.0 

tools. 
IRA, 2012 

23 
Clearly demonstrate critical thinking about a text 

using technology. 
IRA, 2012 

24 
Demonstrate global learning awareness by 

communicating with students from another country.  
IRA, 2012 
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25 

Illustrate critical thinking skills with new literacies by 

using digital text (multimedia, electronic text, videos, 

music, etc.) to show connections between a text and 

real world experiences.   

NCTE, 2012 

26 
Demonstrate how to conduct a proper search of 

information using various online resources and texts.   

Zhang & Duke, 

2011 

27 

Communicate information and ideas effectively to 

multiple audiences using a variety of media and 

formats 

NCTE, 2012 

28 
Use technology resources for solving problems and 

making informed decisions 

Zhang & Duke, 

2011 

29 

Use a variety of media and formats to communicate 

information and ideas effectively to multiple 

audiences. 

NCTE, 2012 

30 

Build intentional cross-cultural connections and 

relationships with others to pose and solve problems 

collaboratively and strengthen independent thought 

about texts. 

Zhao, 2009 

31 
Design and share information for global communities 

to meet a variety of purposes. 
Zhao, 2009 

32 
Manage, analyze, and synthesize multiple streams of 

simultaneous information. 

Martin & Duke, 

2011 

33 
Create, critique, analyze, and evaluate multimedia 

texts. 

Martin & Duke, 

2011 

34 

Apply knowledge of language structure, language 

conventions (e.g., spelling and punctuation), media 

techniques, figurative language, and genre to create, 

critique, and discuss print and non-print texts. 

Kist, 2005 

35 

Conduct research on issues and interests by 

generating ideas and questions, and by posing 

problems. They gather, evaluate, and synthesize data 

from a variety of sources (e.g., print and non-print 

texts, artifacts, people) to communicate their 

discoveries in ways that suit their purpose and 

audience. 

Kist, 2005 
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36 
Engage in reading, practice, imaginative response 

through reading novels, plays, and dramas. 

Yopp & Yopp, 

2012 

37 

Develop critical thinking skills needed to succeed in 

the “real” world where technology is such a key 

component. 

Hiebert, 2012 

38 

Learn to read closely and to comprehend the 

connections between informative and literary texts 

and life. 

Hiebert, 2012 

39 

Develop questions for research and explorations that 

lead to synthesis of knowledge and creative problem 

solving. 

Martin & Duke, 

2011 

40 
Develop and demonstrate communication skills to 

express critical thinking about an informational text. 
Hiebert, 2012 

 

 

 

P-Set and Setting 

 The setting for this study was a rural county in a southeastern state in the United 

States. A purposeful sampling of secondary English teachers represents the larger 

population of the state. Each participant is a current ninth or tenth grade English teacher 

who gave consent prior to participating in this study. Ninth and tenth grade English teachers 

share the same CCSS standards, therefore allowing the maximum number of participants 

desirable for data collection.   

I sent emails to the principal at each projected school (see Appendix A) to inform the 

principal that I planned to contact English teachers at the school. Subsequently, I sent emails 

to ninth and tenth grade English teachers (see Appendix B and C). The initial email to the 

teachers explained the study and requested their participation in the study, and the second 

email requested a time and location for the study. Then, I arranged times and locations with 

each participant individually. The second email also offered an incentive for participating in 
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the research. The incentive was a drawing at the end of the study for two $25 Barnes and 

Noble gift cards. 

Data Collection 

Data collection and analysis was conducted in a two-phase process. The first phase 

involved Q-sort ratings of teachers’ beliefs about which reading standards are most 

important. The second phase involved the narratives of focus groups to follow up with the 

teachers about what contextual factors influence their beliefs. Figure 3.2 shows the types of 

data collected in this study. 

 

 

Data Collection 

Phase I Phase II 

Method of Data 

Collection 

Data Method of Data 

Collection 

Data 

Instrument—Q-sort Numeric scores, 

groupings of 

participants 

Open-ended semi-

structured focus 

groups 

Text/Narrative 

data from 

transcribed  focus 

groups 

Figure 3.2. Data Collection Overview (adapted from Creswell, 2003). 

 

 

 

 As Figure 3.2 depicts, Phase I was the Q-sort. The Q-sort as described below 

produced data of numeric scores and grouped the participants according to how they ranked 

the statements in the Q-sample. Phase II employed open-ended, semi-structured focus 
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groups. The data were the texts/narratives transcribed from the focus groups. Hence, the 

narrative part provided a deeper understanding regarding the participants’ Q-sort, thus 

allowing me to examine the contextual factors influencing teachers’ beliefs and knowledge 

of the components included in the Q-sample. 

Q-Sort. The participants, all ninth and tenth grade English teachers from various 

high schools in the same county, each conducted the Q-sort in the media center of their 

school or in their own classroom. Prior to participating in this study each participant 

completed and submitted a consent form explaining the study and their subsequent 

participation therein. After providing consent, each participant received a set of cards with 

the Q-sample statements, an instruction sheet, and a diagram for how to do a Q-sort. 

Included on the instruction sheets were follow-up questions about the placement of 

participants’ statements and potential factors influencing those decisions. 

Q-methodology includes participants ranking their perceptions or beliefs similar to a 

Likert scale. A Likert scale is one way of rating or ranking ideas, beliefs, and 

understandings of a participant. Typically, surveys and questionnaires use Likert scales. 

Some studies (Militello & Benham, 2010; Ramlo & Berit, 2013; Watts & Stenner, 2012) 

involving Q-methodology compare the Q-sort with a Likert scale because in a Q-sort the 

participant ranks the statements that are on each card in a Likert manner. Unlike a Likert 

scale, however, each statement in the Q-sample is on a separate card, and the participant 

must place the card where the teacher’s beliefs dictate, thus forming the Q-sort (see Figure 

3.3 for Q-sort diagram). The shape of a Q-sort resembles an upside-down normal 

distribution, and each statement is located in a spot on the Q-sort grid. 
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The 40 statements in the Q-sample are categorized according to the following areas: 

key ideas and details of literary text and informational text, craft and structure of literary 

text and informational text, integrations of knowledge and ideas of literary and 

informational text, range of reading and level of text complexity of literary and 

informational text, new literacies, technology, and global learning. The Q-sample contains 

statements that seek to examine teachers’ beliefs and knowledge about reading standards 

and not just those found in CCSS.  

The participants received directions with Q-grid, the 40 cards (one for each 

statement), and a sheet of follow-up questions. They divided the cards into three groups. 

One group consisted of those statements about which the participant feels strongest, one 

group was the least strong, and the third group was neutral. The participants began with the 

group about which they felt the strongest and placed each card on the Q-grid. Then, the 

participants proceeded to the group of cards they felt were the least strong, and finished with 

the cards from the neutral group. Prior to continuing with the next group of cards, each 

participant indicated on the grid a line showing where the division of the three groups 

occurred. After completing the Q-sort grid, participants wrote answers to follow-up 

questions. Samples of the follow-up questions are: 

As a secondary English teacher, 

1. What are your beliefs about reading standards? 

2. What are your beliefs about CCSS? 

3. Is there a reading standard missing from the 40 statements that you would add? If 

so what is it? 
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The purpose of the follow up questions was to confirm the participant’s Q-sort 

understanding and to further confirm that the questions’ answers correspond with how each 

completed the Q-sort. For example, if the participant stated that informational text was more 

important than literature (literary text), did the Q-sort grid reflect that belief? 
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    Figure 3.3. Q-Sort Distribution Grid. 

 

 

 

 Once participants completed the Q-sort, each participant verified the Q-sort and 

rankings through a member check. I entered all Q-sort data into a Q-method program that is 

freely available online and aids in factor analysis. The program groups participants 

according to shared rankings and creates factor groups of participants based on shared 

rankings of the Q-sort. I conducted focus groups with several participants from each factor 

group and any outliers.  
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 Focus groups. I conducted semi-structured, open-ended focus groups (Bogdan & 

Biklen, 2007; Creswell, 2008; Morgan, Krueger, & King, 1998; Patton, 2002) with teachers 

for each factor group. The conversations with the focus groups were recorded by two means 

(digital tape recorder and flip camera) to ensure accuracy of transcription. The semi-

structured open-ended focus groups allowed the participants to go beyond the interview 

questions, encouraging each other, and providing rich descriptions of their teaching 

experiences (Morgan et al., 1998). Awareness must be maintained during the focus groups 

about whether the teachers are being forthright and not voicing what they think I want to 

hear (Patton, 2002). Therefore, the semi-structured prompts help maintain the participants’ 

focus on the topic. The protocol for the focus group (see Appendix F) contained semi-

structured, open-ended questions that relate to the conceptual framework of this study and 

the research questions. I conducted focus groups at the participants’ school and that lasted 

for roughly an hour. Then, I transcribed the recordings of each focus group in a timely 

manner and shared them with the participants for member checking and information 

verification.   

Data Analysis 

 The data analysis for the study consisted of two phases. Phase I was the factor 

analysis of the Q-sorts, and Phase II was the analysis of the transcripts from the focus 

groups.  

Phase I. Factor analysis of the Q-sorts resulted in grouping the participants based on 

a profile developed from the input of the statements from the Q-sort. McKeown and Thomas 

(1988) state, “As most readers are no doubt already aware, the psychometrics of Q call for 
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the correlation and factoring of persons as opposed to tests, traits, and the like (R-method)” 

(p. 46). A correlation matrix was then formed showing the extent to which participants’ Q-

sorts were similar or dissimilar (Brown, 1980). Q-sort factor analysis develops factors and 

then uses them for identifying themes associated with participants. In Q-method it is the 

participants (through the Q-sort) that are factor analyzed for intercorrelations (Militello & 

Janson, 2007). I input results of the Q-sort into the PQ Method software program. N is the 

total number of statements in the Q-sample; N=40 for the study. PQ Method software 

groups the participants based on their rankings of the Q-sort. I used the Varimax method to 

determine the emergent factors based on Eigenvalues (Militello & Benham, 2010; Watts & 

Stenner, 2012). The z-score for each statement identifies the participants’ highest and lowest 

ranking statements. The confidence interval, standard error equation, significance level, and 

standard deviation were determined during Phase I of the data analysis. The result of the 

data analysis for Phase I is displayed in a factor array (Watts & Stenner, 2012).  

Phase II. Phase II data analysis involved the narratives from the focus groups. Data 

analysis for Phase II consisted of using content analysis and thematic open coding for the 

narratives from the focus groups to help identify the participants’ key beliefs and 

understandings regarding reading standards. The thematic code helped to show the 

contextual issues found in the discussion with each focus group. Member checking of the 

transcripts from the focus groups increased validity and reliability of the participants’ 

answers and verified the contextual issues found. 

Triangulation. Typically, triangulation for quantitative research relates to the need 

to have multiple points of data collected to connect the data from more than one source, thus 
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enriching the analysis (Bogdan & Biklin, 2007; Creswell, 2003; Creswell & Plano Clark, 

2007; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). Member checking of the Q-sort data with the 

participants before the focus group and again with the transcription of the focus group 

allows for triangulation. For focus groups, Yin (2000) suggested the key concepts are 

“triangulation and the rich, in-depth nature of the information sought” (p. 188). Yin (2000) 

suggested that triangulation occurs through multiple sources of data collection as well as 

comprehensive inquiry by examining the methodology and the researcher’s perspective.   

Validity (Credibility). The validity of this study refers to the extent to which the Q-

sort and focus groups actually measure what they say they measure. In other words, do the 

Q-sort and focus groups answer the research questions of this study as intended? Validity 

(construct, internal, and external) is important for establishing the legitimacy and soundness 

of the study.   

Construct validity. Construct validity can be used in the data collection of a study 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003; Yin, 2009). Yin (1994, 2009) 

proposed using multiple sources of evidence and establishing a chain of events as the way to 

establish construct validity. In other words, to ensure construct validity a study needs to 

define what is being studied “in terms of specific concepts (and relate them to the original 

objectives of the study) and identify operational measures that match the concepts 

(preferably citing published studies that make the same matches)” (Yin, 2009, p. 42). In the 

study, construct validity is established by the sources of evidence through the Q-sort, focus 

groups, and member checks. 
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Internal validity. Internal validity occurs during data analysis (Creswell & Plano 

Clark, 2007; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003; Yin, 2009). Factor analysis, databases, and 

member checks with the focus groups help insure internal validity. Four tactics for 

establishing internal validity in studies include:  (a) doing pattern-matching, (b) doing 

explanation building, (c) addressing rival explanations, and (d) using logic models (Yin, 

2009). Therefore, I utilized pattern matching, logic models, and explanation building in the 

Q-sort, and addressed differing explanations through the focus groups. 

  External validity. External validity depends upon the research design and aids in 

generalizing beyond the immediate study. Q-methodology allows the findings to be 

generalized beyond the participants to the larger population (Brown, 1986; Creswell & 

Plano Clark, 2007; Maguire & Steelman, 1999; Militello & Benham, 2010; Stephenson, 

1953; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003; Watts & Stenner, 2012). The factor analysis of the Q-

method aids in external validity. Yin (1994, 2009) asserted that external validity can be 

achieved from theoretical relationships, and from these generalizations can be made. I used 

both factor analysis and theory to support external validity and generalizations. 

 Reliability (Dependability/Trustworthiness). Reliability is essential for 

determining trustworthiness and measures consistency. In the data collection of a study, 

protocol and the use of a database establishes reliability (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; 

Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003; Yin, 2009). The trustworthiness of a study depends upon being 

able to reproduce similar data under similar conditions. Therefore, a protocol and the use of 

a database for data collection were essential for proving the dependability of my data. Using 

a database and set protocol, my bias was bracketed and shown not to interfere with the data 
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collection, thus ensuring the quality of the study. I used the PQ Method software program to 

help with the Q-sort factor analysis. Studies rely on construct validity, internal and external 

validity, and reliability for establishing the quality of the research. 

Subjectivity and Researcher Bias 

I contacted the principal at each school for access and negotiated entry to the 

schools. The participants knew about the study before participating in the focus groups, 

since they had already participated in the Q-sort. The incentive for the participants was a 

drawing for a gift card at the end of data collection.  

My mother, Dr. Jacquelyn Culpepper, has a Ph. D. in reading, taught high school 

English for six years, and has taught pre-service English teachers and current teachers for 

the past 24 years at Baylor University and Mercer University. She influenced my beliefs 

about reading standards through many conversations and motivated me to further my own 

education and become a teacher. I even took an undergraduate content area literacy course 

from her. 

I was a high school English teacher for six years and taught tenth grade English for 

three of those years. Although this was ten years ago, I experienced a situation during data 

collection in which I wanted to express my opinion. As a former English teacher, I have my 

own opinions about CCSS and the importance of the reading standards for literacy 

instruction. I took painstaking efforts to ensure that bias did not interfere.   

Ethical Issues 

 The ethical issues of this study include the treatment of human participants. Since 

human participants were a part of this study, precautions helped insure the rights of each 
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participant. As stated previously in this chapter, to protect the participants and the exact 

locations of the schools participants are referred to as a number. The nature of this study is 

not harmful to human participants. The only potential outcome for the human participants is 

that after this study, their ideas about CCSS, reading standards, and their content-specific 

beliefs could change either positively or negatively. 

Limitations of the Study 

Focus groups being conducted face-to-face may influence some of the information 

collected (Bogdan & Biklin, 2007; Creswell, 2003; Stake, 2005; Yin, 2009). For example, a 

teacher who has a set agenda may skew data. Remaining focused on the research, I was 

mindful not to tell the story for the participants but, rather, allow the participants to tell their 

own stories. This study was limited to the research questions, the Q-sample, the Q-sort, and 

the lens of teacher beliefs. 

Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter, I discussed the rationale for Q-methodology, concourse development, 

participants, data collection, data analysis, subjectivity or researcher bias, ethical issues, and 

limitations of the study. Q-method allows for factor analysis of the Q-sorts and in-depth 

focus groups to examine teachers’ beliefs. I described in detail the process for the study. 
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CHAPTER 4:  FINDINGS 

 The purpose of this study was to examine secondary English teachers’ beliefs about 

which reading standards are most important. Specifically, the study sought teachers’ beliefs 

about reading standards, the foundations of their beliefs, and contextual issues that influence 

their beliefs. The participants were able to explore the importance of reading standards and 

discuss their opinions and beliefs about reading standards, which were then analyzed using 

Q-methodology.   

 The purpose of this chapter is to present the findings of the research in an unbiased, 

clear manner. In this chapter, I include the statistical results of the Q-sorts, the results from 

the factor analysis of the Q-sorts, and the qualitative data gathered through post-sort focus 

groups. 

 The raw data from 31 Q-sorts were entered into a program especially designed to 

analyze Q-methodology data (Schmolck & Atkinson, 1997). I analyzed the Q-sorts using 

PQMethod (version 2.13), which calculates relationships, factors, and variances between 

participants based on the data from the Q-sorts. After processing the statistical data from 

PQMethod, I analyzed the participants’ post-sort questionnaire and focus group discussions 

to find qualitative data that clarifies the statistical data. The participants’ discussions added 

interpretations and explanations of the factors and explored their beliefs regarding the 

relative importance of the reading standards and contextual issues that influenced their 

beliefs. 
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 This chapter contains eight sections: (a) P-sample, Q-sample, and coding; (b) 

correlation matrix; (c) factor analysis; (d) factor loadings; (e) findings for each factor; (f) 

consensus statements; (g) distinguishing statements; and (h) summary of findings. 

P-sample, Q-sample, and Coding 

I notified eight high school principals by email about the research project and that 

their ELA teachers would receive an invitation to participate. One principal requested that I 

not contact teachers at that school, and one principal did not respond at all. Therefore, 

excluding those two schools from participation, I contacted a total of 41 teachers in six high 

schools in one county in a southeastern state. Out of the 41 secondary English teachers 

initially contacted, one teacher declined and 18 initially agreed to participate, representing 

five high schools. In an effort to increase participation, I asked two fellow doctoral students 

to ask teachers to participate (one doctoral student was a principal in the county of the study, 

and one was a secondary ELA teacher in a different school in the same county, but was 

excluded from the study so as to minimize bias). Within hours of making these contacts, I 

heard from other ELA teachers, and the number of participants increased to 31 with six high 

schools represented, yielding a participation rate of 75.61 percent. All 31 participants 

completed the sort either during their planning time or after school.  

A total of 30 of the 31 participants loaded significantly on a factor. Of those, 7 were 

male and 23 were female. One participant had over 30 years of teaching experience, 5 

participants had 15-20 years of teaching experience, 6 had 10-14 years of teaching 

experience, 11 had 5-9 years of teaching experience, and 7 had 0-4 years of teaching 

experience. Of the 30 participants that loaded significantly, 11 had master’s degrees. Of the 
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31 sorts conducted, one was statistically non-significant. Participant 12 had a non-

significant sort. Table 4.2 shows the factor loadings for each of the participants. 

 The Q-sample derived from statements about reading standards or actual reading 

standards from CCSS, NCTE, IRA, and literature on the topic. Fifty statements were then 

vetted (reviewed, combined if similar, and clarified in wording) by a professor, a current 

ELA teacher in a different county, and by me. The result yielded 40 statements.  

 The PQMethod program required each sort to have an identifying number upon 

entry. I randomly assigned participants a number from one to31. This unique number 

identifies each participant. 

Correlation Matrix 

PQMethod initially computes a correlation matrix to analyze Q-sorts. To create a 

correlation matrix between the different Q-sorts, principal component analysis (PCA) is 

used (Militello & Benham, 2010). In this study, the matrix measured 31x31 based on the 

number of participants (n = 31). The correlation indicates the degree to which each 

participant’s sort correlates with another’s (Brown, 1980). The matrix shows correlation 

coefficients that range from -1.0 to +1.0. A correlation of +1.0 signifies a match with each 

card sorted in the exact same column, and a correlation of -1.0 signifies exact opposing sorts 

with all cards falling on the exact opposite column as another participant. In this study, none 

of the sorts was identical with another. A correlation matrix creates groups or clusters of 

participants, and even though there was small number of participants, there is a discernable 

amount of variance in this study. 
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Factor Analysis 

 In consultation with Dr. Militello, I performed a PCA and examined the unrotated 

factors. I created a scree plot of Eigen values to determine where a noticeable “elbow” 

existed between the factors. Then I used Eigen values in determining the factors used for a 

Q-methodology study (Watts & Stenner, 2012). It is interesting that seven of the eight 

factors had Eigen values over 1.00 because the values are the directions upon which a linear 

transformation acts. In this case the Eigen values are all positive. The first factor had an 

Eigen value of 14.01, the second had an Eigen value of 2.73, the third had a value of 2.07, 

and the fourth had a value of 1.60. The Eigen values for the fifth, sixth, seventh, and eighth 

factors were 1.35, 1.27, 1.10, and 0.94 respectively. I noted a clear drop in Eigen values 

between the first and second factor, but I did not want to rotate just one factor. Because 

there was little difference between the third, fourth, fifth, and sixth factors, I decided to use 

and rotate the first three factors for the study. Factor one represented 45% variance; factor 

two represented 9% of the variance; and factor three comprised 7% of the variance. Factors 

1, 2, and 3 had a total of 61% variance. In Figure 4.1, the x-axis represents the factors, and 

the y-axis represents the Eigen values.  
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Figure 4.1. Scree Plot of Eigen Values 

 

 

 

I preferred a three-factor solution since the data indicated these three factors connected to 

each other. The highest correlation was between factors one and two, but not high enough to 

discount a three-factor rotation. The table below shows how each factor relates to the other 

two factors. 

 

 

Table 4.1 

Correlations between Factor Scores 

   Factor 1   Factor 2   Factor 3 

Factor 1    1.00      0.70      0.09 

Factor 2    0.70      1.00      0.13 

Factor 3    0.09      0.13      1.00 

 

 

 

Humphrey’s rule. Humphrey’s rule is a test for examining the validity and strength 

of a factor. This test uses the data to verify significance. Brown (1980) states, “…a factor is 
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significant if the cross-product of its two highest loadings exceeds twice the standard error” 

(p. 230). Table 4.2 below illustrates that all three factors are valid, significant, and worthy of 

further analysis. 

 

 

Table 4.2 

Humphrey’s Rule 

 

     Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Cross Product of 

Two Highest 

Loadings 

0.69 0.66 0.49 

Standard Error 0.31 0.31 0.31 

Difference 0.38 0.35 0.18 

Standard Error x 2 0.62 0.62 0.62 

 

 

 

Factor loadings. Continuing to analyze the data using PQMethod, I conducted a 

three-factor Varimax rotation in order to examine the data more closely. Watts and Stenner 

explain, “Varimax is an excellent means of revealing a subject matter from viewpoints that 

almost everybody might recognize and consider to be of importance” (2012, p. 126). If a 

factor loading can exceed the standard error of the sample at the p < .01 and/or p < .05 

levels, then it is significant (Watts & Stenner, 2012). This study had 40 statements. The 

standard error calculated was 1√40 = .1581. At the p < .01 and p < .05 levels of significance, 

this number would be multiplied by 2.58 and 1.96; that equates to .41 and .31 respectively. 

In order for a factor loading to be significant in this study at .05 level, it had to exceed 1.96 

(SE) = 1.96 x .16 = 0.31. Table 4.3 below shows how each participant loaded on the three 

factors. 
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Table 4.3 

Factor Matrix Using Participants’ Q-Sorts (Loadings) 

Participant 
 

Factor 1 
 

Factor 2 
 

Factor 3 

31 
 

0.521 
 

0.7935X  
 

-0.0082 

22 
 

0.8180X 
 

0.3486 
 

-0.0772 

7 
 

0.3136X 
 

0.0141 
 

0.3069 

8 
 

0.7928X 
 

-0.0769 
 

-0.0373 

12 
 

0.3005 
 

0.4521 
 

0.3444 

3 
 

0.545X 
 

0.3641 
 

-0.0973 

2 
 

0.3036 
 

0.2726 
 

0.7015X 

1 
 

-0.1254 
 

0.1330 
 

0.6997X 

26 
 

0.7139X 
 

0.3989 
 

-0.1053 

13 
 

0.6045X 
 

-0.1173 
 

0.1408 

28 
 

0.4088 
 

0.6972X 
 

-0.0578 

29 
 

0.4562 
 

0.7963X 
 

0.1269 

27 
 

0.7116X 
 

0.5365 
 

0.0495 

30 
 

0.3478 
 

0.4984X 
 

-0.1084 

9 
 

0.0132 
 

0.5717X 
 

0.1632 

10 
 

0.2470 
 

0.3931 
 

-

0.5491X 

16 
 

0.2701 
 

0.6313X 
 

0.4732 

20 
 

0.8389X 
 

0.3048 
 

0.0811 

19 
 

0.7673X 
 

0.3743 
 

0.1631 

24 
 

0.4828 
 

0.6392X 
 

-0.0086 

4 
 

-0.0179 
 

0.6883X 
 

0.0121 

21 
 

0.5917 
 

0.7236x 
 

-0.0475 

11 
 

0.6880X 
 

0.3263 
 

-0.0556 

23 
 

0.4454 
 

0.7679X 
 

0.0221 

18 
 

0.4013 
 

0.8245X 
 

0.1330 

17 
 

-0.1929 
 

0.5965X 
 

0.1060 

25 
 

0.4067 
 

0.8001X 
 

0.0236 

14 
 

0.4185 
 

0.6267X 
 

-0.3399 

15 
 

0.5327X 
 

0.1517 
 

0.0427 

5 
 

0.1941 
 

0.5307X 
 

-0.3079 

6 
 

0.0783 
 

0.6748X 
 

0.2100 

% 

expl.Var.  
24 

 
29 

 
7 

X indicates a defining sort 



EXPLORING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS  77 

 Table 4.4 shows how each factor group sorted the Q-sort statements. I transposed z-

scores by proxy measures of the columns. For example, the highest z scores for factor one 

were the +4 statements (statements 37 and 39). A z-score indicates how a statement deviates 

from its distribution mean, how much, and in which direction. The placements show the 

high correlation between the first and second factor group as seen by how many of the 

statements ranked in the same column. 

 

 

Table 4.4.  Statements and Factor Placements 

Statements 
 

Factor 

1 

Factor 

2 

Factor 

3 

1. Cite strong and thorough textual evidence 

to support analysis of what the text says 

explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the 

[literary] text. 

 

0 2 4 

2.  Cite strong and thorough textual evidence 

to support analysis of what the text says 

explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the 

[informational] text. 

 

2 3 3 

3. Determine a theme or central idea of a text 

and analyze in detail its development over the 

course of the text, including how it emerges 

and is shaped and refined by specific details; 

provide an objective summary of the fictional 

text. 

 

1 0 2 

4.  Determine a central idea of a text and 

analyze its development over the course of the 

text, including how it emerges and is shaped 

and refined by specific details; provide an 

objective summary of the nonfictional text. 

 

1 1 1 

5.  Analyze how complex characters (e.g., 

those with multiple or conflicting motivations) 

develop over the course of a text, interact with 

other characters, and advance the plot or 

develop the theme. 

 

-1 -1 2 
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Table 4.4 Continued 

 

  

   

6.  Analyze how the author unfolds an 

analysis or series of ideas or events, including 

the order in which the points are made, how 

they are introduced and developed, and the 

connections that are drawn between them. 

 

-1 -1 0 

7.  Determine the meaning of words and 

phrases as they are used in the text, including 

figurative and connotative meanings; analyze 

the cumulative impact of specific word 

choices on meaning and tone (e.g., how the 

language evokes a sense of time and place; 

how it sets a formal or informal tone). 

 

0 1 -2 

8.  Determine the meaning of words and 

phrases as they are used in a text, including 

figurative, connotative, and technical 

meanings; analyze the cumulative impact of 

specific word choices on meaning and tone 

(e.g., how the language of a court opinion 

differs from that of a newspaper). 

 

0 1 -1 

9.  Analyze how an author’s choices 

concerning how to structure a text, order 

events within it (e.g., parallel plots), and 

manipulate time (e.g., pacing, flashbacks) 

create such effects as mystery, tension, or 

surprise. 

 

-3 -2 0 

10.  Analyze in detail how an author’s ideas or 

claims are developed and refined by particular 

sentences, paragraphs, or larger portions of a 

text (e.g., a section or chapter). 

 

0 -1 -3 

11.  Analyze a particular point of view or 

cultural experience reflected in a work of 

literature from outside the United States, 

drawing on a wide reading of world literature.  

 

0 0 4 

12.  Determine an author’s point of view or 

purpose in a text and analyze how an author 

uses rhetoric to advance that point of view or 

purpose. 

 

0 -1 0 
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Table 4.4 Continued 

 

  

   

13.  Analyze the representation of a subject or 

a key scene in two different artistic mediums, 

including what is emphasized or absent in 

each treatment (e.g., Auden’s “Musée des 

Beaux Arts” and Breughel’s Landscape with 

the Fall of Icarus). 

 

-4 -4 0 

14.  Analyze various accounts of a subject told 

in different mediums (e.g., a person’s life 

story in both print and multimedia), 

determining which details are emphasized in 

each account. 

 

-3 -3 0 

15.  Delineate and evaluate the argument and 

specific claims in a text, assessing whether the 

reasoning is valid and the evidence is relevant 

and sufficient; identify false statements and 

fallacious reasoning. 

 

1 1 1 

16.  Analyze how an author draws on and 

transforms source material in a specific work 

(e.g., how Shakespeare treats a theme or topic 

from Ovid or the Bible or how a later author 

draws on a play by Shakespeare). 

 

-1 -2 3 

17.  Analyze seminal U.S. documents of 

historical and literary significance (e.g., 

Washington’s Farewell Address, the 

Gettysburg Address, Roosevelt’s Four 

Freedoms speech, King’s “Letter from 

Birmingham Jail”), including how they 

address related themes and concepts. 

 

-2 -1 3 

18.  By the end of grade 9, read and 

comprehend literature, including stories, 

dramas, and poems, in the grades 9–10 text 

complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding 

as needed at the high end of the range.  By the 

end of grade 10, read and comprehend 

literature, including stories, dramas, and 

poems, at the high end of the grades 9–10 text 

complexity band independently and 

proficiently. 

 

-3 0 2 
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Table 4.4 Continued 

 

  

   

19.  By the end of grade 9, read and 

comprehend literary nonfiction in the grades 

9–10 text complexity band proficiently, with 

scaffolding as needed at the high end of the 

range.  By the end of grade 10, read and 

comprehend literary nonfiction at the high end 

of the grades 9–10 text complexity band 

independently and proficiently. 

 

-1 0 -2 

20.  Demonstrate multiple levels of meaning 

with every text.  

 

0 0 1 

21.  Demonstrate understanding of every text 

and be able to relate it to prior knowledge or 

experience. 

 

-4 3 -4 

22.  Create a project based upon literature 

using Web 2.0 tools. 

 

-2 -3 -4 

23.  Clearly demonstrate critical thinking 

about a text using technology. 

 

-1 -2 -3 

24.  Demonstrate global learning awareness 

by communicating with students from another 

country.  

 

-2 -3 0 

25.  Illustrate critical thinking skills with new 

literacies by using digital text (multimedia, 

electronic text, videos, music, etc.) to show 

connections between a text and real world 

experiences.   

 

1 0 0 

26.  Demonstrate how to conduct a proper 

search of information using various online 

resources and texts.   

 

2 4 2 

27.  Communicate information and ideas 

effectively to multiple audiences using a 

variety of media and formats. 

 

2 -1 -1 

28.  Use technology resources for solving 

problems and making informed decisions. 

 

2 2 -1 

29.  Use a variety of media and formats to 

communicate information and ideas 

effectively to multiple audiences. 

 

1 -2 -2 
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Table 4.4 Continued 

 

  

   

30.  Build intentional cross-cultural 

connections and relationships with others so to 

pose and solve problems collaboratively and 

strengthen independent thought about texts. 

 

2 1 1 

31.  Design and share information for global 

communities to meet a variety of purposes. 

 

-1 -4 0 

32.  Manage, analyze, and synthesize multiple 

streams of simultaneous information. 

 

0 0 -2 

33.  Create, critique, analyze, and evaluate 

multimedia texts. 

 

-2 -2 -2 

34.  Apply knowledge of language structure, 

language conventions (e.g., spelling and 

punctuation), media techniques, figurative 

language, and genre to create, critique, and 

discuss print and non-print texts. 

 

-2 1 2 

35.  Conduct research on issues and interests 

by generating ideas and questions, and by 

posing problems. They gather, evaluate, and 

synthesize data from a variety of sources (e.g., 

print and non-print texts, artifacts, people) to 

communicate their discoveries in ways that 

suit their purpose and audience. 

 

3 2 1 

36.  Engage in reading, practice, imaginative 

response through reading entire novels, plays, 

and dramas. 

 

1 0 -1 

37.  Develop critical thinking skills needed to 

succeed in the "real" world where technology 

is such a key component. 

 

4 4 -3 

38.  Learn to read closely and to comprehend 

the connections between informative and 

literary texts and life. 

 

3 3 -1 

39.  Develop questions for research and 

explorations that lead to synthesis of 

knowledge and creative problem solving. 

 

4 2 -1 

40.  Develop and demonstrate communication 

skills to express critical thinking about a text. 

 

3 2 1 
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 The rotated factors represent 60% of the variance, with factor one representing 24%, 

factor two representing 29%, and factor three representing 7%. On factor one, 11 

participants loaded significantly at the p<.05 level. On factor two, 16 participants loaded 

significantly at the p<.05 level. On factor three, three participants loaded significantly at the 

p<.05 level. A total of 30 of the 31 participants loaded significantly on factors 1-3. Of these 

30 participants, none loaded significantly on more than one factor. One participant on factor 

three did load negatively. One participant did not load significantly on factors 1, 2, or 3. A 

high correlation exists between factors one and two. In the following sections, this high 

correlation and the findings of each group answer the research questions. 

Research Questions #1 and #2: Given a set of reading statements, what do teachers 

believe are the most important reading standards? What contextual issues influence 

teachers’ beliefs about reading standards? 

 The discussion includes each of the three factor groups that derived from the 

statistical analysis. I used the statistical data from PQ Method in conjunction with the 

qualitative data from the focus groups to understand the findings. The findings provide an 

explanation of the three factor groups’ beliefs about reading standards. 

Factor One: Critical Thinking Skills Needed for the Real World through 

Personalization of Learning. Eleven participants loaded significantly on factor one. This 

accounts for 35% of the participants and 24% of the variance. This data suggests a large 

group of participants shared the same beliefs regarding the importance of certain reading 

standards. Figure 4.2 is a model sort for factor one and represents what 35% of the 

participants perceive to be important reading standards. Six participants loading 
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significantly on factor one held master’s degrees and five held bachelor’s degrees. The 

range of experience was two to fifteen years. Two participants had 0-10 hours of 

professional development in literacy, four had 11-20 hours, two had 21-30 hours, and three 

had 40 or more hours.  Four participants had 0-5 hours of professional development in 

CCSS, five had 6-10 hours, and two had 11-15 hours.  Four participants had no college 

courses in literacy, six had 1-5 courses, and one had more than five courses in literacy. Nine 

of these participants were female and two were male. Table 4.5 provides the sub-group 

characteristics of the participants who loaded significantly on factor one. The sub-group 

characteristics included level of education, years teaching, grade level taught (since all 

participants were secondary English teachers it was not necessary to ask the subject), 

gender, number of hours of professional development in literacy, number of hours of 

professional development in CCSS, and number of courses taken for training in literacy. 

 

Table 4.5.  Participants Loading Significantly on Factor One 

Participant 
Level of 

education 

Years 

teaching 

Grade 

level 

taught 

Male 

(M) or 

Female 

(F) 

# of 

hours of 

PD in 

literacy 

# of 

hours 

of PD 

in 

CCSS 

# of 

courses 

taken 

for 

training 

in 

literacy 

3 BS 8 9 F 0 2 2 

7 BS 5 9, 10 F 10 15 0 

8 MA  11 9, 10 M 12 10 4 

11 MLS 12 9 F 50 0 4 

13 MA 3 9 F 50 15 6 

15 MAT 3 10 F 15 8 0 

19 MAT 15 9, 10 F 40 10 0 

20 BA 14 10 F 30 10 0 

22 BA 8 9 F 30 10 3 
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Table 4.5 Continued 

 

 

      

26 BA 2 9 F 20 5 1 

27 MAT 3 10 M 15 5 2 

 

 

 

Appendix H is a table that shows the rankings of statement cards for factor one 

participants. A z-score indicates how a statement deviates from its distribution mean, how 

much, and in which direction. The statements are rank ordered from the statement judged to 

be most important (z-score of 1.96) to the least important (z-score of -1.74). Figure 4.2 is a 

model sort for the participants who loaded significantly on factor one. 

 

 

Least important        Neutral    Most important 

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 

13 9 17 5 1 3 2 35 37 

21 14 22 6 7 4 26 38 39 

 
18 24 16 8 15 27 40 

 

  
33 19 10 25 28 

  

  
34 23 11 29 30 

  

   
31 12 36 

   

    
20 

    

    
32 

    
__________________________________________________________________________ 

Figure 4.2 Factor One Model Sort 

 

 

 

Table 4.6 shows the highest and lowest placed cards in the sort for factor one group 

participants. The statements that are placed in the +4, +3, -3, and -4 position on the sorting 

grid are those judged to be the most and least important respectively by those loading 
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significantly for factor one. The ranking of these statements shed light on what participants 

(teachers) believe about the relative importance of reading standards. The most important 

statement by participants loading significantly for factor one is critical thinking skills for 

real world, which is why factor one group is given that name. 

 

 

Table 4.6.  Factor One High-Positive and High-Negative Statements 

Score Card # Statements 

4 37 Develop critical thinking skills needed to succeed in the “real” world 

where technology is such a key component. 

4 39 Develop questions for research and explorations that lead to synthesis 

of knowledge and creative problem solving. 

3 35 Conduct research on issues and interests by generating ideas and 

questions, and by posing problems. They gather, evaluate, and 

synthesize data from a variety of sources (e.g., print and non-print 

texts, artifacts, people) to communicate their discoveries in ways that 

suit their purpose and audience. 

3 38 Learn to read closely and to comprehend the connections between 

informative and literary texts and life. 

3 40 Develop and demonstrate communication skills to express critical 

thinking about a text. 

-3 9 Analyze how an author’s choices concerning how to structure a text, 

order events within it (e.g., parallel plots), and manipulate time (e.g., 

pacing, flashbacks) create such effects as mystery, tension, or 

surprise. 

-3 14 Analyze various accounts of a subject told in different mediums (e.g., 

a person’s life story in both print and multimedia), determining 

which details are emphasized in each account. 

-3 18 By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend literature, including 

stories, dramas, and poems, in the grades 9–10 text complexity band 

proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at the high end of the range.  

By the end of grade 10, read and comprehend literature, including 

stories, dramas, and poems, at the high end of the grades 9–10 text 

complexity band independently and proficiently. 
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Table 4.6 Continued 

-4 13 Analyze the representation of a subject or a key scene in two 

different artistic mediums, including what is emphasized or absent in 

each treatment (e.g., Auden’s “Musée des Beaux Arts” and 

Breughel’s Landscape with the Fall of Icarus). 

-4 21 Demonstrate understanding of every text and be able to relate it to 

prior knowledge or experience. 

 

 

 

The five highest scoring statements ranked by factor one participants as a group 

centered on real world, critical thinking skills, and research.  The group sorted statements 

35, 37, 38, 39, and 40 on the +4 and +3 side of the Q grid. The five lowest scoring 

statements by the group focused on analysis of a text and text complexity. The group sorted 

statements 9, 13, 14, 18, and 21 on the -4 and -3 side of the Q grid. 

Four teachers exemplify the perceptions of the participants in factor one, “Critical 

thinking skills needed for the real world through personalization of learning.” Participant 8 

began the discussion by stating his perceptions about reading standards: “I think the key 

words that align to what I'm interested in are critical thinking, technology, creative problem 

solving (this phrase alone makes it universal and crucial to any level I teach. Standard, ESL, 

etc.).” Explaining further, he stated, “The other [standards] were either TOO wordy or 

focused just on reading when it came to the critical thinking aspect (emphasis placed by 

Participant 8). Reading standards vary and can be too all encompassing.” These statements 

set the tone and expressed the agreement of the “Critical thinking skills needed for the real 

world through personalization of learning” group. When asked about the standards he 
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ranked least important, Participant 8 said, “The three were too wordy. I mean you really 

have to read [statement] #9 like 5 times to get what they're stating. The bottom 2 

[statements] to me are just too vague and seemingly unimportant.” Statement 9 is from 

CCSS and reads, “Analyze how an author’s choices concerning how to structure a text, 

order events within it (e.g., parallel plots), and manipulate time (e.g., pacing, flashbacks) 

create such effects as mystery, tension, or surprise.” In conclusion, Participant 8 stated, 

“Students need better preparation before secondary level,” pausing, he then continued, 

“Most of my students come to me reading about four levels below their grade level. 

Secondary English teachers cannot increase students’ reading skills many grade levels in 

four years, much less in one. It just is not possible.” Other participants repeated the idea of 

better preparation and real world skills. 

Participant 13, when asked about her beliefs about reading standards, said, “I know 

that I distinguished based upon what I felt would be the most useful for students as they left 

high school and entered the real world and upon my experiences teaching the past years.” 

While others nodded, she said that if a skill is not usable in the real world then she does not 

see the need to emphasize it in her teaching. She continued, “[Reading standards] allow 

teachers to use the standards to develop curriculum, but do not limit the texts to be used.” 

Participant 13 explained to the group that her instruction includes text from various 

mediums and she enjoys teaching full-length texts, not just excerpts. Participant 13 stated, “I 

always have believed that students need to learn based upon what is relevant to their future. 

If an objective was tedious and useless, I eliminated it.” She further elaborated stating,  
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Students need to know how to use MLA research paper formatting, choose scholarly 

sources, and use vocabulary not as flashcards but in everyday usage (application not 

memorization). There is a need to make connections between what my students are 

going through and the texts I choose to have them read and analyze in class. Texts 

(nonfiction and fiction) should be relatable. Classics are important, but getting kids 

to read is more important (Participant 13). 

In summary, Participant 13 believes in placing importance on reading standards that support 

students in the real world and in research. 

Participant 3 stated, “The standards [for reading] are appropriate.” She added, “My 

top two seemed to encompass the same concepts as my next three choices. Also, they 

seemed like skills all students will need in their post-high school choices, whether they are 

going to college or into the workforce.” Again, the theme of real world skills is important. 

Participant 3 said, “Students need to be able to read a work in its entirety and then use 

critical thinking skills in a variety of forms.” Factor one group focused on critical thinking 

skills for the real world, one of the two most important reading standards for that group. 

When asked if there was a reading standard missing, she stated, “[Statement] number 21 

should be eliminated because every student is not going to completely understand a text 

every time. Also, many students will not have the prior knowledge necessary to completely 

understand or identify with every piece of literature.” This shows the importance again of 

real world skills and contextual issues in preparing students for what they read. 

Participant 15 said, “Reading standards should be the main focus in many 

classrooms.” She stated that critical thinking and real world skills were most important 
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along with creative problem solving skills. Continuing, Participant 15 stated, “The least 

[important] statements require multi-faceted thinking processes, which I think are necessary 

to be successful in any area.” In other words she said the statements ranked the least 

important were ones that she believed were a given for students to know. When asked if 

there was a reading standard missing, Participant 15 summed up the ideas of the group 

saying, “I would love to bring all my students five grade levels up, but I also know that my 

class is not the only factor in their life.” This is similar to what Participant 8 said and the 

repeated themes of this group that students need to be better prepared and have real world 

skills. 

 In an effort to explore contextual issues that may influence teachers’ beliefs about 

the importance of reading standards, the discussion turned to CCSS and several contextual 

issues with reading standards. In “Real World and Creative Problem Solving” group, three 

contextual issues arose from the discussion including training, implementation, and 

assessment. 

Training. One of the contextual issues identified by factor one group was training. 

Participant 3 said, “CCSS feels unnatural because of lack of training. I do not feel like it fits 

the way students learn.  It does not feel organic, meaning it does not apply to the real-

world.”  Teachers’ beliefs can be influenced by training or lack of training and how 

confident teacher feel about their ability to teach. One of the most important reading 

standards for this group was critical thinking skills for the real world and the use of 

technology. This may be a reason why they ranked only one CCSS in the top ten most 

important reading statements. Participant 15 said, “I think more training could be done on 
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reading standards to further support learning, as reading should be a primary focus at any 

school.” Whereas Participant 3 was speaking specifically about CCSS, Participant 15 spoke 

more generally about training for reading standards. Teacher content knowledge is 

important for how it influences teachers’ beliefs and instruction (Levin & Wadmany, 2006; 

Shulman, 1986). Participant 8 concluded the discussion saying, “The Common Core is just 

ridiculous. I believe standards should be specific and simple. That's it. The redundancy, the 

wordiness, etc. is psychotic.” Participant 8 then added, “It was quite fascinating to look at 

different standards and see how different people say different things. I've never thought of 

really looking at them together.” He said that looking at all the standards together gave him 

a different perception about reading standards. In summary, training is a contextual issue 

influencing teachers’ beliefs about reading standards. 

Implementation. Implementation is a second contextual issue influencing teachers’ 

beliefs about reading standards identified by those in the real world and creative problem 

solving group. Participant 8 stated, “[CCSS is] a great idea that does not work in terms of 

the lack of simplicity that is needed for successful implementation.” He explained that what 

he meant by “lack of simplicity” was teachers being able to understand what and how they 

were supposed to teach the new content or the content in a new manner. Similarly, 

Participant 7 said, “It [CCSS] raises expectations much higher than most students can 

achieve at the level they are taking the courses. The general idea is good, but it is much too 

challenging for students.” Her perception about implementation was about students instead 

of teachers. Likewise, Participant 13 said, “CCSS is very closely aligned with the 

international business curriculum. The problem is that the implementation would need to be 
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from kindergarten up (take 10 years) before results would be seen. The current 

implementation process is poor.” Her use of implementation refers to the process and 

procedure that is used for instruction. Participant 15 summed up the ideas of the group 

saying, “It would be nice to have the focus be not on proficiency of a certain level by the 

end of the grade, but rather to meet students where they are and try to have them improve.” 

Implementation is a contextual issue influencing teachers’ beliefs and understanding about 

reading standards. 

Assessment. Assessment is the third contextual issue influencing teachers’ beliefs 

about reading standards discussed by the “Critical thinking skills needed for the real world 

through personalization of learning” group. Participant 20 stated what was frustrating for 

her was, ”Nothing is specific that they are expecting of me to teach, and for the students to 

be tested on.” She explained she does not wish to teach to the test but did wish she knew 

more about what was going to be tested. Participant 11 continued the discussion saying, 

“Agreed. Are all [students] to be tested equally? My ESL, my EC, with my Honors? They 

beg us for differentiation of instruction. How about differentiation of testing?” All 

participants in “Critical thinking skills needed for the real world through personalization of 

learning” group nodded in agreement. Participant 15 suggested, “The state should take into 

account a pre- and post-test to judge improvement rather than expect all students be fully 

proficient at a certain level.” This suggestion was met with approval from the group and an 

agreement that assessment should be more related to what is being taught and the students’ 

abilities. In summary, assessment is an issue influencing teachers’ beliefs and understanding 

about reading standards. The “Critical thinking skills needed for the real world through 
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personalization of learning” group identified three contextual issues (training, 

implementation, and assessment) that influence teachers’ beliefs and understanding about 

reading standards. 

 Factor Two: Critical Thinking Skills Needed for the Real World through 

Learning Standards. A total of 16 participants loaded significantly on factor two. This 

accounts for 52% of the participants and 29% of the variance. Figure 4.2 is a model sort for 

factor two and represents what 52% of the participants believe to be important reading 

standards. Four participants loading significantly on factor two held master’s degrees and 12 

held bachelor’s degrees as their highest degree earned. The range of experience was one to 

33 years. Eight participants had 0-10 hours of professional development in literacy, five had 

11-20 hours, two had 21-30 hours, and one had 40 or more hours.  Eight participants had 0-5 

hours of professional development in CCSS, five had 6-10 hours, and three had 20 or more 

hours.  Four participants had no college courses in literacy, and 12 had 1-5 courses in 

literacy. Twelve participants were female and four were male. Table 4.7 provides the sub-

group characteristics of the participants who loaded significantly on factor two. 

 

 

Table 4.7.  Participants Loading Significantly on Factor Two 

Participant 
Level of 

education 

Years 

teaching 

Grade 

level 

taught 

Male 

(M) or 

Female 

(F) 

# of 

hours 

of PD 

in 

literacy 

# of 

hours 

of PD 

in 

CCSS 

# of 

courses 

taken 

for 

training 

in 

literacy 

4 MSA 11 9, 10 M 15 6 2 

5 BS 20 9 F 10 10 5 

6 BA 1 9 M 2 0 0 
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Table 4.7 Continued 

 

 

   

  

9 BS 4 9, 10 M 2 0 1 

14 Med 2 9 F 100 50 3 

16 BA 17 9, 11 F 5 40 1 

17 MA 33 10 F 20 20 3 

18 BA 5 10 F 10 0 0 

21 BA 11 9, 10 F 20 6 3 

23 MA 7 9 M 30 10 3 

24 BA 12 9 F 18 0 0 

25 BA 15 10 F 10 0 2 

28 BA 7 9, 10 F 10 5 1 

29 BA 6 9,10 F 14 0 1 

30 BA 7 9 F 10 0 0 

31 BA 8 10 F 22 8 2 

 

 

 

Appendix I is a table that shows the rankings of statement cards for factor two 

participants. The statements are rank ordered from the most important statement (z-score of 

1.61) to the statement ranked least important by the group (z-score of -1.85). A z-score 

indicates how a statement deviates from its distribution mean, how much, and in which 

direction. Figure 4.3 is a model sort for those who loaded significantly for factor two. 

 

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 

13 14 9 5 3 4 1 2 26 

31 22 16 6 11 7 28 21 37 

 
24 23 10 18 8 35 38 

 

  
29 12 19 15 39 

  

  
33 17 20 30 40 

  

   
27 25 34 

   

    
32 

    

    
36 

    
Figure 4.3 Factor Two Model Sort 
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Table 4.8 shows the highest and lowest placed cards in the sort for factor two 

participants. The statements that are placed in the +4, +3, -3, and -4 position on the sorting 

grid are the most and least important statements respectively as ranked by those loading 

significantly for factor two. The most important statements for factor two participants are 

proper online search skills, real world, and critical thinking skills, so that is how factor two 

group is named. The ranking of these statements shed light on what participants (teachers) 

believe to be the most important reading standards. 

 

 

Table 4.8.  Factor Two High-Positive and High-Negative Statements 

 

Score Card # Statements 

4 26 
Demonstrate how to conduct a proper search of information using 

various online resources and texts.   

4 37 
Develop critical thinking skills needed to succeed in the “real” 

world where technology is such a key component. 

3 2 

Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support analysis of 

what the text says explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the 

[informational] text. 

3 21 
Demonstrate understanding of every text and be able to relate it to 

prior knowledge or experience. 

3 38 
Learn to read closely and to comprehend the connections between 

informative and literary texts and life. 

-3 14 

Analyze various accounts of a subject told in different mediums 

(e.g., a person’s life story in both print and multimedia), 

determining which details are emphasized in each account. 

-3 22 Create a project based upon literature using Web 2.0 tools. 

-3 24 
Demonstrate global learning awareness by communicating with 

students from another country.  

-4 13 

Analyze the representation of a subject or a key scene in two 

different artistic mediums, including what is emphasized or absent 

in each treatment (e.g., Auden’s “Musée des Beaux Arts” and 

Breughel’s Landscape with the Fall of Icarus). 
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Table 4.8 Continued 

-4 31 
Design and share information for global communities to meet a 

variety of purposes. 

 

 

 

Of the participants, 52% loaded significantly on factor two, “Critical thinking skills 

needed for the real world through learning standards,” the five highest scoring statements 

ranked by factor two participants as a group centered on proper online search skills, real 

world, and critical thinking skills. The group sorted statements 2, 21, 26, 37, and 38 on the 

+4 and +3 side of the Q grid. The five statements ranked lowest by the group focused on 

analysis of a text, global learning, and Web 2.0 tools. The group sorted statements 13, 14, 

22, 24, and 31 on the -4 and -3 side of the Q grid. 

Six teachers exemplify the perceptions of the participants in factor two, “Critical 

thinking skills needed for the real world through learning standards.” Participant 24 said, “I 

think we need good reading standards.” She stated that teachers tend to follow quality 

reading standards, and she defined “good” and “quality” as those tried and true models of 

teaching reading that actually produce authentic skills. Participant 24 stated, “Searching for 

information/resources is a skill that I feel will be super important, whether it is finding 

which tow company you should call when you are stranded by the road or comparing 

literature critiques from several different sources.” Several in the group nodded in 

agreement that proper online searches are necessary skills for students to learn. “There 

should be a standard that encourages students to read for fun,” added Participant 24. She 

further explained that with the emphasis on standards sometimes the joy of reading is 
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overlooked or neglected. This teacher believed in the importance of proper online searches 

and real world skills.  

Participant 23 remarked about the real world.  He stated, “I make my kids [students] 

fish for connections to fiction works in current events and prominent real-world topics.” 

Participant 23 continued, “I also think it is important for students to be able to differentiate 

between types of texts. This is something they can experience daily also, whether it is an 

editorial from a newspaper or a study on children's vaccines.” Creating opportunities for 

students to make connections between informational texts and real world events is important 

for building reading skills (Duke, 2004). Participant 23 said, “Analyzing different mediums 

is something I would also place at the higher order of the thinking skills spectrum.” He 

suggested that students needed to think critically about literature and informational pieces 

whether they are print, digital, image, video, or multimedia.  Participant 23 represented the 

group “Critical thinking skills needed for the real world through learning standards” by 

connecting skills necessary for reading and the real world. 

Participant 31 said, “The [most important statements] I thought had more to do with 

academics than real life. Some of the statements would certainly carry over into real life 

situations. I think that citing evidence is important in life in general.” This teacher explained 

that the purpose of supporting ideas through proper references is important to academics and 

real life. She stated that she ranked the statements by what she thought her students needed 

to know most and the ones that were related to the real world she thought students already 

knew. When asked which standards should be deleted, Participant 31 began by saying, 

“Though none should be deleted, statement number 21 is the most vague and therefore 
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could be deleted if one had to be.” Statement 21 said, “Demonstrate understanding of every 

text and be able to relate it to prior knowledge or experience.” This teacher believed that the 

most important reading standards had to do with citing evidence and academics. 

Likewise, Participant 14 stated, “Students need to be taught how to use facts to 

support their opinions, this is a common part of life that everyone will need to know.” 

However, Participant 14 said, “I think reading standards are important for helping teachers 

map [guide] and anticipate the types of challenges that students will face.” She explained 

that proper online searches and research skills in general are important life skills. 

Furthermore, she said that students need critical thinking skills for any of life’s challenges 

and for students to feel like they have power to do something about them. She added, “I 

think using standards to level readers and books can be a powerful motivation, especially for 

young readers, but teaching with this objective can also leave behind kids who should or do 

just love reading.” She explained that some of her students were more concerned with what 

level they were reading than just reading for the fun of it. Likewise, Participant 14 stated, “I 

like the idea of communicating with students from other countries, but ranked them [the 

standards] according to the locale and clientele [students] that I currently instruct.” She said 

that global learning and global awareness were important, but critical thinking and research 

skills were more important for her students. 

Participant 17 stated, “In distinguishing the top two [statements], both involved 

critical thinking skills that are essential in making good decisions instead of blindly 

accepting information.” She felt that proper online search skills and critical thinking skills 

for real world situations were the most important reading standards. Participant 17 
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explained, “In distinguishing the bottom two [statements], though both are good skills, I felt 

that distinguishing the differences in different media is a little less essential than the basic 

skill of thinking critically. Those skills [distinguishing differences] can be developed later.” 

She gave several examples of how she models critical thinking skills and gives her students 

opportunities for using critical thinking skills. Participant 17 said, for example, “I am 

teaching grammar and roots of words (Latin right now but Greek as well). I model reading 

strategies such as pacing, imaging, and working on vocabulary, connotation, and activating 

prior knowledge.” This teacher believed that critical thinking skills are most important for 

students to develop and use. 

Continuing the theme of the group, “Critical thinking skills needed for the real world 

through learning standards,” Participant 4 suggested, “A standard could be included that 

states: If you don’t know how to read at a high school level, then none of these standards are 

attainable. The fact that kids [students] in class cannot read is not addressed.” He added, “I 

looked for what I thought were the statements that would make our students the most 

successful as they leave or continue in the academic world. It was a question of 

preparedness for real life.” Participant 4 explained that regardless of whether the student 

went to college or straight into the work force the skills of proper online search and critical 

thinking skills for the real world are the most important. Likewise, Participant 4 said, “I 

think that the bottom 2 [statements] that I chose are probably at the higher end of the 

spectrum when it comes to what levels these statements require you to operate on.” He 

continued, “They seem to be the least practical for the students that I currently teach, even 

though I can see them being ranked more importantly depending on where you are teaching 
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and who you are teaching.” The least important two statements for him deal with global 

learning and global awareness. Participant 4 added,  

I don't know if deleting standards is the answer. I was thinking more about ranking 

them in a pyramid and saying that maybe honors classes should master all tiers, and 

standard classes would be responsible for part of the tiers, and it would be an 

instructor's discretion as to how high they want to climb above the required level. 

This teacher believed that his students needed to learn skills for proper online searches and 

critical thinking skills for real world application. Exemplifying factor two group, “Critical 

thinking skills needed for the real world through learning standards,” these teachers shared 

their beliefs about what are the most important reading standards and why. 

 To explore contextual issues that may influence teachers’ beliefs about the 

importance of reading standards, the discussion turned to several contextual issues with 

reading standards and CCSS. Four issues arose from the discussion, including 

implementation and assessment that were similar to the first focus group; unique to focus 

group two were the contextual issues of teacher knowledge and student motivation and 

achievement. 

Implementation. Implementation refers to how the standards were introduced and 

put into practice. Participant 5 observed, “Standards of CCSS do not coincide with NCLB 

due to expected complexity of texts. CCSS does not mesh with EC [exceptional needs 

students], ESL [English as a Second Language], poverty, or many other issues teachers and 

classrooms face.” He explained that he did not believe in teaching something just because 

he was told to, if it does not benefit his students. Participant 6 commented, “The research 
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[on CCSS] is unsubstantiated and the program is incompatible with NCLB.” She added that 

this was perhaps because CCSS was so new or because she did not fully understand how 

CCSS and NCLB were to help students. Participant 24 replied, “CCSS does not work in 

high school when a student cannot read,” and then further explained that CCSS assumes 

students are within one to two reading levels of their age/grade level, and does not take into 

account students who are reading multiple grade levels below their current grade level. 

Similarly, Participant 31 stated, “the real problem is making it happen at the high school 

level.” The challenge stated by Participants 24 and 31 is providing students with instruction 

in order to be prepared when they begin the school year below grade level. Participant 17 

reported, “I teach the standards based upon the ones my principal says are the most 

important.” She said her principal criticized the implementation of CCSS, and therefore all 

of the teachers at her school are critical of CCSS. The principal emphasized only research, 

proper online searches, critical thinking, and real world learning skills; therefore, these are 

the skills this teacher believed to be the most important. Contextual issues such as 

implementation and principal bias influence teachers’ beliefs about the importance of 

reading standards. 

Assessment. The second contextual issue influencing teachers’ beliefs about reading 

standards was assessment. Participant 5 said, “I like the idea of CCSS, but the standards are 

too broad and very subjective for testing, especially as a semester course. I think that as it 

stands now, CCSS is asking students to do too much.” He explained that it was difficult to 

know how to prepare his students for the test when the standards are vague. Likewise, 

Participant 6 stated, “Not having any feedback or stats from the State tests, it is hard for me 
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(or anyone) to know how effective I am at creating these lessons.” Participant 6 said it was 

almost impossible to prepare students when teachers do not know what the assessments will 

cover. Participant 4 summarized the group’s thoughts, “I think that common core is 

misunderstood mostly because I did not realize the assessment part of it. Such as, 

understanding the test taking process, including summarization techniques, marginalia, and 

context clues.” He stated that common test taking strategies and basic skills could be taught 

to students regardless of the assessment instrument. Teachers in the “Proper Online Search 

and Real World” group believed that assessment influenced their beliefs about reading 

standards. 

Teacher knowledge. Another contextual issue influencing teachers’ beliefs about the 

importance of reading standards is teacher knowledge. Participant 5admitted, “I am unclear 

on exactly what the goal of each standard is. We [teachers] have had to create our own 

lessons based on our own understanding of CCSS.” In agreement, Participant 17 added, 

“Teachers are still trying to figure out exactly what and how we are to teach because the 

lessons plans are really nonexistent and we are creating as we go.” Teachers’ knowledge 

includes informational, procedural, declarative, conditional, and experiential knowledge 

(Pajares, 1992; Phelps, 2009; Phelps & Schilling, 2004). These teachers’ believe teacher 

knowledge influences teachers’ beliefs and their instruction. Participant 24 added, “I don't 

like [statement] number 31 because I don't know what it is saying!” Statement 31 said, 

“Design and share information for global communities to meet a variety of purposes.” 

Participant 4 said, “As a tool for categorizing work, CCSS is fine with me, but how it has 

been presented to me is extremely confusing because of the focus on 
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measurements/benchmarks. It took me two years to understand what it [CCSS] was.” He 

summarized the feelings of the “Critical thinking skills needed for the real world through 

learning standards” group by saying teachers need to understand the expectations of CCSS 

and what each of the standards mean before they can plan instruction.  

Student motivation and achievement. The final contextual issue discussed by 

factor two group was student motivation and achievement. Participant 29 said, “From what I 

have seen, CCSS holds students to a very high standard that could in the long run make 

them [students] work harder and be more motivated to achieve these higher standards.” 

Similarly, Participant 17 responded, “I believe reading standards are important but hard to 

achieve at this level.” Teachers discussed the importance of motivating students to read and 

making sure the standards were attainable. Participant 16 stated, “Reading standards speak 

to students who know how to read, but leave out lower level kids.” Teachers’ beliefs 

influence instruction and in turn may impact student motivation and achievement (Goddard 

et al., 2000; Stryker & Szabo, 2009; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Participant 21 stated, 

“Common Core is a new innovation which will meet the needs of learners who may have 

been exposed to educational opportunities and a variety of methods of being taught during 

the foundational exposures to school and learning.” This teacher raised the issue of how 

student achievement and prior knowledge, experiential learning, and methods used to teach 

students affect learning. Participant 25 stated, 

I think CCSS attempts to address motivation with a more holistic approach to 

reading, but that it in turn breaks books themselves into passages of seminal 

importance and fails to lend itself to teaching kids to love to read. I believe that no 
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matter how robust reading standards are, children who do not enjoy reading will 

never reach their full potential as a reader or writer. 

 Teachers in factor two group placed importance on reading standards that help foster 

motivation and achievement for students.  In summary, this group believed the correlation 

between student motivation and achievement is a contextual issue influencing teachers’ 

beliefs about reading standards. The “Critical thinking skills needed for the real world 

through learning standards” group explained four contextual issues influencing teachers’ 

beliefs about the importance of reading standards. These four contextual issues are 

implementation, assessment, teacher knowledge, and student motivation and achievement. 

 Factor Three: Textual Evidence and Cultural Experience with Literary Texts. 

Participants loaded significantly on factor three account for 7% of the variance. Both 

participants loading significantly on Factor Three held bachelor’s degrees as their highest 

degree earned. The range of experience was 6 to 17 years. Both participants had 0-10 hours 

of professional development in literacy. One participant had 0-5 hours of professional 

development in CCSS, and one had 6-10 hours. One participant had no college courses in 

literacy, and one had 1-5 courses in literacy. One participant was female, and one was male. 

Table 4.9 provides the sub-group characteristics of the participants who loaded significantly 

on factor three. 

 

 

 

 

 



EXPLORING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS  104 

Table 4.9.  Participants Loading Significantly on Factor Three 

Participant 
Level of 

education 

Years 

teaching 

Grade 

level 

taught 

Male 

(M) or 

Female 

(F) 

# of 

hours 

of PD 

in 

literacy 

# of 

hours 

of PD 

in 

CCSS 

# of 

courses 

taken 

for 

training 

in 

literacy 

1 BA 17 10 M 0 6 0 

2 BA 6 9 F 1 0 2 

 

 

 

Figure 4.4 is a model sort for those who loaded significantly on factor three, and 

represents what 6% of the participants believed to be important reading standards. It shows 

the placements of the statements and the reading standards ranked most important and least 

important for this group. Appendix J is a table that shows the rankings of statement cards for 

factor three participants. The statements are rank ordered from the most important statement 

(z-score of 2.31) to the statement ranked least important by the group (z-score of -2.35). A 

z-score indicates how a statement deviates from its distribution mean, how much, and in 

which direction.  

 

Least important        Neutral    Most Important 

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 

21 10 7 8 6 4 3 2 1 

22 23 19 27 9 15 5 16 11 

 
37 29 28 12 20 18 17 

 

  
32 36 13 30 26 

  

  
33 38 14 35 34 

  

   
39 24 40 

   

    
25 

    

    
31 

    
Figure 4.4 Factor Three Model Sort 
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Table 4.10 shows the highest and lowest placed cards in the sort for factor three 

participants. The statements that are placed in the +4, +3, -3, and -4 position on the sorting 

grid are the ones ranked most and least important respectively by those loading significantly 

for factor three. The most important statements for participants loading significantly positive 

for factor three are textual evidence and cultural experience with literary texts, so that is 

how Factor Three group is named. The ranking of these statements shed light on what 

participants (teachers) believe the most important reading standards are. 

 

 

Table 4.10.  Factor Three High-Positive and High-Negative Statements 

Score Card # Statements 

4 1 

Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support analysis of 

what the text says explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the 

[literary] text. 

4 11 

Analyze a particular point of view or cultural experience reflected 

in a work of literature from outside the United States, drawing on 

a wide reading of world literature.  

3 2 

Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support analysis of 

what the text says explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the 

[informational] text. 

3 16 

Analyze how an author draws on and transforms source material 

in a specific work (e.g., how Shakespeare treats a theme or topic 

from Ovid or the Bible or how a later author draws on a play by 

Shakespeare). 

3 17 

Analyze seminal U.S. documents of historical and literary 

significance (e.g., Washington’s Farewell Address, the Gettysburg 

Address, Roosevelt’s Four Freedoms speech, King’s “Letter from 

Birmingham Jail”), including how they address related themes and 

concepts. 

-3 10 

Analyze in detail how an author’s ideas or claims are developed 

and refined by particular sentences, paragraphs, or larger portions 

of a text (e.g., a section or chapter). 

-3 23 
Clearly demonstrate critical thinking about a text using 

technology. 
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Table 4.10 Continued 

 

 

-3 37 
Develop critical thinking skills needed to succeed in the “real” 

world where technology is such a key component. 

-4 21 
Demonstrate understanding of every text and be able to relate it to 

prior knowledge or experience. 

-4 22 Create a project based upon literature using Web 2.0 tools. 

 

 

 

Factor three group is named “Textual evidence and cultural experience with literary texts” 

because these were the two standards this group ranked the most important. The five highest 

scoring statements ranked by factor three participants as a group centered on textual 

evidence for literary texts, cultural experience based on world literature, and analysis of 

texts. The group sorted statements 1, 2, 11, 16, and 17 on the +4 and +3 side of the Q grid. 

The five lowest scoring statements for the group focused on critical thinking, understanding 

text, and Web 2.0 tools. The group sorted statements 10, 21, 22, 23, and 37 on the -4 and -3 

side of the Q grid. 

Participants 1 and 2 loaded significantly on factor three. When asked their 

perceptions about reading standards, Participant 1 replied, “Reading standards are a bit 

challenging.” He explained that he believed the standards were challenging because many of 

them did not address where students’ current level of knowledge and abilities were. 

Participant 1 added that he felt the standards were rigorous for both teachers and students in 

order to reach the benchmarks set for end of grade level. Whereas Participant 2 stated, 

“reading standards need to be raised.”  She explained that her students, who were mostly 

honors or academically gifted, need a challenge, and the previous standards were too easily 
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attainable. These reading standards raise the standards for all students and therefore need to 

challenge those in the upper levels of achievement. Although the teachers’ rationales were 

different, both teachers agreed that reading standards are important and do influence their 

instruction.  

 Both teachers in factor three group believed the most important standards are textual 

evidence and cultural experience with literary texts. Participant 2 said, “I find that students 

cannot provide textual evidence when referring to or answering questions about a text 

(analyze). This in return, directly affects a student’s ability to accomplish the other three 

standards.” These other standards were statements 2, 16, and 17. Statement 2 was about 

citing textual evidence to support analysis from informational texts. Statements 16 and 17 

included analyzing how an author draws on source materials and analyzing seminal US 

documents. Participant 1 nodded in agreement and added that he believed students also 

needed cultural experience based on world literature to navigate reading literature and 

informational texts.  

 When asked to distinguish the least important two statements from the next three 

statements, the responses were similar. Participant 1 stated, “As a teacher, I do not find it to 

be a priority to relate a text to prior knowledge.” He said students either already possess this 

skill or it is not as important as other standards and skills. In agreement, Participant 2 

replied, “I see relating a text to prior knowledge to be definitely beneficial, however, not a 

priority.” She said the majority of her students have this skill; that is why it is not important 

for her to teach it.  
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Continuing the discussion, Participant 1 stated, “Although, projects are great, I do 

not feel they need to be included for my content area. Language Arts needs to focus on 

getting students back on track as far as reading and writing abilities.” He explained that he 

felt having students know basic skills of reading, citing textual evidence to support an 

analysis, and cultural awareness were more important than having students produce creative 

multimedia projects. Participant 2 added, “We are so behind and the only way to get back on 

point is to have students read and write more.” She said that her students need more time in 

class to actually read and write and learn skills to enhance their reading comprehension than 

using technology or being creative. In summary, teachers in factor three group believed in 

the importance of textual evidence and cultural experience with literary texts. 

 To explore contextual issues that may influence teachers’ beliefs about the 

importance of reading standards, the group discussed several contextual issues with reading 

standards and CCSS. Two issues arose from the discussion: assessment and implementation. 

Assessment. The first contextual issue identified by factor three group, “Textual 

Evidence and Cultural Experience with Literary Tests” was assessment. Participant 1 said, 

“CCSS is a bit more difficult, but not as much as it is purported to be. It will raise students’ 

standards if it’s kept and testing actually matches the approach.” He explained that he was 

concerned the assessment would not match the goals set forth in CCSS and therefore would 

not accurately measure the learning.  Participant 2 stated, “Common Core is a joke.  It is 

confusing and does not benefit students or teachers in any shape or form!” She said the 

standards were confusing, and not knowing what the assessment would cover raises the 

anxiety of teachers because they do not know if they are covering the required materials and 
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skills for students to perform well. To this, Participant 1 nodded in agreement and stated, “I 

would simply add that possibly facing another change is very discouraging and borderline 

ridiculous. The current tests still don't mirror the core well, so it may be thrown out before it 

was fairly measured.” He said that assessment will have to be given for several years before 

it can demonstrate whether the standards are being met or not. The first contextual issue 

influencing these teachers’ beliefs about reading standards was assessment. 

Implementation. The second contextual issue influencing reading standards 

discussed by factor three group was implementation. Participant 2 said, “As naive as it 

sounds, I did not think that anyone outside of education understood the irrelevance of the 

CCSS. There is a severe sense of detachment between teachers and people that enforce new 

standards upon students and educators.” She said that if the policymakers could see what 

was actually occurring in the classroom and where the students were struggling, the 

standards could be made more relevant to students and their needs. Participant 1 continued 

the discussion saying,  

It is quite obvious that the current administration in [this state] wants to see more 

charter schools with less accountability than the rest of us face daily. That is not only 

hypocritical, it will be very dishonest in the results that will follow when testing is 

given to schools with hardly any sub groups and a lot of inflated advertising, such as 

the charter school here already engages in.  

He believed the standards do not address the needs of all students, especially those of low 

socio-economic status, ESL students, and students with special needs. Participant 2 stated, 

“[Students need] the ability and time to actually read and apply knowledge. Common Core 
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is an unnatural way of teaching and learning. Students need to be able to read and learn on 

their own.” She added, “We [teachers] dismiss traditional styles of teaching and learning. 

Teachers need to be trusted. There is also a lack of trust that creates extra paperwork and 

unnecessary, time consuming activities that take us away from our instructional time.” 

Participant 2 said that teachers should be able to teach and not be micromanaged by 

standards. In summary, the contextual issue of implementation influenced these teachers’ 

beliefs about reading standards. 

Negative Loaded Factor Three: Prior knowledge and Web 2.0. One participant 

loaded significantly negative on Factor Three. This means she placed the statements in a 

similar fashion to Participants 1 and 2; however, Participant 10 placed them in reverse order. 

This participant was female with seven years teaching experience and a master’s degree. 

She had 5-10 hours of professional development in literacy and 5-10 hours of professional 

development in CCSS, with two courses in literacy. Table 4.11 provides the sub-group 

characteristics of the participant who loaded significantly negative on factor three.  

 

 

Table 4.11.  Participant Loading Significantly Negative on Factor Three 

Participant 
Level of 

education 

Years 

teaching 

Grade 

level 

taught 

Male 

(M) or 

Female 

(F) 

# of 

hours of 

PD in 

literacy 

# of 

hours 

of PD 

in 

CCSS 

# of 

courses 

taken 

for 

training 

in 

literacy 

10 MAT 7 9 F 5-10 5-10 2 
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Figure 4.5 is a model sort for the participant loading negatively on Factor Three. It 

shows the placements of the statements and the reading standards that are most important 

and least important for this participant.  

 

 

Least important        Neutral    Most Important 

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 6 8 7 10 21 

11 16 5 15 9 27 19 23 22 

 

17 18 20 12 28 29 37 

 

  

26 30 13 36 32 

  

  

34 35 14 38 33 

  

   

40 24 39 

   

    

25 

    

    

31 

    __________________________________________________________________________ 

Figure 4.5 Factor Three Model Sort for Negatively Loaded 

 

 

 

 Table 4.12 shows the statements that ranked +4 and +3 and those ranked -4 and -3 

by Participant 10, who loaded significantly on factor three but as stated previously loaded 

negatively from Participants 1 and 2. The statements are the same as factor three participants 

but loaded in exactly reverse order. Opposite of Participants 1 and 2, Participant 10 ranked 

statements 10, 21, 22, 23 and 37 most important and statements 1, 2, 11, 16, and 17 the least 

important.  For her the most important standards are about prior knowledge and creating 

projects using Web 2.0 tools, hence the name of her load is “Prior knowledge and Web 2.0.” 
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Table 4.12.  Factor Three Negatively Loaded High-Positive and High-Negative Statements 

Score Card # Statements 

4 21 
Demonstrate understanding of every text and be able to relate it to 

prior knowledge or experience. 

4 22 Create a project based upon literature using Web 2.0 tools. 

3 10 

Analyze in detail how an author’s ideas or claims are developed 

and refined by particular sentences, paragraphs, or larger portions 

of a text (e.g., a section or chapter). 

3 23 
Clearly demonstrate critical thinking about a text using 

technology. 

3 37 
Develop critical thinking skills needed to succeed in the “real” 

world where technology is such a key component. 

-3 2 

Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support analysis of 

what the text says explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the 

[informational] text. 

-3 16 

Analyze how an author draws on and transforms source material in 

a specific work (e.g., how Shakespeare treats a theme or topic 

from Ovid or the Bible or how a later author draws on a play by 

Shakespeare). 

-3 17 

Analyze seminal U.S. documents of historical and literary 

significance (e.g., Washington’s Farewell Address, the Gettysburg 

Address, Roosevelt’s Four Freedoms speech, King’s “Letter from 

Birmingham Jail”), including how they address related themes and 

concepts. 

-4 1 

Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support analysis of 

what the text says explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the 

[literary] text. 

-4 11 

Analyze a particular point of view or cultural experience reflected 

in a work of literature from outside the United States, drawing on a 

wide reading of world literature.  

 

 

 

 Participant 10 believed that prior knowledge and creating projects with Web 2.0 

tools are important. She stated, “I will always feel that students need to understand what 

they are reading, and be able to relate it to something they've experienced in their lives.” She 

continued, “If I can find texts that relate to them, then students will be more apt to read, and 
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in turn understand and interact with the text, which enables them to create something 

showing that understanding.” Participant 10 explained that if she could not relate to the text 

then she did not feel her students would respond to it.  She said that prior knowledge and 

relating reading to prior experiences is something that helped her students relate to the text 

and make it their own. When asked why she chose those standards as the most important, 

she replied, “I picked those two mainly because the language of the standard was straight-

forward and easy to understand. Ease of understanding for me translates to ease of 

understanding for my students.” These statements were about connecting prior knowledge 

with text and creating projects using Web 2.0 tools. 

When asked about her perceptions about reading, Participant 10 responded, 

“Students should be able to read for completeness and continuity (in other words, read for 

the sake of reading and talk about what they’re reading as a whole). They [reading 

standards] don’t allow students to read for the sake of reading.” She explained that she 

wanted students to have the joy of learning and reading for pleasure. Disagreeing 

completely with the others from factor three, Participant 10 said, “Once you get through the 

minutiae, it is simple recall to point out something in a text. I also don't think that the point 

of view standard applies across the board, just in English II [tenth grade].” She stated that 

students must learn how to cite textual evidence and cultural experience from world 

literature only for the sake of passing the end of grade test. Therefore, she ranked those the 

least important. Participant 10 said, “I don't think any of the standards should be deleted, but 

perhaps they should be reworded in less convoluted language. They are rigorous, and I think 

that's what we need.” She explained that the standards are important and help her guide her 
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instruction. In summary, for Participant 10 believed that relating prior knowledge to texts 

and creating projects based on texts using Web 2.0 tools are the most important. 

Participant 10 suggested one contextual issue with reading standards and CCSS. She 

stated teacher knowledge was a contextual issue that influenced her perceptions about 

reading standards. Participant 10 stated, “The language is awkward; many teachers do not 

understand what is being asked of them, so how can they, in turn, help students understand 

what is expected.” She explained that teachers must understand expectations for the 

curriculum in order to be able to plan and instruct students in learning. Participant 10 loaded 

significantly negative on factor three, placing the statements exactly opposite of Participants 

1 and 2. In summary, Participant 10 believed that prior knowledge and creating projects 

using Web 2.0 tools are the most important reading standards and she was influenced by the 

contextual issue of teacher knowledge.  

Factors One and Two: A High Correlation 

As noted above, factors one and two share a .69 correlation. To analyze the slight 

differences between these two groups, I compared the model sorts of both factors. Many of 

the statements were placed similarly on the grid. Yet, five statements were placed by 

participants at least three columns apart from one another; one statement placed seven 

columns apart. Table 4.13 below shows the six statements (17, 21, 27, 29, 31, and 34) that 

were most disagreed upon by the two groups. All the other 34 statements were within two 

columns in all the Q-sorts.  
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Table 4.13.  Differing Statements between Factors One and Two 

Card Statement 

Factor 

1 

Values 

Factor 2 

Values 

17 

Analyze seminal U.S. documents of historical and 

literary significance (e.g., Washington’s Farewell 

Address, the Gettysburg Address, Roosevelt’s Four 

Freedoms speech, King’s “Letter from Birmingham 

Jail”), including how they address related themes and 

concepts. 

-2 -1 

21 
Demonstrate understanding of every text and be able 

to relate it to prior knowledge or experience. 
-4 3 

27 

Communicate information and ideas effectively to 

multiple audiences using a variety of media and 

formats 

2 -1 

29 

Use a variety of media and formats to communicate 

information and ideas effectively to multiple 

audiences. 

1 -2 

31 
Design and share information for global 

communities to meet a variety of purposes. 
-1 -4 

34 

Apply knowledge of language structure, language 

conventions (e.g., spelling and punctuation), media 

techniques, figurative language, and genre to create, 

critique, and discuss print and non-print texts. 

-2 1 

 

 

 

Consensus Statements 

 Watts and Stenner (2012) explain that consensus statements “are the items whose 

rankings do not distinguish between any pair of factors” (p. 218). This means that in each of 

the three factors, the consensus statements ranked similarly. Identifying consensus 

statements demonstrates clearly teachers’ shared beliefs about reading standards. Table 4.14 

below shows the consensus statements for the three factor groups. 
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Table 4.14.  Consensus Statements 

 Statements 

 

Factor 1 

 

Factor 

2 

 

Factor 3 

*2 
 

2 
 

3 
 

3 

*3 
 

1 
 

0 
 

2 

*4 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 

*6 
 

-1 
 

-1 
 

0 

*12 
 

0 
 

-1 
 

0 

*15 
 

1 
 

1 
 

1 

*20 
 

0 
 

0 
 

1 

*22 
 

-2 
 

-3 
 

-4 

25 
 

1 
 

0 
 

0 

30 
 

2 
 

1 
 

1 

32 
 

0 
 

0 
 

-2 

*33 
 

-2 
 

-2 
 

-2 

 Note: The statements with * are non-significant at p<.05. 

 

 

 

Using PQMethod, I found three statements that ranked the same for each factor: 

statements 4, 15, and 33. For each of the factors, statement 4, “Determine a central idea of a 

text and analyze its development over the course of the text, including how it emerges and is 

shaped and refined by specific details; provide an objective summary of the nonfictional 

text,” was placed in the 1 column indicating the participants thought the statement was 

slightly important. Likewise, statement 15, “Delineate and evaluate the argument and 

specific claims in a text, assessing whether the reasoning is valid and the evidence is 

relevant and sufficient; identify false statements and fallacious reasoning,” was placed in the 

1 column. Statement 33, “Create, critique, analyze, and evaluate multimedia texts,” was 

placed in the negative 2 column indicating the participants thought the statement was 

moderately unimportant. 
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Three of the 12 consensus statements identified statistically significant at p<.05 

using PQMethod (statements 25, 30, and 32). Other statements placed similarly on all 

factors. Participants agreed with statement 2, “Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to 

support analysis of what the text says explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the 

[informational] text.” Participants ranked this statement at +2 and +3. There was a slight 

agreement with statement 30, “Build intentional cross-cultural connections and relationships 

with others to pose and solve problems collaboratively and strengthen independent thought 

about texts,” with participants ranking this statement at +1 and +2. Participants ranked 

statements 20 and 25 at 0 and +1 respectively. A general positive ranking was also observed 

for statement 3: “Determine a theme or central idea of a text and analyze in detail its 

development over the course of the text, including how it emerges and is shaped and refined 

by specific details; provide an objective summary of the fictional text.” Participants ranked 

statement 3 at 0, +1, and +2 on the Q grid.  

On the negative side of the Q grid, participants mildly disagreed with statements 6 

and 12, ranking these statements at 0 and -1. Participants were a bit more diverse with 

statement 32, “Manage, analyze, and synthesize multiple streams of simultaneous 

information,” which ranked at 0 and-2. Participants consistently placed statement 33 in the -

2 column. Statement 22 was the most diverse, ranking -2, -3, and -4. Statement 22 stated, 

“Create a project based upon literature using Web 2.0 tools.” Several of the participants 

commented during their Q-sorts that they did not know what Web 2.0 tools (i.e., Wiki, 

Voki, Glogster, Tagxedo, and Toondoo) were, even though they had SMARTboards in their 

classrooms.  
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Statements 2, 22, and 33 are particularly important as they are statistically similar 

across the three factor groups and are on the edges of the distribution either positively or 

negatively.  These statements are interesting, since they address different aspects of reading.  

Statement 2 is from CCSS and emphasizes having students use textual evidence to support 

analysis both explicitly and implicitly with informational texts. Statements 22 and 33, on the 

other hand, are not from CCSS. One deals with creating a project using technology tools, 

and the other creating, analyzing, and evaluating multimedia texts. In Chapter 5, I include a 

further discussion about the importance and consensus of these three statements. 

In conclusion, the three factor groups communicate similar beliefs about reading 

standards. Teachers believe in teaching informational texts, since three of the consensus 

statements ranked important were about informational texts. Another highly ranked 

statement was about building cross-cultural connections. In a similar manner, the 

participants believed that it is slightly important for students to demonstrate multiple levels 

of meaning with every text and illustrate critical thinking skills with new literacies by using 

digital text to show connections between a text and real world experiences. The participants 

agreed that standards about analyzing an author’s way of writing a series of events or 

analyzing an author’s point of view are slightly less important. All three factor groups 

believed that multimedia texts and Web. 2.0 tools were not important for reading standards.  

Distinguishing Statements 

Statements that rank significantly different on one factor compared to other factors 

are distinguishing statements. Certain statements are statistically distinct when comparing 

one factor to another, that is, between two factors but not among multi-factors. In other 
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words, distinguishing statements are statistically significant for two factors but not 

necessarily for the third factor. I analyzed the distinguishing statements to find a more 

complete explanation of each factor. Tables 4.15, 4.16, and 4.17 show the most significant 

distinguishing statements for each factor. Factor one recorded 14 distinguishing statements, 

factor two recorded 10 statements, and factor three recorded 20 statements. Preceding each 

table is a brief explanation of the data.  

Of the 14 distinguishing statements for factor one, 10 statements were significant at 

the p<.01 level. The highest scoring positive distinguishing statements for factor one were 

statements 39 and 40. These two statements discussed developing questions for research and 

explorations that lead to synthesis of knowledge and creative problem solving, and 

developing and demonstrating communication skills to express critical thinking about 

informational texts. The least important two negative distinguishing statements (18 and 21) 

for factor one discussed text complexity, demonstrating understanding of every text, and 

being able to relate texts to prior knowledge or experience. 

 

 

Table 4.15.  Distinguishing Statements for Factor One 

  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Statements Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score 

39 4 1.74* 2 0.87 -1 -0.29 

40 3 1.64 2 1.19 1 0.33 

27 2 1.06* -1 -0.26 -2 -0.90 

36 1 0.65 0 0.22 -1 -0.32 

29 1 0.50* -2 -0.66 -2 -1.01 

1 0 0.21* 2 1.17 4 2.31 

10 0 0.08* -1 -0.66 -3 -1.12 

7 0 -0.01 1 0.58 -2 -0.65 
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Table 4.15 Continued 

 

 

    

16 -1 -0.45* -2 -1.21 3 1.59 

23 -1 -0.50* -2 -1.02 -3 -1.45 

34 -2 -0.71* 1 0.42 2 0.98 

24 -2 -1.04* -3 -1.65 0 0.00 

18 -3 -1.59* 0 -0.01 2 0.61 

21 -4 -1.64 3 1.42 -4 -2.35 

Note. * indicates significance at p<.01 

 

 

 

Of the 10 distinguishing statements for factor two, seven statements were significant 

at the p<.01 level. The highest scoring positive distinguishing statements for factor two were 

statements 21 and 40. These two statements discussed demonstrating understanding of every 

text, being able to relate it to prior knowledge or experience, and developing and 

demonstrating communication skills to express critical thinking about informational texts. 

The least important two negative distinguishing statements (24 and 31) for factor two 

discussed demonstrating global learning awareness by communicating with students from 

another country, and designing and sharing information for global communities to meet a 

variety of purposes. 

 

 

Table 4.16.  Distinguishing Statements for Factor Two 

  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Statements Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score 

21 -4 -1.64 3 1.42* -4 -2.35 

40 3 1.64 2 1.19 1 0.33 

1 0 0.21 2 1.17* 4 2.31 

39 4 1.74 2 0.87* -1 -0.29 
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Table 4.16 Continued 

 

 

    

7 0 -0.01 1 0.58* -2 -0.65 

18 -3 -1.59 0 -0.01 2 0.61 

27 2 1.06 -1 -0.26 -2 -0.90 

16 -1 -0.45 -2 -1.21* 3 1.59 

24 -2 -1.04 -3 -1.65* 0 0.00 

31 -1 -0.54 -4 -1.85* 0 0.00 

Note. * indicates significance at p<.01 

 

 

 

Of the 20 distinguishing statements for factor three, 15 statements were significant at 

the p<.01 level. The highest scoring positive distinguishing statements for factor two were 

statements 1 and 11. The first of these statements discussed citing strong and thorough 

textual evidence to support analysis of what the text says explicitly as well as inferences 

drawn from the [literary] text. The second included analyzing a particular point of view or 

cultural experience reflected in a work of literature from outside the United States, and 

drawing on a wide reading of world literature. The least important two negative 

distinguishing statements (37 and 21) for factor three discussed developing critical thinking 

skills needed to succeed in the “real” world where technology is a key component, and 

demonstrating understanding of every text and being able to relate it to prior knowledge or 

experience. 
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Table 4.17.  Distinguishing Statements for Factor Three 

  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Statements Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score 

1 0 0.21 2 1.17 4 2.31* 

11 0 0.13 0 0.08 4 1.66* 

16 -1 -0.45 -2 -1.21 3 1.59* 

17 -2 -0.86 -1 -0.57 3 1.55* 

5 -1 -0.30 -1 -0.13 2 1.30* 

18 -3 -1.59 0 -0.01 2 0.61 

40 3 1.64 2 1.19 1 0.33* 

35 3 1.26 2 1.18 1 0.22* 

14 -3 -1.57 -3 -1.50 0 0.03* 

24 -2 -1.04 -3 -1.65 0 0.00* 

9 -3 -1.40 -2 -1.32 0 -0.11* 

13 -4 -1.74 -4 -1.85 0 -0.18* 

39 4 1.74 2 0.87 -1 -0.29* 

38 3 1.67 3 1.37 -1 -0.43* 

28 2 0.95 2 1.00 -1 -0.51* 

8 0 0.21 1 0.30 -1 -0.54 

7 0 -0.01 1 0.58 -2 -0.65 

27 2 1.06 -1 -0.26 -2 -0.90 

37 4 1.96 4 1.61 -3 -1.30* 

21 -4 -1.64 3 1.42 -4 -2.35 

Note. * indicates significance at p<.01 

  

 

 

 In conclusion, distinguishing statements shed light on the statements that were 

statistically distinct between two factors and not among all three factors. Teachers in factor 

group one and two both ranked statement 40 significantly positive and statement 24 

significantly negative; whereas factor group three ranked both of these statements in the 

middle range of importance. This shows that teachers in the first two groups thought that 

developing communication skills to express critical thinking about informational texts is 
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most important, and demonstrating global learning awareness by communicating with 

students from another country is least important. Teachers in factor three group, however, 

placed both of these skills in the middle/neutral range. Teachers in factor group two and 

three agreed that statement one, “cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support 

analysis of what the text says explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the [literary] text,” 

was among the most important. Whereas teachers in factor groups two and three ranked 

statement 18, about reading on grade level, slightly important, teachers in factor one group 

believed that reading on grade level was one of the least important standards.  Teachers in 

factor groups one and three agreed that the least important standard was statement 21, 

“Demonstrate understanding of every text and be able to relate it to prior knowledge or 

experience.” The reasons given for ranking statement 21 least important varied from 

teachers stating, “it is impossible to understand every text” to stating, “this is a given in my 

classroom.”   

Chapter Summary 

In Chapter 4, I provided an analysis of the data collected from 31 public school ninth 

and tenth grade English teachers regarding their beliefs about the relative importance of the 

various reading standards. To explore teachers’ beliefs about the importance of reading 

standards, I used Q-sorts and post-sort questions. I used PQMethod to calculate the 

statistical data from the Q-sorts where three factors emerged. Post-sort focus groups with a 

sample of participants who loaded significantly positive on each of the three factors--and 

with one participant who loaded significantly negative on factor three—discussed their 

beliefs about   the reading standards. Then, I analyzed results from the PQMethod data and 
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from the focus groups to explore more in depth teachers’ beliefs about reading standards for 

secondary English. In Chapter 5, I explore the results using the theoretical framework of 

teachers’ beliefs, cover implications of this study, and possibilities for future research.  
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CHAPTER 5:  DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

 Using Q-methodology, I explored teachers’ beliefs about the relative importance of 

reading standards and the contextual issues influencing their perceptions.  In this chapter, I 

(a) provide a summary of the findings, (b) connect the findings to the research literature, (c) 

discuss implications for English teachers, policymakers, and future research, as well as 

highlight limitations of the research, and (d) offer a conclusion to the study. 

Summary of Findings 

My first research question was: Given a set of reading statements, what do teachers 

believe are the most important reading standards? To address this question, I conducted a Q-

sort analysis from which three factor groups emerged. Then participants, through focus 

groups, elaborated on why they ranked the standards in the manner they did. 

 Factor one group, “Critical thinking skills needed for the real world through 

personalization of learning,” believed in integrating technology to personalize learning. The 

main focus according to several participants should be on what is relevant for students to 

succeed outside of the classroom. These teachers were less concerned with standards about 

analyzing a text and text complexity. Finally, teachers in this group believed reading 

standards are important but not as important as teaching students to appreciate reading 

beyond what is required in class and to become a lifelong reader. 

Factor two group, “Critical thinking skills needed for the real world through learning 

standards,” believed in integrating technology regardless of specific student needs. One 

participant stated that this was due to her expectation that students already knew how to do 

these and the emphasis her principal placed on certain standards.  
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Factor three, “Textual evidence and cultural experience with literary texts,” 

described the reading standards these teachers believed are the most important. Factor three 

had two teachers load significantly positive and one load significantly negative. Two 

participants believed it is important to teach students how to find textual evidence for 

literary texts and to build cultural experiences based on world literature. One participant, 

however, believed the exact oppositethat these were the least important reading standards. 

Two teachers felt the least important reading standards involved demonstrating 

understanding of every text and being able to relate texts to prior knowledge or experience, 

and creating a project based upon literature using Web 2.0 tools. In contrast, one teacher felt 

these were the most important reading standards to teach students. Two teachers also stated 

that when performing the Q-sort they had to decide between what they wanted to teach their 

students and what they actually taught their students.  

My second research question was: What contextual issues influence what teachers 

believe about reading standards? Through focus groups, participants discussed four 

contextual issues: training, teacher knowledge, instruction (implementation and assessment), 

and students’ motivation and achievement. 

Connecting Findings to the Literature 

The purpose of this section is to relate the results of this study to the literature 

discussed in Chapter 2. The discussion is organized by research question.  

Findings connected to what secondary English teachers believe are the most 

important reading standards. Since there was a high correlation between factor groups 1 

and 2, nuances between the two groups help to distinguish them. Factor one group, “Critical 
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thinking skills needed for the real world through personalization of learning,” reported not 

understanding CCSS. As a group the teachers did not have much professional development 

for implementation or integrating CCSS into their lessons. As research shows professional 

development is important for teacher implementation (Brookfield, 1995; Calderhead, 1987). 

Therefore, teachers based their instruction on what they were most comfortable teaching and 

their knowledge of their specific content (Goldschmidt & Phelps, 2007; Kagan, 1992; 

Pajares, 1992). Factor one group knew what their curriculum pacing guides were supposed 

to be, but, when their classroom doors were closed, they taught what they wanted based on 

the needs of their students. As research shows, curriculum alignment is important (Beach, 

2011; Polikoff et al., 2011; Porter et al., 2011). However, factor one group emphasized 

student-centered learning (Avila & Moore, 2012; Kist, 2005; Willinsky, 1990; Zhao, 2009). 

For example, a veteran teacher in factor one group stated, “I know and understand what my 

principal wants me to do, but I teach my students--and teach them the skills they need 

regardless of what the curriculum or my principal emphasizes” (Participant 5). In contrast, 

factor two group, “Critical thinking skills needed for the real world through learning 

standards,” was more willing to try CCSS and understood it more than factor one group. 

Factor two group was more influenced by the standards, being concerned with what CCSS 

meant for their students and their principals’ expectations. Principals’ expectations can 

influence teachers’ instruction and student achievement (Andrews & Soder, 1987; Hiebert & 

Mesmer, 2013a).  

 Though the first two factor groups differed on personalization and standards for 

learning, both believed that critical thinking skills in real world contexts are essential for 
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student success (i.e, Allinder, 1995, Grossman, Grossman Stryker & Szabo, 2009; Woolfolk 

& Hoy, 1990). Student technology use with the Internet and multimedia texts was a key 

feature of the given statements in the Q-sample about critical thinking skills in real world 

context for both groups. One teacher with 10 years’ experience emphasized the importance 

of technology use, noting that digital text “is user friendly and engages students in ways that 

a book cannot. Students can quickly access links and multimedia tools to further enhance 

their reading experience and learning” (Participant 19). This finding is supported by the 

literature about hyperlinking and reading digital text (Kist, 2005; Kress, 2003; Leu, 2000; 

Willinsky, 1990). Teachers in factor one and two groups agreed that using technology as a 

tool for teaching literacy was a way to enhance student learning and student motivation 

(Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000) and teacher motivation can influence student learning (Usher & 

Pajares, 2008). Another teacher, expressing his beliefs about technology, said, “Technology 

makes the impossible [become] possible in the classroom. It allows my students to use 

critical thinking skills to communicate, collaborate, and create with others outside of the 

classroom, in other schools, in businesses, and around the world” (Participant 27). 

Regardless of pedagogical beliefs, teachers from both factor one and two groups supported 

integrating technology for teaching literacy skills. An example of teaching literacy skills 

through the integrating of technology is being able to read digital text (Kress, 2003) and use 

online reading comprehension skills (Coiro, 2011a, 2011b; Leu, et al., 2008; Reinking, 

2003). In a time when high accountability, CCSS, and assessment are being emphasized, 

this study is important because all teacher participants in both factor one and two groups 

believed in integrating technology in their literacy instruction.  
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Factor three group, “Textual evidence and cultural experience with literary texts,” 

included three participants, two who loaded positive and one who loaded significantly 

negative. Participant 1 said, “Students must learn to find evidence for their answers based in 

the text and learn cultural experiences through reading world literature. If they do this, they 

will succeed on the tests.” Participant 2 echoed Participant 1 by adding, “The only way for 

students to improve is to read and write more and for teachers to give students more time 

reading in class. Students do not have access to world literature at home.” Participants 1 and 

2 believed preparing students for their standardized assessments was important and that the 

way to prepare them was through teaching students to find textual evidence and experience 

culture through literature. Textual evidence and cultural experience with literary texts is 

supported by self-questioning strategies (Taboada & Guthrie, 2006), text-based 

understanding (Kintsch, 1986, 1993), knowledge of sources (Raphael & Wonnacott, 1985), 

and text-based questions (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1992; Sprio, 2001). Two teachers in 

factor three group were supportive of teaching the reading standards, particularly those 

standards that emphasize textual evidence and cultural experience.  

The third participant in factor three group loaded significantly negative for this 

factor and disagreed with the other two participants. Participant 10 believed relating text to 

prior knowledge and technology were the most important reading standards, while 

Participants 1 and 2 believed that their students already possessed these skills and therefore 

they were not a priority for teaching. When asked about text and prior knowledge, 

Participant 10 stated, “Students must relate to what they are reading in order to understand it 

and make connections to the text.” Participant 10’s statement is supported through the 



EXPLORING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS  130 

literature about prior knowledge. Prior knowledge was discussed in Chapter 2 in relation to 

knowledge demands (McNamara et al., 1996; McNamara et al., 2012), motivation (Guthrie 

& Wigfield, 2000; McKenna, 1994), and comprehension (Reinking, 1998; Tierney & 

Cunningham, 1984).  

When asked about technology and why she ranked it important, Participant 10 

added, “Students need to learn the proper way to search online—not just type in the Google 

search bar and click the first, second, third links” (Participant 10). Chapter 2 reviewed 

literature about online research and skills necessary for Internet critical thinking skills 

(Coiro, 2003, 2005; Leu, 2000; Leu et al., 2008). Participant 10 shared that she wants her 

students to use technology as much as possible. She said, “I try to introduce a new Web 2.0 

tool to my students each month, sometimes if it is an easy tool I will introduce two that 

month” (Participant 10).  

Findings connected to contextual issues that influence teachers’ beliefs about 

reading standards. Research about teachers’ beliefs, teachers’ sense of efficacy, and 

teacher knowledge is abundant (Munby, 1982; Pajares, 1992; Ross & Bruce, 2007; Stryker 

& Szabo, 2009). Based on research, we know that teachers’ sense of efficacy influences 

teachers’ beliefs. For example, Stryker and Szabo (2009) asserted, “If teacher efficacy is 

such an important factor, the investigation of teacher beliefs about reading is vital. The use 

of effective instruction hinges on the teachers' efficacy beliefs about the teaching of reading 

and their knowledge about teaching reading” (p. 210). Contextual issues influence teachers’ 

beliefs. The teachers in this study identified four contextual issues that were of significance 
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to them: (a) training, (b) teacher knowledge, (c) instruction (implementation and 

assessment), and (d) student motivation and achievement.  

Training. Teachers continue to increase their knowledge and beliefs through their 

training. Teachers receive formal training through education and professional development, 

and informal training through learning from each other. An English teacher of eight years 

stated, “Common Core is hard to teach because we have had very little professional 

development about how to implement it, and the relevance towards [the] real world is 

vague” (Participant 3). Another teacher at the same school said, “Teachers need more 

training about reading; it should be a major emphasis in schools because of Common Core. 

It should also be a part of our training because reading is important in all subjects” 

(Participant 15). A teacher of 11 years shared, “We need to understand the reading 

standards. Instead of focusing on a few in isolation, I was finally able to understand the 

standards by looking at them as a whole. It gave me a different and improved perception of 

reading” (Participant 8). He added, “Teachers need more training to improve teachers’ 

confidence with teaching reading standards” (Participant 8). 

Teacher training on reading may include increasing teacher content knowledge, 

adding new instructional design skills, and integrating technology tools to increase student 

motivation. Teachers need more professional development focused on strategies for 

integrating technology into their content area and more strategies for teaching students how 

to read using digital media (Straub, 2009). Five participants shared their frustration with 

several of the standards that included technology. Their frustration is echoed by Woolfolk 

Hoy and Davis (2006), who stated  “with increasing pressure to train and support new and 
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practicing teachers in technology integration, researchers have begun to examine the role of 

teachers' sense of efficacy for using technology” (pp. 121-122). Consequently, Woolfolk 

Hoy and Davis (2006) found, “Fewer studies have explored the role of teachers’ sense of 

efficacy for teaching with technology for their self-efficacy for managing their classroom 

with technology” (p. 122). Although five teachers had SMARTboards and other 

technologies in their classrooms, they reported not knowing about and not using Web 2.0 

tools. Research addresses implications for training teachers in technology integration and 

exploring teachers’ sense of efficacy with teaching technology (Woolfolk, Hoy & Davis, 

2006). These implications for training teachers in reading standards and technology 

integration include an increase in teacher knowledge, instructional design methods, and 

motivation. 

Teacher knowledge. Research shows that highly efficacious teachers expect more 

from their students, use more strategies, and create a more time-on-task environment for 

students (Alderman, 2004; Egyed & Short, 2006). Teacher beliefs are influenced by teacher 

knowledge and the confidence they have in their knowledge (Ross & Bruce, 2007; Straub, 

2009). Teachers from factor two group and the teacher who loaded significantly negative on 

factor three agreed that teacher knowledge is important for designing instruction. Two 

veteran teachers, each with more than 20 years’ experience, voiced their concern, “It is 

difficult to create lessons when the teachers do not understand what the standards require” 

(Participants 5). “I agree, and also think that the standards are written vaguely to allow 

teachers flexibility, but some of the standards need clarification as to how we are supposed 
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to teach them” (Participant 17). Teachers’ preparation for instructional design is the first of 

the contextual issues with teacher knowledge; the second is content knowledge of reading. 

Teachers need content knowledge of reading, the why and how of teaching reading. 

Phelps (2009) stated teaching reading requires knowledge of components and strategies for 

teaching reading, not just reading comprehension. As one teacher confessed, “I didn’t 

understand CCSS for two years. It wasn’t clear to me what I was supposed to teach. I finally 

got it when other English teachers showed me and explained what they were doing” 

(Participant 23). The teacher who loaded negatively on factor three said, “Teachers need to 

grasp [reading] standards to model for our students. We must teach various reading 

strategies, types and mediums of text, and how each of these affects a student’s reading in 

decoding, vocabulary, and comprehension” (Participant 10). Woolfolk, Hoy and Davis 

(2006) demonstrated that teachers who were confident in their content and pedagogical 

knowledge shared ownership in the outcome of a lesson activity. Other studies have shown 

that teachers’ perceptions regarding their content knowledge beliefs have positive direct and 

indirect effects on student achievement (Allinder, 1994, 1995; Brophy, 1986; Milner, 2002; 

Stryker & Szabo, 2009; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). The next section on instruction explores 

more about teacher knowledge and reading. 

Instruction. Teacher knowledge about reading is important for instruction (Shulman, 

1986; Wang, Ertmer & Newby, 2004). Teachers inform their own instruction through their 

knowledge and through interaction with other teachers, thus influencing the level of 

engagement in learning. Therefore, teacher knowledge is important for how teachers design 

and implement instruction (Levin & Wadmany, 2006; Shulman, 1986). All factor groups 
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identified implementation and assessment as contextual issues influencing teachers’ beliefs 

about reading standards. The contextual issue of instruction includes implementation and 

assessment as components. Implementation is how teachers design and introduce reading 

standards and CCSS to students. Assessment is the formal and informal methods (i.e., in 

class participation, classwork, quizzes, tests, and projects) for evaluating whether or not 

students have learned the standard and if so, how well. Since these are crucial components 

of instruction, teachers need to be confident in their knowledge of implementation and 

assessment. 

Student motivation and achievement. Teacher’s beliefs affect their instructional 

design and can directly influence student motivation and response to the instruction 

(Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2000; Goddard et al., 2007; Wigfield, 2000). Regarding 

students’ ability to achieve, one teacher said, “Common Core sets high expectations for 

students” (Participant 29). Another added, “Reading standards are important but students 

should achieve within their own range of learning, and not all be held to the highest level” 

(Participant 17). Regarding motivation and achievement, a veteran teacher expressed 

concern, “My students who are struggling readers and the less motivated may not be able to 

achieve the standards” (Participant 16). Direct influences of teacher beliefs on student 

achievement may be demonstrated through scaffolded instruction that is purposely designed 

to use several reading comprehension strategies to help students increase their 

understanding (Wharton-McDonald, Pressley, & Hampton, 1998). A teacher with 11 years 

of experience stated, “Students learn more when they have prior knowledge to connect with 

new information, which is a major part of teaching reading” (Participant 21). Another 
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teacher shared, “Common Core tries to encourage motivation, but, actually, teachers must 

instill an appreciation for reading within students” (Participant 25). Teachers’ sense of 

efficacy and teachers’ beliefs affect instruction and students’ achievement (Beard, Hoy, & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2010; Rockoff, 2004; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). It is important to 

consider these influences and their relation to student achievement when exploring teachers’ 

beliefs about reading standards. The research on student achievement shows direct links 

between teacher beliefs and student achievement regardless of the students’ self-perceived 

abilities (Boyd, et al., 2009; Brophy, 1988; Easton, 2008; Epstein, 1991; Tschannen-Moran 

& Johnson, 2011). 

Summary of connecting findings to the literature 

The findings demonstrated that the first two factor groups had a high correlation and 

agreed that the most important reading standards were critical thinking skills needed in the 

real world and utilizing technology to teach reading skills. Research about digital texts, 

online reading comprehension, and online research are important. Factor three group 

consisted of three teacher participants, one of which loaded significantly negative. Two 

teachers in factor three group believed teaching textual evidence and cultural experience 

through literary text were the most important reading standards. These two teachers agreed 

with the literature about teaching students how to support their opinions with evidence from 

text. However, the teacher who loaded negatively disagreed with the literature supporting 

textual evidence. She agreed with the literature about teaching students how to connect prior 

knowledge to text and in teaching technology skills. The findings demonstrated that 28 of 
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31 participants support integrating technology as the most important skill in reading 

standards. 

Research about teachers’ beliefs, teachers’ sense of efficacy, and teacher knowledge 

is important when considering contextual issues influencing teachers. Teachers in this study 

identified contextual issues of training, teacher knowledge, instruction (implementation and 

assessment), and student motivation and achievement that influence their beliefs about 

reading standards. Research supports these teachers’ perceptions in that knowledge of 

content, and pedagogy affect their confidence and instruction as well as student motivation 

and achievement. Teachers in this study identified contextual issues influencing their beliefs 

about the importance of reading standards: training, teacher knowledge, instruction 

(including implementation and assessment), and student motivation and achievement. The 

literature supported each of the contextual issues and demonstrated how these issues affect 

teacher beliefs and efficacy.  

Implications  

I explored teachers’ perceptions of reading standards. CCSS literature focuses on six 

shifts, three of which were relevant for this study: text complexity (e.g., Hiebert, 2012; 

Hiebert & Mesmer, 2013a, 2013b), text-based answers (e.g., Townsend, 2013; Wahlstrom, 

2011), and informational text (e.g., Shanahan, 2012, 2013). Using Q-methodology, I 

explored teachers’ beliefs about reading standards, and contextual issues. As a result, I 

found implications for English teachers, policymakers, and future research. 

Implications for English teachers. Implications for English teachers include 

teacher “buy in” for implementing CCSS, professional development about technology, more 
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content-specific knowledge about integrating technology, training in how to use technology 

in creating and implementing assessments, and ways to integrate technology to enhance 

student motivation. Teachers must be aware of their beliefs and how those beliefs influence 

instruction (Pajares, 1992). English teachers’ beliefs about the importance of reading 

standards affect their instruction and consequently student motivation and achievement. One 

implication from this study is that there needs to be more “buy in” for CCSS to be 

implemented, since many teachers do not believe it reflects the most important standards. 

Teachers must be knowledgeable in the content and pedagogy of reading standards: the 

components of text complexity, text-based questions and answers, and informational text. 

Teachers need to feel knowledgeable about each of the ELA shifts in order to incorporate 

them into their instruction and be able to design lessons to help students with the 

components of each shift. Since reading instruction includes each of the ELA shifts, to omit 

one or more of them because a teacher does not understand the standard leaves the 

instruction incomplete; teachers need more training in these areas and in CCSS. Teachers 

need to understand the rationale for national standards and believe in those standards. It 

follows then that teachers’ instruction would more likely reflect the importance of those 

standards if they were better prepared to teach them. 

Supporting and increasing teachers’ confidence (through, increased teachers’ content 

knowledge, and pedagogical knowledge) affects teacher instruction and ultimately student 

motivation and achievement. I found English teachers need more training in reading 

instruction, reading standards, and teaching reading with technology (both digital text and 

using different technology tools). Technology is an important factor in teaching reading, 
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since print and digital texts require different skills and instruction. Therefore, it is also 

essential that teachers have confidence and knowledge in integrating technology into 

teaching reading standards. Likewise, teachers need more content-specific knowledge about 

integrating technology and more professional development about TPACK (Mishra & 

Koehler, 2006). Teachers need to be knowledgeable in technology tools and pedagogy about 

technology. A disconnect exists between teachers’ beliefs about the importance of using 

technology and the level of comfort teachers have with integrating technology. For example, 

in each school in this study, there were teachers with SMARTboards in their classroom who 

only knew how to use them as projectors and did not know what Web 2.0 tools were. In 

order to integrate technology, teachers need more content-specific knowledge about it. 

Technology in the classroom should enhance learning and not be used simply 

because the technology is available. Nor can it be the purpose of, or the only means of, 

learning. Since teachers are being asked to integrate technology, teachers should also be 

assessing students through the use of technology. Teachers need more training about ways 

to assess students through multimedia and other technology. Teachers need to know ways of 

integrating technology to enhance students’ learning, motivation, and achievement. This 

study shows that teachers believe technology is important for teaching reading standards and 

to motivate student learning and increase achievement. The implications for English 

teachers include understanding CCSS, more training and content-specific knowledge about 

technology, developing ways of integrating technology, and implementing ways to assess 

students and enhance their motivation and achievement with that technology. 
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Two reasons why teachers may have ranked technology the way they did include a 

push for technology in the district and the principals’ influences. The context of the district 

may be one reason why technology ranked so high. The district trained all teachers in 21st-

century skills; however, training about CCSS was limited. Teachers know they should use 

technology for the purpose of motivating students and connecting to real world aspects, but 

are hesitant because they lack enough training with technology and are unsure about how to 

integrate it. While most classrooms have SMARTboards in them, very little training was 

given to teachers about using them. Many teachers are using the SMARTboards as glorified 

wipe boards to deliver instruction. The students have limited access to using SMARTboards, 

but this is beginning to change as professional development is increasing for technology like 

SMARTboards. As noted in the literature review in Chapter 2, Technology, Pedagogy, and 

Content Knowledge (TPACK) is a model for how to integrate technology with what 

teachers already know (Mishra & Koehler, 2006). The TPACK model emphasizes 

integrating technology as a tool to enhance a lesson and not using technology for its own 

sake. 

Principal influence may be another reason why the teachers ranked technology 

important. In this district, principals are highly respected, and four of the principals hold 

doctorate degrees. Principal influence may be direct and explicit or indirect and implicit 

(Andrews & Soder, 1987). Regardless of how the principals convey their expectations, 

teachers in this district are listening. There were 17 of 31 participants who mentioned 

principal influence for why they emphasized technology. One beginning teacher shared, “I 

respect my principal and his experience. He has a wealth of knowledge and has been in 
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education almost as long as I have been alive. He knows what he is talking about and knows 

what teachers are experiencing” (Participant 14). Principals and the district leaders are 

encouraging teachers to use more technology and have begun offering more professional 

development about technology.  

Implications for policymakers. The implications for policymakers include but are 

not limited to professional development for technology, professional development for 

content-specific knowledge with CCSS, resources for technology, and communication with 

teachers prior to and during the process of implementing curriculum changes. Professional 

development in the use of technology at the local, state, and national levels needs to be 

available for teachers. The increased emphasis on teaching students 21st-century skills 

means that teachers must be knowledgeable and comfortable teaching those technology 

skills. Teachers need to understand why, how, and when to use technology. Teachers may 

have access to SMARTboards, document cameras, and Web 2.0 tools, but may not be 

knowledgeable in how to use them. Teachers need to be knowledgeable and confident in 

ways to integrate technology into their lessons. Also, teachers need to understand ways of 

assessing students using technology.  

Professional development is needed also at the local, state, and national levels for 

content-specific knowledge with CCSS and the ELA shifts. Teachers need more content-

specific knowledge about each of the ELA shifts and about CCSS. With more training, 

teachers may understand CCSS better and see more value in it. Teachers need to be 

knowledgeable about what and how they are teaching reading standards. Therefore, 

professional development is necessary to increase teacher knowledge about text complexity, 
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text-based questions and answers, and informational text. Teachers need to understand each 

of these in-depth as well as their importance in order to incorporate these standards into 

lessons that will help students. Teachers need training in what each standard requires and 

why each is important. Policy-makers need to implement policies that support professional 

development for teachers about technology, CCSS, and the ELA shifts. 

Additionally, implications for policymakers include teaching teachers about ways to 

integrate technology as well as having the resources to support teaching with technology. It 

is not enough to provide professional development about technology; policymakers must 

provide the resources for teachers to integrate new technology into their classes. Resources 

are necessary to provide schools and teachers with current technology to enhance student 

motivation, learning, and achievement. Teachers need access to technology in order to 

provide instruction to students about the technology as well as integrate the technology into 

a lesson to enhance learning. Teachers may know how to use the technology, but without 

resources to purchase the technology they cannot integrate it into their lesson. For example, 

a teacher may know how to use devices for readers (i.e., Chromebooks, Kindles, or Nooks), 

but be unable to use them if there are not enough for a whole class. Policymakers need to 

provide more resources for technology due to the emphasis on 21st-century skills. 

Another implication for policymakers is the need for more and better communication 

with teachers prior to and during the process of implementing curriculum changes. Teachers 

need to be included in the process of curriculum changes or at least be made to feel as if 

their role matters in curriculum development. Teachers who understand curriculum changes 

and why the changes are being made will have quicker “buy in” and be able to implement 
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the changes more willingly and with less struggle than those who do not. Policy-makers 

need to communicate with teachers prior to making curriculum changes to make sure 

teachers understand the changes and are able and willing to make them. Teachers need to be 

included in the process of curriculum changes because instruction is impacted when teachers 

believe in the importance of what they are teaching and understand the reason for teaching 

that curriculum. 

Limitations and implications for future research. There were at least three 

limitations of the study. The first limitation focused on the Q-sample. The 40 statements 

within the Q-sample limited the research to teachers’ beliefs about the researcher-identified 

reading standards. Second, the P-set limited the 31 participants to only one Q-sort; multiple 

Q-sorts could potentially yield more robust findings. Third, the lens of teachers’ beliefs 

limited the study to what teachers say they believe rather than what they observably do in 

the classroom. Each of these limitations is an opportunity for future research. 

In future research, other statements could be included: standards from ISTE, 

statements about technology, 21st-century skills, and TPACK (the integration of technology, 

pedagogy, and content knowledge). If I were to do this study again, I would include more 

statements about 21st-century skills (collaboration, communication, critical thinking, and 

creativity), project based learning, problem solving, and more specifics about technology. 

Also, I think it would be interesting to conduct a similar study using statements just about 

technology. I would include statements about specific technology (not only Internet use but 

technology tools such as SMARTboards, document cameras, and more specific statements 

about Web 2.0 tools). 
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Professional development is an opportunity for future research. Since teachers did 

not highly rank CCSS in the study, more professional development is needed to increase 

knowledge about text complexity, text-based questions and answers, and informational text. 

Teachers may or may not change their beliefs about CCSS; however, more professional 

development and knowledge about the different aspects can influence their instruction. A 

practical application for teachers might be to have a professional development activity with 

these statements. Teachers in professional learning teams (PLTs), grade levels, a faculty 

meeting, or a professional training could sort these standards and use the exercise as a 

springboard for discussion. Do teachers and administrators agree? Do teachers understand 

that text complexity is more than readability and reading levels? Do administrators 

understand that informational text does not mean doing away with novels? What are the 

similar or differing viewpoints? What is most important in that district? Powerful 

conversations about CCSS could come from sorting these statements. 

This research provides insights on teachers’ beliefs about reading standards and 

contextual issues influencing teachers’ perceptions. Given the significant changes due to the 

implementation of CCSS, it is critical to have a better understanding of teachers’ beliefs 

about these standards. More research is needed about teachers’ perceptions about CCSS and 

reading standards. Similar studies should be conducted about teachers’ perceptions about 

standards in other content areas. Teachers’ beliefs, and knowledge play an important role in 

instruction and warrant further research.  

Other areas of teachers’ beliefs and knowledge could be explored using Q-

methodology. Since this method is gaining interest within the education field, researchers 
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could further explore perceptions of teachers, administrators, and students with it. For 

example, another area for research is using Q-methodology to explore teachers’ perceptions 

about standards in relation to diverse students (students with disabilities, or students with 

low reading ability, or students who are English language learners). More research using Q-

methodology is needed for exploring teachers’ beliefs about instruction, curriculum and 

implementation, and technology and ways of integrating technology. It is surprising that 

there is not more research being conducted about teachers’ beliefs using Q-methodology. 

Further research using Q-methodology to explore teachers’ beliefs about reading standards 

and contextual issues influencing their beliefs is important. 

More research is needed about teachers’ knowledge about instruction compared with 

what actually occurs in the classroom. It would be interesting to compare the results of this 

study and what the teachers thought were the most important reading standards with which 

standards they are actually teaching in their classes. Are the reading standards that are being 

taught the ones that the teachers said were the most important? If not, why and what 

accounts for the difference? More research is needed about teachers’ perceptions about 

technology in the classroom and how teachers are actually using technology in the 

classroom. A similar study could be interesting to see what teachers’ believe about 

instruction versus what is actually happening in their classroom due to contextual issues. 

Further research is needed to explore what teachers know about instruction and what is 

actually happening in their class. 

Teachers’ beliefs and contextual issues influencing teachers’ perceptions warrant 

further research. In this study, I found that teachers are influenced by training (or lack of it), 
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teacher knowledge, instructional design, implementation and assessment, and these in turn 

affect student motivation and achievement. More research in each of these areas is important 

since they affect instruction and student achievement. Teachers need training to improve 

their skills and stay current with new and innovative ways of teaching. Moreover, additional 

research is needed about teacher knowledge and how it affects instructional design, 

implementation and assessment of new curriculum and the impact on student learning, and 

other contextual issues influencing teachers’ beliefs.  

Conclusion 

The findings of this study demonstrate that 27 of 31 teachers believe the most 

important reading standards are the standards that address critical thinking skills needed for 

the real world and integrating technology. Factor one group, “Critical thinking skills needed 

for the real world through personalization of learning,” believed in integrating technology to 

personalize learning. Factor two group, “Critical thinking skills needed for the real world 

through learning standards,” believed in integrating technology regardless of specific 

student needs. Factor three group, “Textual evidence and cultural experience with literary 

texts,” emphasized teaching students to use textual evidence to support their ideas and 

leading students to experience other cultures through reading. Teachers identified contextual 

issues influencing their beliefs about the importance of these reading standards: training, 

teacher knowledge, instruction, and student motivation and achievement. Results of the 

study demonstrate that teachers believe reading standards that address critical thinking skills 

and integrate technology are most important. Specifically, greater emphasis should be 

placed on the affordances of technology as related to reading digital texts and conducting 
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online research. This study adds to existing research on teacher beliefs and has important 

implications for policymakers, practitioners, and future researchers. Future research should 

explore teachers’ beliefs about technology skills and professional development. More 

research is needed about teachers’ beliefs versus what actually occurs in the classroom. 

When I began this study, 46 states had adopted CCSS, now 22 of those states have 

withdrawn their support for various reasons. This study is timely in that the results may 

inform the ongoing debate about the implementation of reading standards, barriers to those 

standards, and effective ways to introduce, implement, and support those standards for all 

stakeholders. 
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Epilogue 

 After collecting and analyzing the data from the 31 participants, and writing most of 

this dissertation, I asked my mother to complete the Q-sort. I asked her because she has a 

unique perspective due to her education, training, and experiences. Jacquelyn has a Ph. D. in 

reading education, she taught high school English for six years and has taught pre-service 

teachers and teachers at the university level for more than 24 years. She has more than 50 

hours of PD in literacy, and more than 10 courses in literacy. She has 10 hours of PD in 

CCSS. Table 5.1 shows her highest and lowest placed cards in the sort.  

 

 

Table 5.1 .  Jacquelyn’s High-Positive and High-Negative Statements  

Score Card # Statement 

+ 4 32 
Manage, analyze, and synthesize multiple streams of 

simultaneous information. 

+ 4 35 

Conduct research on issues and interests by generating ideas 

and questions, and by posing problems. They gather, 

evaluate, and synthesize data from a variety of sources (e.g., 

print and non-print texts, artifacts, people) to communicate 

their discoveries in ways that suit their purpose and 

audience. 

+ 3 39 
Develop questions for research and explorations that lead to 

synthesis of knowledge and creative problem solving. 

+ 3 6 

Analyze how the author unfolds an analysis or series of ideas 

or events, including the order in which the points are made, 

how they are introduced and developed, and the connections 

that are drawn between them. 

+ 3 14 

Analyze various accounts of a subject told in different 

mediums (e.g., a person’s life story in both print and 

multimedia), determining which details are emphasized in 

each account. 
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Table 5.1 Continued 

 

 

- 3 34 

Apply knowledge of language structure, language 

conventions (e.g., spelling and punctuation), media 

techniques, figurative language, and genre to create, critique, 

and discuss print and non-print texts. 

- 3 27 
Communicate information and ideas effectively to multiple 

audiences using a variety of media and formats. 

- 3 19 

By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend literary 

nonfiction in the grades 9–10 text complexity band 

proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at the high end of 

the range.  By the end of grade 10, read and comprehend 

literary nonfiction at the high end of the grades 9–10 text 

complexity band independently and proficiently. 

- 4 18 

By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend literature, 

including stories, dramas, and poems, in the grades 9–10 text 

complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at 

the high end of the range.  By the end of grade 10, read and 

comprehend literature, including stories, dramas, and poems, 

at the high end of the grades 9–10 text complexity band 

independently and proficiently. 

- 4 36 
Engage in reading, practice, imaginative response through 

reading novels, plays, and dramas. 

 

 

 

 

The statements that are placed in the +4, +3, -3, and -4 position on the sorting grid 

are her most and least important statements respectively. The ranking of these statements 

shed light on how she perceived reading standards. The five highest scoring statements 

ranked by Jacquelyn were: synthesizing information, conducting research, creative problem 

solving, analyzing how the author unfolds ideas, and analyzing various accounts in different 

mediums. She sorted statements 32, 35, 39, 6, and 14 on the +4 and +3 side of the Q grid. 

While sorting my mother said, “As a former high school English teacher, I am thinking of 



EXPLORING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS  149 

critical thinking, at-risk readers, and for college bound students most of this is a ‘duh’ for 

them.” The five lowest scoring statements by Jacquelyn were about applying knowledge of 

language, communicating information using media, text complexity band for literary and 

informational text, and engage in reading. She sorted statements 34, 27, 19, 18, and 36 on 

the -4 and -3 side of the grid. Figure 5.1 shows Jacquelyn’s sort. 

 

 

Less important         Neutral          Most important 

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 

18 34 8 24 37 9 5 39 32 

36 27 38 31 33 17 10 6 35 

 

19 21 29 2 3 16 14 

 

  

20 30 1 4 11 

  

  

22 15 23 12 13 

  

   

26 25 7 

   

    

28 

    

    

40 

    ________________________________________________________________________ 

Figure 5.1. Jacquelyn’s Sort 

 

 

 

 The most important statements by Jacquelyn were statement 32 (“manage, analyze, 

and synthesize multiple streams of simultaneous information”) and statement 35 

(“conducting research on issues and interests by generating ideas and questions, and by 

posing problems”). Jacquelyn thought aloud as she completed her sort, “As a college 

professor, I am thinking about what I emphasize for my pre-service high school ELA 

teachers. This is not easy, so far I have eight categories.” When she was close to completing 

the Q-sort she stated, “I sorted the statements by categories or topics of how I would teach 
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them.” Then looking at the cards she exclaimed, “Wow, that’s interesting! I am organizing 

them by Bloom’s Taxonomy.” She added, “But I put create project with Web 2.0 at the 

bottom because that is not synthesis or analyze to me. My least important is knowledge 

level.” She continued, “It is not that my least are not important, it is that I don’t think I need 

to teach it because students already know much about global learning and technology due to 

social media and everyday life.” 

 Jacquelyn believes reading standards “provide goals that will develop students' 

knowledge and use of the English language in ways that can serve them throughout their 

lives.” When asked about her perceptions about CCSS, she stated, “I am delighted that the 

CCSS place equal weight on reading and on writing.” She explained, “I am also pleased to 

know that the CCSS emphasize the importance of students learning to handle texts of 

increasing complexity, and that means that teachers need to know how to determine a text's 

level of complexity.” She added, “I would like to see the inclusion of a standard that 

promotes a lifelong joy of reading and writing while increasing students' literacy skills.” 

Overall, she ranked CCSS reading standards positively. 
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Appendix A: Initial Email to Principals 

Dear Principal, 

I am a doctoral student at NC State University working on my dissertation.  I would like 45 

minutes of several of your teachers’ time after school and permission to use your school 

media center as a meeting place.  Please be aware that your ninth and tenth grade, English 

teachers will be asked to take time and help me with a project about reading standards in 

Common Core State Standards English Language Arts (CCSS-ELA).  The information 

gathered from this study will be used for my dissertation.  The following email is what will 

be sent to your English teachers.  Thank you for your time and use of your school media 

center. 

Erin Culpepper 

Email to teachers: 

Hi, 

Please help me with my dissertation.  You are receiving this email because you teach ninth 

or tenth grade English.  I am a doctoral student at NC State University conducting research 

about teachers’ perceptions of the Common Core State Standards.  By responding to this 

email, you will receive an email requesting to schedule a time to meet in your school media 

center.  If you do not respond then you will receive no more emails.  Participation with the 

study entails a 45-minute Q-sort (sorting cards with statements from most important to least 

important) and follow-up questions.  Several participants will participate in an hour focus 

group later.  Participation in this study is not a job requirement and will not affect your 

employment in any way. 

Thank you in advance for your time. 

Erin Culpepper  

  



EXPLORING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS  180 

Appendix B:  Initial Email to Teachers 

Hi, 

Please help me with my dissertation.  You are receiving this email because you teach ninth 

or tenth grade English.  I am a doctoral student at NC State University conducting research 

about teachers’ perceptions of the Common Core State Standards.  By responding to this 

email, you will receive an email requesting to schedule a time to meet in your school library.  

If you do not respond then you will receive no more emails. Participation with the study 

entails a 45-minute Q-sort (sorting cards with statements from most important to least 

important) and follow-up questions.  Several participants will participate in an hour focus 

group later.  Participation in this study is not a job requirement and will not affect your 

employment in any way. 

Thank you for your time in advance. 

Erin Culpepper  
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Appendix C:  Email to Teachers 

Hi, 

You are receiving this email because you teach ninth or tenth grade English and agreed to 

meet me in your school library to learn about my project.  I am a doctoral student at NC 

State University conducting research about teachers’ perceptions of the Common Core State 

Standards.  Participation with the study entails a 45-minute Q-sort (sorting cards with 

statements from most important to least important) and follow-up questions about literacy 

and CCSS.  Several participants will be asked to participate in an hour focus group later.  

All participants names will be included in a drawing for a $25 Barnes and Noble gift card.  

If you withdraw from the study your name will not be included in the drawing.  

Participation in this study is not a job requirement and will not affect your employment in 

any way. 

Thank you for your time in advance. 

Erin Culpepper  
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Appendix D: Q-Sample 

The first nineteen statements are directly from CCSS ELA ninth and tenth grade, reading 

standards with emphasis for the first four placed either on literary or informational text.  

1. Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support analysis of what the text says 

explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the [literary] text. 

2. Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support analysis of what the text says 

explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the [informational] text. 

3. Determine a theme or central idea of a text and analyze in detail its development 

over the course of the text, including how it emerges and is shaped and refined by specific 

details; provide an objective summary of the fictional text. 

4. Determine a central idea of a text and analyze its development over the course of the 

text, including how it emerges and is shaped and refined by specific details; provide an 

objective summary of the nonfictional text. 

5. Analyze how complex characters (e.g., those with multiple or conflicting 

motivations) develop over the course of a text, interact with other characters, and advance 

the plot or develop the theme. 

6. Analyze how the author unfolds an analysis or series of ideas or events, including 

the order in which the points are made, how they are introduced and developed, and the 

connections that are drawn between them. 

7. Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in the text, including 

figurative and connotative meanings; analyze the cumulative impact of specific word 

choices on meaning and tone (e.g., how the language evokes a sense of time and place; how 

it sets a formal or informal tone). 

8. Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, including 

figurative, connotative, and technical meanings; analyze the cumulative impact of specific 

word choices on meaning and tone (e.g., how the language of a court opinion differs from 

that of a newspaper). 
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9. Analyze how an author’s choices concerning how to structure a text, order events 

within it (e.g., parallel plots), and manipulate time (e.g., pacing, flashbacks) create such 

effects as mystery, tension, or surprise. 

10. Analyze in detail how an author’s ideas or claims are developed and refined by 

particular sentences, paragraphs, or larger portions of a text (e.g., a section or chapter). 

11. Analyze a particular point of view or cultural experience reflected in a work of 

literature from outside the United States, drawing on a wide reading of world literature.  

12. Determine an author’s point of view or purpose in a text and analyze how an author 

uses rhetoric to advance that point of view or purpose. 

13. Analyze the representation of a subject or a key scene in two different artistic 

mediums, including what is emphasized or absent in each treatment (e.g., Auden’s “Musée 

des Beaux Arts” and Breughel’s Landscape with the Fall of Icarus). 

14. Analyze various accounts of a subject told in different mediums (e.g., a person’s life 

story in both print and multimedia), determining which details are emphasized in each 

account. 

15. Delineate and evaluate the argument and specific claims in a text, assessing whether 

the reasoning is valid and the evidence is relevant and sufficient; identify false statements 

and fallacious reasoning. 

16. Analyze how an author draws on and transforms source material in a specific work 

(e.g., how Shakespeare treats a theme or topic from Ovid or the Bible or how a later author 

draws on a play by Shakespeare). 

17. Analyze seminal U.S. documents of historical and literary significance (e.g., 

Washington’s Farewell Address, the Gettysburg Address, Roosevelt’s Four Freedoms 

speech, King’s “Letter from Birmingham Jail”), including how they address related themes 

and concepts. 

18. By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend literature, including stories, dramas, and 

poems, in the grades 9–10 text complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at 

the high end of the range.  By the end of grade 10, read and comprehend literature, including 
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stories, dramas, and poems, at the high end of the grades 9–10 text complexity band 

independently and proficiently. 

19. By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend literary nonfiction in the grades 9–10 

text complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at the high end of the range.  

By the end of grade 10, read and comprehend literary nonfiction at the high end of the 

grades 9–10 text complexity band independently and proficiently. 

20. Demonstrate multiple levels of meaning with every text.  

21. Demonstrate understanding of every text and be able to relate it to prior knowledge 

or experience. 

22. Create a project based upon literature using Web 2.0 tools. 

23. Clearly demonstrate critical thinking about a text using technology. 

24. Demonstrate global learning awareness by communicating with students from 

another country.  

25. Illustrate critical thinking skills with new literacies by using digital text (multimedia, 

electronic text, videos, music, etc.) to show connections between a text and real world 

experiences.   

26. Demonstrate how to conduct a proper search of information using various online 

resources and texts.   

27. Communicate information and ideas effectively to multiple audiences using a variety 

of media and formats 

28. Use technology resources for solving problems and making informed decisions 

29. Use a variety of media and formats to communicate information and ideas 

effectively to multiple audiences. 

30. Build intentional cross-cultural connections and relationships with others so to pose 

and solve problems collaboratively and strengthen independent thought about texts. 

31. Design and share information for global communities to meet a variety of purposes. 

32. Manage, analyze, and synthesize multiple streams of simultaneous information. 

33. Create, critique, analyze, and evaluate multimedia texts. 
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34. Apply knowledge of language structure, language conventions (e.g., spelling and 

punctuation), media techniques, figurative language, and genre to create, critique, and 

discuss print and non-print texts. 

35. Conduct research on issues and interests by generating ideas and questions, and by 

posing problems. They gather, evaluate, and synthesize data from a variety of sources (e.g., 

print and non-print texts, artifacts, people) to communicate their discoveries in ways that 

suit their purpose and audience. 

36. Engage in reading, practice, imaginative response through reading entire novels, 

plays, and dramas. 

37 Develop critical thinking skills needed to succeed in the "real" world where 

technology is such a key component. 

38. Learn to read closely and to comprehend the connections between informative and 

literary texts and life. 

39. Develop questions for research and explorations that lead to synthesis of knowledge 

and creative problem solving. 

40. Develop and demonstrate communication skills to express critical thinking about a 

text. 
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Appendix E:  Q-sort with Directions and Follow-up questions 

Participant number: ______________ 

Directions for Q-sort. 

Please divide the cards into three groups.  One group consists of those statements about 

which you feel strongest; one group is the least strong and the third group is neutral.  Begin 

with the group about which you feel the strongest and place each card on the Q grid (see 

Figure 1).  Then, proceed to the group of the cards you feel the least strong, and finish with 

the cards from the neutral group.  Prior to continuing with the next group of cards, please 

indicate on the grid a line showing where the division of the three groups occurred.  After 

completing the Q-sort grid,   write your answers to follow up questions.   

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 

                  

                  

 

              

 

  

          

  

   

      

   

    

  

    

    

  

    Figure 1.  Q-sort diagram 

Gender: ________  Level of education and 

area_______________________________________ 

Name your Q-sort grid 

__________________________________________________________ 

Grade Level you are teaching ________________  How many years have you taught? 

_______ 

How did you receive your teacher training?  Lateral Entry  Undergraduate   Post-Bacc   

Graduate 

Where did you receive your teacher training? 

_________________________________________ 
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Number of hours of professional development for literacy? ________ 

Number of hours of professional development for CCSS? __________ 

Number of courses taken for training in literacy? _________________ 

Please answer the following questions: 

As a secondary English teacher, 

4. What are your perceptions about reading standards? 

5. What are your perceptions about CCSS? 

6. Is there a reading standard missing from the 40 statements that you would add? If so 

what is it? 
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Appendix F:  Protocol for Focus Group 

Focus Group Guide 

Title of study:  Exploring Teachers’ Beliefs about Reading Standards: A Q-

Methodology Study  

Erin Culpepper, Principal Investigator 

Introductory Statement 

Thank you very much for agreeing to be a participant in this study.  As indicated in the 

initial email, the purpose of this study is to clarify what you previously indicated in the Q-

sort and to further examine your views of Common Core State Standards.  To help me to do 

this, I would like to talk with you (for approximately one hour) about your teaching, and 

your perceptions about CCSS. You have already signed a consent form prior to completing 

the Q-sort.  Please read and sign the consent form for participation in the focus group, if you 

agree to participate.  Participation in this study is not a requirement of your employment at 

XXXXXXXXXX, and your participation or lack thereof, will not affect your job.  The focus 

groups will be audio recorded and video recorded for accuracy in obtaining information.  

Your privacy will be respected and the video will only be used to verify information in the 

audio recording if necessary.  Thanks for signing the form, now let’s get to the real stuff—

your teaching experiences (smile). 

Focus Group Protocol 

1. (Showing results of Q-sort) Why did you place the most importance on the standard 

you chose? 

2. Why did you place the least importance on the standards you chose? 

3. What standard if any is missing? 

4. What standard(s) should be deleted and why? 

5. How do you feel about Common Core State Standards? 

6. What are your perceptions about reading standards? 
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Appendix G:  Informed Consent Form 

North Carolina State University 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM for Focus Group 

Title of Study Exploring Teachers’ Beliefs about Reading Standards: A Q-Methology 

Study 

 

Principal Investigator   Erin L. Culpepper Faculty Sponsor (if applicable) Hiller Spires 

 

 

What are some general things you should know about research studies? 

You are being asked to take part in a research study.  Your participation in this study 

is voluntary. You have the right to be a part of this study, to choose not to participate 

or to stop participating at any time without penalty.  The purpose of research studies 

is to gain a better understanding of a certain topic or issue. You are not guaranteed 

any personal benefits from being in a study. Research studies also may pose risks to 

those that participate. In this consent form you will find specific details about the 

research in which you are being asked to participate. If you do not understand 

something in this form it is your right to ask the researcher for clarification or more 

information. A copy of this consent form will be provided to you. If at any time you 

have questions about your participation, do not hesitate to contact the researcher(s) 

named above. 

 

What is the purpose of this study? 

The purpose of the proposed Q-methodology study is to examine secondary English 

teachers’ perceptions of the importance of the reading standards. Specifically, the 

study will shed light on teachers’ beliefs about reading standards, the foundation of 

their perceptions, and their views regarding their role in facilitating students’ growth 

and achievement in reading skills. 
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What will happen if you take part in the study? 

If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to participate in a one hour 

focus group about why you ranked your Q-sort in the manner in which you did.  You 

will also be asked questions like the following: 

1. (Showing results of Q-sort) Why did you place the most importance on the 

standard you chose? 

2. Why did you place the least importance on the standards you chose? 

3. What standard if any is missing? 

4. What standard(s) should be deleted and why? 

5. How do you feel about Common Core State Standards? 

6. What are your perceptions about reading standards? 

Risks 

The potential risks are minimal and include small professional risk due to expressing 

perceptions about Common Core State Standards. The focus groups will be audio 

recorded and video recorded for accuracy in obtaining information.  Your privacy 

will be respected and the video will only be used to verify information in the audio 

recording if necessary.  Steps will be taken to minimize these risks will include the 

use of pseudonyms for all names of teachers and schools. All identifying information 

will be kept securely in password, protected file on a flash drive in a locked cabinet.  

Data will be kept securely in a locked cabinet. 

 

Benefits 

Participants may indirectly benefit from knowledge gained about reading standards, 

Common Core State Standards and/or teachers’ beliefs.  The overall benefits of the 

research include adding to the literature about teachers’ beliefs and reading 

standards.                                                                     
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Confidentiality 

The information in the study records will be kept confidential to the full extent 

allowed by law.  Pseudonyms will be used for all participants and these pseudonyms 

will be used in notes and other data collection so that identifiers are kept to a 

minimum.  Focus groups will be recorded using a tape recorder, and a flip camera.  

Your privacy will be respected and the video will only be used to verify information 

in the audio recording if necessary.  Data will be kept securely in password protected 

file on a flash drive in a locked cabinet.  No reference will be made in oral or written 

reports which could link you to the study.  

 

Compensation  

Compensation is a drawing for a $25 gift card to Barnes and Noble.  If participants 

withdraw prior to the end of the research, his/her name will be withdrawn from the 

drawing. 

 

Your employment 

Participation in this study is not a requirement of your employment at 

XXXXXXXXXXXX, and your participation or lack thereof, will not affect your job.   

 

What if you have questions about this study? 

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact 

the researcher Erin Culpepper, at ecbarrow@ncsu.edu, or 919-710-4170.  

 

What if you have questions about your rights as a research participant? 

If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or 

your rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course of this 

project, you may contact Deb Paxton, Regulatory Compliance Administrator, Box 

7514, NCSU Campus (919/515-4514). 
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Consent To Participate 

“I have read and understand the above information.  I have received a copy of this 

form.  I agree to participate in this study with the understanding that I may choose 

not to participate or to stop participating at any time without penalty or loss of 

benefits to which I am otherwise entitled.” 

 

Subject's signature_______________________________________ Date 

_________________ 

Investigator's signature__________________________________ Date 

_________________ 

 

  



EXPLORING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS  193 

Appendix H:  Factor One Normalized Factor Scores 

Cards Statements 
Z-

Scores 

37 Develop critical thinking skills needed to succeed in the "real" 

world where technology is such a key component. 
1.96 

39 Develop questions for research and explorations that lead to 

synthesis of knowledge and creative problem solving. 
1.74 

38 Learn to read closely and to comprehend the connections 

between informative and literary texts and life. 
1.67 

40 Develop and demonstrate communication skills to express 

critical thinking about an informational text. 
1.64 

35 

Conduct research on issues and interests by generating ideas and 

questions, and by posing problems. They gather, evaluate, and 

synthesize data from a variety of sources (e.g., print and non-

print texts, artifacts, people) to communicate their discoveries in 

ways that suit their purpose and audience. 

1.26 

2 
Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support analysis of 

what the text says explicitly as well as inferences drawn from 

the [informational] text. 

1.10 

27 Communicate information and ideas effectively to multiple 

audiences using a variety of media and formats. 
1.06 

26 Demonstrate how to conduct a proper search of information 

using various online resources and texts.   
1.02 

28 Use technology resources for solving problems and making 

informed decisions. 
0.95 

30 
Build intentional cross-cultural connections and relationships 

with others to pose and solve problems collaboratively and 

strengthen independent thought about texts. 

0.73 

36 Engage in reading, practice, imaginative response through 

reading novels, plays, and dramas. 
0.65 

29 Use a variety of media and formats to communicate information 

and ideas effectively to multiple audiences. 
0.50 

4 

Determine a central idea of a text and analyze its development 

over the course of the text, including how it emerges and is 

shaped and refined by specific details; provide an objective 

summary of the nonfictional text. 

0.47 
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3 

Determine a theme or central idea of a text and analyze in detail 

its development over the course of the text, including how it 

emerges and is shaped and refined by specific details; provide 

an objective summary of the fictional text. 

0.32 

15 

Delineate and evaluate the argument and specific claims in a 

text, assessing whether the reasoning is valid and the evidence is 

relevant and sufficient; identify false statements and fallacious 

reasoning. 

0.31 

25 
Illustrate critical thinking skills with new literacies by using 

digital text (multimedia, electronic text, videos, music, etc.) to 

show connections between a text and real world experiences.   

0.29 

1 
Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support analysis of 

what the text says explicitly as well as inferences drawn from 

the [literary] text. 

0.21 

8 

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in 

a text, including figurative, connotative, and technical 

meanings; analyze the cumulative impact of specific word 

choices on meaning and tone (e.g., how the language of a court 

opinion differs from that of a newspaper). 

0.21 

11 
Analyze a particular point of view or cultural experience 

reflected in a work of literature from outside the United States, 

drawing on a wide reading of world literature.  

0.13 

10 
Analyze in detail how an author’s ideas or claims are developed 

and refined by particular sentences, paragraphs, or larger 

portions of a text (e.g., a section or chapter). 

0.08 

7 

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in 

the text, including figurative and connotative meanings; analyze 

the cumulative impact of specific word choices on meaning and 

tone (e.g., how the language evokes a sense of time and place; 

how it sets a formal or informal tone). 

-0.01 

20 Demonstrate multiple levels of meaning with every text.  -0.21 

12 

Determine an author’s point of view or purpose in a text and 

analyze how an author uses rhetoric to advance that point of 

view or purpose. 

-0.25 

32 Manage, analyze, and synthesize multiple streams of 

simultaneous information. 
-0.30 

5 

Analyze how complex characters (e.g., those with multiple or 

conflicting motivations) develop over the course of a text, 

interact with other characters, and advance the plot or develop 

-0.30 
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the theme. 

16 

Analyze how an author draws on and transforms source material 

in a specific work (e.g., how Shakespeare treats a theme or topic 

from Ovid or the Bible or how a later author draws on a play by 

Shakespeare). 

-0.45 

23 
Clearly demonstrate critical thinking about a text using 

technology. 
-0.50 

6 

Analyze how the author unfolds an analysis or series of ideas or 

events, including the order in which the points are made, how 

they are introduced and developed, and the connections that are 

drawn between them. 

-0.52 

31 Design and share information for global communities to meet a 

variety of purposes. 
-0.54 

19 

By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend literary nonfiction 

in the grades 9–10 text complexity band proficiently, with 

scaffolding as needed at the high end of the range.  By the end 

of grade 10, read and comprehend literary nonfiction at the high 

end of the grades 9–10 text complexity band independently and 

proficiently. 

-0.60 

34 

Apply knowledge of language structure, language conventions 

(e.g., spelling and punctuation), media techniques, figurative 

language, and genre to create, critique, and discuss print and 

non-print texts. 

-0.71 

33 Create, critique, analyze, and evaluate multimedia texts. -0.75 

17 

Analyze seminal U.S. documents of historical and literary 

significance (e.g., Washington’s Farewell Address, the 

Gettysburg Address, Roosevelt’s Four Freedoms speech, King’s 

“Letter from Birmingham Jail”), including how they address 

related themes and concepts. 

-0.86 

24 Demonstrate global learning awareness by communicating with 

students from another country.  
-1.04 

22 Create a project based upon literature using Web 2.0 tools. -1.31 

9 

Analyze how an author’s choices concerning how to structure a 

text, order events within it (e.g., parallel plots), and manipulate 

time (e.g., pacing, flashbacks) create such effects as mystery, 

tension, or surprise. 

-1.40 

14 
Analyze various accounts of a subject told in different mediums 

(e.g., a person’s life story in both print and multimedia), 

determining which details are emphasized in each account. 

-1.58 
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18 

By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend literature, including 

stories, dramas, and poems, in the grades 9–10 text complexity 

band proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at the high end of 

the range.  By the end of grade 10, read and comprehend 

literature, including stories, dramas, and poems, at the high end 

of the grades 9–10 text complexity band independently and 

proficiently. 

-1.60 

21 Demonstrate understanding of every text and be able to relate it 

to prior knowledge or experience. 
-1.64 

13 

Analyze the representation of a subject or a key scene in two 

different artistic mediums, including what is emphasized or 

absent in each treatment (e.g., Auden’s “Musée des Beaux Arts” 

and Breughel’s Landscape with the Fall of Icarus). 

-1.74 
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Appendix I:  Factor Two Normalized Factor Scores 

Cards Statements Z-Scores 

37 

Develop critical thinking skills needed to succeed 

in the "real" world where technology is such a key 

component. 

1.61 

26 

Demonstrate how to conduct a proper search of 

information using various online resources and 

texts.   

1.60 

21 Demonstrate understanding of every text and be 

able to relate it to prior knowledge or experience. 
1.42 

2 

Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to 

support analysis of what the text says explicitly as 

well as inferences drawn from the [informational] 

text. 

1.37 

38 

Learn to read closely and to comprehend the 

connections between informative and literary 

texts and life. 

1.37 

40 

Develop and demonstrate communication skills to 

express critical thinking about an informational 

text. 

1.19 

35 

Conduct research on issues and interests by 

generating ideas and questions, and by posing 

problems. They gather, evaluate, and synthesize 

data from a variety of sources (e.g., print and non-

print texts, artifacts, people) to communicate their 

discoveries in ways that suit their purpose and 

audience. 

1.18 

1 
Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to 

support analysis of what the text says explicitly as 

well as inferences drawn from the [literary] text. 

1.17 

28 Use technology resources for solving problems 

and making informed decisions. 
1.00 

39 

Develop questions for research and explorations 

that lead to synthesis of knowledge and creative 

problem solving. 

0.87 

4 

Determine a central idea of a text and analyze its 

development over the course of the text, including 

how it emerges and is shaped and refined by 

specific details; provide an objective summary of 

the nonfictional text. 

0.65 
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7 

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as 

they are used in the text, including figurative and 

connotative meanings; analyze the cumulative 

impact of specific word choices on meaning and 

tone (e.g., how the language evokes a sense of 

time and place; how it sets a formal or informal 

tone). 

0.58 

34 

Apply knowledge of language structure, language 

conventions (e.g., spelling and punctuation), 

media techniques, figurative language, and genre 

to create, critique, and discuss print and non-print 

texts. 

0.42 

15 

Delineate and evaluate the argument and specific 

claims in a text, assessing whether the reasoning 

is valid and the evidence is relevant and 

sufficient; identify false statements and fallacious 

reasoning. 

0.39 

8 

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as 

they are used in a text, including figurative, 

connotative, and technical meanings; analyze the 

cumulative impact of specific word choices on 

meaning and tone (e.g., how the language of a 

court opinion differs from that of a newspaper). 

0.30 

30 

Build intentional cross-cultural connections and 

relationships with others to pose and solve 

problems collaboratively and strengthen 

independent thought about texts. 

0.23 

3 

Determine a theme or central idea of a text and 

analyze in detail its development over the course 

of the text, including how it emerges and is 

shaped and refined by specific details; provide an 

objective summary of the fictional text. 

0.22 

36 Engage in reading, practice, imaginative response 

through reading novels, plays, and dramas. 
0.22 

11 

Analyze a particular point of view or cultural 

experience reflected in a work of literature from 

outside the United States, drawing on a wide 

reading of world literature.  

0.08 

20 
Demonstrate multiple levels of meaning with 

every text.  
0.07 
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18 

By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend 

literature, including stories, dramas, and poems, in 

the grades 9–10 text complexity band proficiently, 

with scaffolding as needed at the high end of the 

range.  By the end of grade 10, read and 

comprehend literature, including stories, dramas, 

and poems, at the high end of the grades 9–10 text 

complexity band independently and proficiently. 

-0.01 

32 Manage, analyze, and synthesize multiple streams 

of simultaneous information. 
-0.02 

19 

By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend 

literary nonfiction in the grades 9–10 text 

complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding as 

needed at the high end of the range.  By the end of 

grade 10, read and comprehend literary nonfiction 

at the high end of the grades 9–10 text complexity 

band independently and proficiently. 

-0.05 

25 

Illustrate critical thinking skills with new 

literacies by using digital text (multimedia, 

electronic text, videos, music, etc.) to show 

connections between a text and real world 

experiences.   

-0.11 

5 

Analyze how complex characters (e.g., those with 

multiple or conflicting motivations) develop over 

the course of a text, interact with other characters, 

and advance the plot or develop the theme. 

-0.13 

12 

Determine an author’s point of view or purpose in 

a text and analyze how an author uses rhetoric to 

advance that point of view or purpose. 

-0.13 

27 

Communicate information and ideas effectively to 

multiple audiences using a variety of media and 

formats. 

-0.26 

6 

Analyze how the author unfolds an analysis or 

series of ideas or events, including the order in 

which the points are made, how they are 

introduced and developed, and the connections 

that are drawn between them. 

-0.51 

17 

Analyze seminal U.S. documents of historical and 

literary significance (e.g., Washington’s Farewell 

Address, the Gettysburg Address, Roosevelt’s 

Four Freedoms speech, King’s “Letter from 

Birmingham Jail”), including how they address 

related themes and concepts. 

-0.57 
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10 

Analyze in detail how an author’s ideas or claims 

are developed and refined by particular sentences, 

paragraphs, or larger portions of a text (e.g., a 

section or chapter). 

-0.66 

29 

Use a variety of media and formats to 

communicate information and ideas effectively to 

multiple audiences. 

-0.66 

33 
Create, critique, analyze, and evaluate multimedia 

texts. 
-0.82 

23 
Clearly demonstrate critical thinking about a text 

using technology. 
-1.02 

16 

Analyze how an author draws on and transforms 

source material in a specific work (e.g., how 

Shakespeare treats a theme or topic from Ovid or 

the Bible or how a later author draws on a play by 

Shakespeare). 

-1.21 

9 

Analyze how an author’s choices concerning how 

to structure a text, order events within it (e.g., 

parallel plots), and manipulate time (e.g., pacing, 

flashbacks) create such effects as mystery, 

tension, or surprise. 

-1.32 

14 

Analyze various accounts of a subject told in 

different mediums (e.g., a person’s life story in 

both print and multimedia), determining which 

details are emphasized in each account. 

-1.50 

22 
Create a project based upon literature using Web 

2.0 tools. 
-1.59 

24 

Demonstrate global learning awareness by 

communicating with students from another 

country.  

-1.65 

13 

Analyze the representation of a subject or a key 

scene in two different artistic mediums, including 

what is emphasized or absent in each treatment 

(e.g., Auden’s “Musée des Beaux Arts” and 

Breughel’s Landscape with the Fall of Icarus). 

-1.85 

31 Design and share information for global 

communities to meet a variety of purposes. 
-1.86 
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Appendix J:  Factor Three Normalized Factor Scores 

Cards Statements 
Z-

Scores 

1 
Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support 

analysis of what the text says explicitly as well as 

inferences drawn from the [literary] text. 

2.31 

11 

Analyze a particular point of view or cultural 

experience reflected in a work of literature from outside 

the United States, drawing on a wide reading of world 

literature.  

1.66 

16 

Analyze how an author draws on and transforms source 

material in a specific work (e.g., how Shakespeare 

treats a theme or topic from Ovid or the Bible or how a 

later author draws on a play by Shakespeare). 

1.59 

2 
Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support 

analysis of what the text says explicitly as well as 

inferences drawn from the [informational] text. 

1.56 

17 

Analyze seminal U.S. documents of historical and 

literary significance (e.g., Washington’s Farewell 

Address, the Gettysburg Address, Roosevelt’s Four 

Freedoms speech, King’s “Letter from Birmingham 

Jail”), including how they address related themes and 

concepts. 

1.55 

5 

Analyze how complex characters (e.g., those with 

multiple or conflicting motivations) develop over the 

course of a text, interact with other characters, and 

advance the plot or develop the theme. 

1.30 

26 Demonstrate how to conduct a proper search of 

information using various online resources and texts.   
1.01 

34 

Apply knowledge of language structure, language 

conventions (e.g., spelling and punctuation), media 

techniques, figurative language, and genre to create, 

critique, and discuss print and non-print texts. 

0.98 

3 

Determine a theme or central idea of a text and analyze 

in detail its development over the course of the text, 

including how it emerges and is shaped and refined by 

specific details; provide an objective summary of the 

fictional text. 

0.68 
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18 

By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend literature, 

including stories, dramas, and poems, in the grades 9–

10 text complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding 

as needed at the high end of the range.  By the end of 

grade 10, read and comprehend literature, including 

stories, dramas, and poems, at the high end of the 

grades 9–10 text complexity band independently and 

proficiently. 

0.61 

30 

Build intentional cross-cultural connections and 

relationships with others to pose and solve problems 

collaboratively and strengthen independent thought 

about texts. 

0.51 

15 

Delineate and evaluate the argument and specific 

claims in a text, assessing whether the reasoning is 

valid and the evidence is relevant and sufficient; 

identify false statements and fallacious reasoning. 

0.51 

4 

Determine a central idea of a text and analyze its 

development over the course of the text, including how 

it emerges and is shaped and refined by specific details; 

provide an objective summary of the nonfictional text. 

0.40 

40 Develop and demonstrate communication skills to 

express critical thinking about an informational text. 
0.33 

35 

Conduct research on issues and interests by generating 

ideas and questions, and by posing problems. They 

gather, evaluate, and synthesize data from a variety of 

sources (e.g., print and non-print texts, artifacts, people) 

to communicate their discoveries in ways that suit their 

purpose and audience. 

0.22 

20 
Demonstrate multiple levels of meaning with every 

text.  
0.15 

14 

Analyze various accounts of a subject told in different 

mediums (e.g., a person’s life story in both print and 

multimedia), determining which details are emphasized 

in each account. 

0.03 

31 Design and share information for global communities to 

meet a variety of purposes. 
0.00 

24 Demonstrate global learning awareness by 

communicating with students from another country.  
0.00 
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6 

Analyze how the author unfolds an analysis or series of 

ideas or events, including the order in which the points 

are made, how they are introduced and developed, and 

the connections that are drawn between them. 

-0.07 

12 

Determine an author’s point of view or purpose in a 

text and analyze how an author uses rhetoric to advance 

that point of view or purpose. 

-0.07 

9 

Analyze how an author’s choices concerning how to 

structure a text, order events within it (e.g., parallel 

plots), and manipulate time (e.g., pacing, flashbacks) 

create such effects as mystery, tension, or surprise. 

-0.11 

13 

Analyze the representation of a subject or a key scene 

in two different artistic mediums, including what is 

emphasized or absent in each treatment (e.g., Auden’s 

“Musée des Beaux Arts” and Breughel’s Landscape 

with the Fall of Icarus). 

-0.18 

25 

Illustrate critical thinking skills with new literacies by 

using digital text (multimedia, electronic text, videos, 

music, etc.) to show connections between a text and 

real world experiences.   

-0.25 

39 

Develop questions for research and explorations that 

lead to synthesis of knowledge and creative problem 

solving. 

-0.29 

36 Engage in reading, practice, imaginative response 

through reading novels, plays, and dramas. 
-0.32 

38 

Learn to read closely and to comprehend the 

connections between informative and literary texts and 

life. 

-0.43 

28 Use technology resources for solving problems and 

making informed decisions. 
-0.51 

8 

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they 

are used in a text, including figurative, connotative, and 

technical meanings; analyze the cumulative impact of 

specific word choices on meaning and tone (e.g., how 

the language of a court opinion differs from that of a 

newspaper). 

-0.54 

7 

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they 

are used in the text, including figurative and 

connotative meanings; analyze the cumulative impact 

of specific word choices on meaning and tone (e.g., 

how the language evokes a sense of time and place; 

how it sets a formal or informal tone). 

-0.65 
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19 

By the end of grade 9, read and comprehend literary 

nonfiction in the grades 9–10 text complexity band 

proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at the high end 

of the range.  By the end of grade 10, read and 

comprehend literary nonfiction at the high end of the 

grades 9–10 text complexity band independently and 

proficiently. 

-0.65 

32 Manage, analyze, and synthesize multiple streams of 

simultaneous information. 
-0.65 

27 

Communicate information and ideas effectively to 

multiple audiences using a variety of media and 

formats. 

-0.90 

33 Create, critique, analyze, and evaluate multimedia texts. -0.91 

29 Use a variety of media and formats to communicate 

information and ideas effectively to multiple audiences. 
-1.01 

10 

Analyze in detail how an author’s ideas or claims are 

developed and refined by particular sentences, 

paragraphs, or larger portions of a text (e.g., a section 

or chapter). 

-1.12 

37 

Develop critical thinking skills needed to succeed in the 

"real" world where technology is such a key 

component. 

-1.30 

23 
Clearly demonstrate critical thinking about a text using 

technology. 
-1.45 

22 
Create a project based upon literature using Web 2.0 

tools. 
-1.63 

21 Demonstrate understanding of every text and be able to 

relate it to prior knowledge or experience. 
-2.35 

  

 

 

 

 


