Using Collaborative Peer Coaching as a Construct
to Guide Teaching Around the Use of Student AssersiData
by

Kerri M. Wright

A Dissertation Presented in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree
Doctor of Education

Approved March 2011 by the
Graduate Supervisory Committee:

Audrey Beardsley, Chair

Frank Serafini
Elba Reyes

ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY

May 2011



ABSTRACT

This study details the pilot of a collaborativeepeoaching model as a
form of job embedded professional developmentuidegyteacher collaboration
and planning based on benchmark assessments. [T&gocative peer-coaching
framework used (including reflection and collabamatabout student data, and
classroom instruction) was informed by the fivegmsitions outlined by the
National Board of Professional Teacher Standar@®P(RS). This intervention
included teacher training, discussion (pre and pastuction), collaboration
about student benchmark data, and classroom olegrvavith further data
collected through surveys and interviews. Usingxethmethods approach to
data collection and analysis, | focused on howigpents engaged in a
collaborative peer-coaching model to guide thestrunction based on the use of

student data they collected from common benchmss&ssments.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Life-long learning is an oft-used cliché in theldi®ef education. Teachers,
for example, facing a different clientele on anwadrbasis and consistently
adjusting to different realities in schools, con#rto learn and adapt throughout
their careers. In some instances, teachers leeyagh the practice of monitoring
and adjusting their own behaviors according toattdutcomes, and at other
times, teachers learn through interactions witleoteachers.

For the purposes of this study, collaboration i&néel as an organized
process in which teachers work together to disstisdent progress and share
ideas for classroom implementations to supportestubarning (Kasl & Yorks,
2002). This interaction with other teachers, oftees via collaborative learning
opportunities, can either be structured or unstinect depending on the will and
skill of the participating teachers, the schootisgt and the guidance or direction
of the administration. As a component of job emlsedprofessional
development, teacher collaboration has the potentizelp teachers reflect on
their instructional practices and facilitate studearning (Colton & Sparks-
Langer, 1993; Curry, 2008; National Research CduB@0D0; Vidmar, 2006). Yet
while research characterizes master teachers asghamong other skills, a
desire for life long learning as well as a commitn® collaboration and personal
reflection (Colton & Sparks-Langer, 1993; Curryp089National Board
Professional Teaching Standards, 2002), reseasolr@eals many teachers are
unskilled in the art of collaboration (Creswell &8&mussen, 1996; Nagle, 2009;

Pomson, 2005).



Creating an environment to support and sustaimlohative learning
opportunities as a form of professional developnmequires the development of
a structure and commitment to the endeavor (Joy&adwers, 2002). Teachers
have to not only believe their contributions arevallue, but also their colleagues
have meaningful insights and knowledge to sharer¢Ca008; Gill & Hoffman,
2009). In addition, facilitating the move towardsrieased collaborative learning
opportunities by incorporating protocols and guidquestions can help teachers
say the right thingsas they develop their collaboration skills to a$drquestions
about, for example, data and student performanoeckBank & McGill, 2006;
Costa, D’Arcangelo, Garmston, & Zimmerman, 1988rr¢,2008). Over time,
the use of common protocols and/or guiding questean become habitual as
teachers see value in the outcomes of their infierecand develop trust during
the collaborative process (Allen & Blythe, 2004ury, 2008).

Studies have been conducted indicating that teaahleo engage in
collaboration attribute their students’ succeseamning and/or their personal
effectiveness in the classroom to their particgoain collaborative learning
opportunities (Andreason, 2009; Basmat, Lewis, &i5a2001; Berry,
Daughtrey, & Weider, 2009). In addition, teachetsuind collaborative learning
opportunities beneficial often seek out online reeks for collaboration,
particularly if there are not collaborative opparties available at their school
sites (Berry et al., 2009).

At the secondary level, however, mandated collab@#earning
opportunities are either avoided or can bring alocoutlict that may be difficult to
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overcome without a clear of structure for this tgéeacher interaction
(Achinstein, 2002; Hargreaves, 1991; Rothberg, 1$8@bner, 1999). This may
be perpetuated by a general high school designeatkachers serve as content
specialists with over 150 students on their caa€e-l@his can overwhelm
teachers, not to mention impede the extent to wiiels might focus on their
professional responsibilities or desires.
Context

During this pilot study, the teachers and admiatstis at Casa Grande
Union High School CGUHS, and the assistant prifdipagself], served
nearly1800 students with a faculty of 89 teach&tshe onset, we had been
informed of the impending school improvement reguients and the related
effects of not adequately contributing to the acaidegrowth of all students as
measured by the Arizona Instrument to Measure atraisdAIMS) and the
College Board Advanced Placement exams. In additierepitomized the above
mentioned challenges that prevent teachers froraging in effective
collaborative learning opportunities. We did notbea opportunities for teachers
to collaborate within the school day, nor did oighhschool have a structure in
place to support teacher collaboration or job erdbddgrofessional development,
leaving these important aspects of teaching antégsmnal learning to chance.
Furthermore, we had experienced three differemicgals with three different
styles of leadership over the past three yearsstdf€had an overall reputation
in the district for low morale which was frequentiyed during district meetings.
Teachers were further distressed about the newheddabel and its looming
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consequences. As such, some teachers at CGUHS®®a@reing to question
how they might begin to incorporate collaboratiearhing opportunities as a
form of job embedded professional development gadhe mandate of any

specific professional development model.

Teachers were already collecting common benchmetik during each
guarter to measure student progress towards cgaeds. Benchmark data comes
from assessments designed by teachers to provicafive information about
how students are demonstrating their learningencthssroom. Each course had a
unique assessment designed by the teachers witiseaquestions that could be
graded quickly yet would provide teachers with mfiation about what students
were retaining from the curriculum. These assesssrae administered each
guarter so teachers are able to provide classratarventions prior to mid-term
or final exams. These data along with correspondingzes and teacher
observations serve as the bridge to establishmitdive learning opportunities
about instructional interventions for students ciatently demonstrating an
understanding of the content.

While the aforementioned processes occur naturahgther teachers use
these data in to make instructional decisions veasigknown. The purpose of
this pilot study was to focus on the implementatéa collaborative peer-
coaching model (Showers & Joyce, 1996; Vidmar, 2@ért, Wubbels,
Bergen, & Bolhuis, 2009) to guide teacher partitgain collaborative learning
opportunities around the use of these data to nmskeictional decisions,
ultimately to better support student learning. Tihiolved merging together a
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reflective peer-coaching model (Vidmar, 2006) andaprocal peer-coaching
model (Zwart, et al., 2009). But while this combioa looks like a traditional
peer-coaching model (Showers & Joyce, 1996), i$es more on mutual
collaboration about independent reflections docustkby each participating
teacher.

Collaborative peer-coaching is a professional dguaent mechanism
that focuses teachers on the study of their cdtnowand instruction through
engagement in collaborative learning opportunivéh colleagues (Showers &
Joyce, 1996; Vidmar, 2006; Zwart, et al, 2009). Dogoart, to district
restructuring and the threat to CGUHS of extrentmatrestructuring, such as
firing all staff, there was a low level of interastor support of professional
development at the district or site level during gnoject period. However, the
site administrative team and the participating heas were at least willing to re-
examine their school-wide commitment as well a# timethods in place to
promote collaborative learning opportunities (Nag@09). As the assistant
principal of Casa Grande Union High School, | ogerand facilitated the
implementation of the collaborative peer-coachiragel with the teachers who

chose to participate.



Chapter 2 Conceptual Framework

Skillful teaching requires foundational knowledgpecific content
knowledge, and the ability to apply both in a marthat engages students in
thought (National Board for Professional Teachan8ards, 2002). In 1987, in an
effort to develop professional standards to tyfky expectations of our nation’s
best teachers, the National Board for Professidbaather Standards (NBPTS)
was created. The National Board’s (2002) chargetwagtermine and define
“what teachers should know and be able to do” \pThhe NBPTS (2002)
ultimately outlined five core propositions to ackriedge and promote teachers
who (1) are committed to students and their legin(®) know the subjects they
teach and how to teach those subjects to stud@htare responsible for
managing and monitoring student learning; (4) thep&tematically about their
practice and learn from experience; and (5) are beesnof learning communities
(p. 3-4).

The move towards national standards for teachinigearning has been
echoed consistently by other foundations and rekees in the field of education
(Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; United Staf@spartment of
Education, 2009; NCTAF, 1996). Much like the NBPTIi%& National
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (NCTIk) out a similar plan
stating what should be present to maximize thenlegrpotential of students
(1996). Currently, the US Department of Educatid8[DOE) has also put forth
similar requests asking states to respond withsplaraddress these needs in their
Race to the Top applications (2009). But the NBRai&their system out as a
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voluntary program while the USDOE and the NCTAF thngt responsibility back
on the public school system to restructure theiresu practices. Regardless,
recommendations from all three organizations aldt is needed in the
educational system include the enhancement of éegukparation programs and,
specific to this study, job embedded professioeaktbpment (Darling-
Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; United States DeparthwérEducation, 2009;
NCTAF, 1996).

According to Darling-Hammond and McLaughlin (199%ffective
professional development involves teachers bothasers and as teachers and
allows them to struggle with the uncertainties ti@ompany each role” (p.1).
Furthermore, over the past decade professionala@went for teachers has
shifted from off-site workshops to a focus on asoegthe knowledge and skills
possessed by teachers within the school (Dana &dedoppey, 2008; Joyce &
Showers, 2002). Research also suggests that tsaaieemore likely to
implement newly learned instructional practices wttee training includes a
combination of theory, demonstration, practice, padr-coaching (Joyce &
Showers, 2002). These professional developmerttataes are evolving into on-
site collaborative experiences that include teactewreloping and practicing new
learning with site-based follow up and ongoing agrle (Joyce & Showers,
2002).

Peer-coaching is a specific professional developmechanism which
focuses teachers on the study of their curriculachiastruction through
coordinated conversations with their peers (Show&elsyce, 1996; Zwart,
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Wubbles, Bergen, & Bohuis, 2009). That said, peaebing might be used as job
embedded professional development, as researcheavrcpaching supports this
evolution of teacher learnintprough built-in opportunities for reflection and
collaboration (Batesky, 1991; Cox, Gabry, & Johnsk891; Showers & Joyce,
1996; Zwart et al., 2009). Through this type ofrpe@aching, teachers can reflect
independently and with peers about how classro@utiges are impacting
student learning, all the while focusing their ablbrative learning opportunities
on the implementation of instructional strategied ahanges based on student
outcomes (Ackland, 1991; Batesky, 1991; Zwart|.e2809).

Such peer-coaching, for example, might be usedderstand data
teachers collect about student progress. Thispeitant because student
outcomes should guide instructional practices (Klab&idson, Finco-Kent,
Grimes, Knight, & Sambs, 1992; Nolan & Hillkirk, 29). Nolan and Hillkirk
(1991) found that observational data shared duhegeer-coaching process
guided teachers to make changes in their pradicesed on increasing student
understanding.

Additionally, peer-coaching guides teachers throsghreflection of their
own teaching outcomes and helps them account fat edturs, as compared to
what was planned (Cox, et al., 1991; Koballa, et1#92). Moreover, teachers
working together to determine the data on whicly theght focus shapes the
coaching experience into a more objective procésgamining what is working
to promote student learning (Koballa, et al., 19%92mar, 2006). The practice of
peer-coaching has roots in reflection (Darling-Haonoh & McLaughlin, 1995;
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Steffy & Wolfe, 2001), collaboration (Little, 1993nd data analysis (Black,
Harrison, Lee, Marshall, & William, 2004, StiggirZ)04).
Reflection

The first and fourth NBPTS propositions emphashnag highly
accomplished teachers are reflective of their pracparticularly as related to
student learning. Proposition one states, tea@drersommitted to students and
their learning (NBPTS, 2002). Highly accomplisheddhers know their students
as individuals, they have an understanding aboetrevtheir students are coming
from emotionally and academically, and they combime with the knowledge
they possess about how students learn to creaszhv@sportunities for students
to demonstrate their learning (NBPTS, 2002).

Proposition four states, teachers think systemtiahout their practice
and learn from experience (NBPTS, 2002). “ ... [Méahil teachers develop
specialized ways to listen to their students, egjlees and administrators, and
reflect on their teaching in order that they mighprove their practice” (NBPTS,
2002, p. 17). Highly accomplished teachers condiueentire learning cycle in
conjunction with the curriculum and make decisiaasg their knowledge of
best practice. In addition, they seek out the eigeeof valued peers to help them
make decisions about their teaching (NBPTS, 2002).

John Dewey (1910) defines reflective thought astiva, persistent, and
careful consideration of any belief or supposedifof knowledge in the light of
the grounds that support it, and the further caiols to which it tends” (p. 6).
Rodgers (2002) further clarifies reflective thoughkta process that builds on each
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new experience gaining deeper understanding ofretationships and
experiences are connected. In the classroom.yesdf reflective thought is
continuous, occurring before, during, and aftergwestructional sequence
(Dewey, 1910; Schon, 1987; Vidmar, 2006). This cadus “stream” of thought
provides teachers with opportunities to make densand draw conclusions
relative to what they know about students and htomleits respond to the lessons
they deliver (Dewey, 1910; Schon, 1987; Vidmar, 00

Reflection is an ongoing process utilized by higitgomplished teachers
throughout each instructional day (Colton & Spacksiger, 1993; NBPTS,
2002). While reflection starts as a personal pcaadf metacognition, or thinking
about one’s own thinking, it is beneficial for thacs to share their reflections
with someone else who shares some common knowtadgeperience (Curry,
2008; Vidmar, 2006). Serafini (2002) asserts thpdrtance of dialogue
connected with reflection, highlighting the necggsf collegial feedback
regarding ideas teachers have for changes theywmaég in their classroom.
Within this research study, reflection is definadlae process in which teachers
engage, individually and collectively, to think albagtudent progress and how
they can further influence student success throgluse of specific strategies
(Dewey, 1910; Rodgers, 2002).

As a construct for reflection, collaborative peeaching, a form of job
embedded professional development, requires aitetdifour specific classroom
components: Content, students, pedagogy, and dqi@ekon & Sparks-Langer,
1993; Vidmar, 2006). Content refers to the deptknmfwledge teachers must
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have about the subjects and curriculum they teswoth,on which they might
reflect (Colton & Sparks-Langer, 1993). Studentadpa variety of backgrounds,
needs, and abilities to the classroom, and col&th@ peer-coaching requires
teachers to acknowledge these differences throughewrocess of reflection
(Colton & Sparks-Langer, 1993). Pedagogy refethié¢omanner by which
teachers convey information to students, sucheasttiategies used and the
examples provided to illustrate the importanceasftent (Colton & Sparks-
Langer, 1993). Last, teachers need to be attetditlee context in which
information is taught. The focus on context takdse account the three previously
mentioned components (content, students, and pggiagad combines them into
the bigger picture of how teachers deliver inforiorato build upon what students
already know and can do (Colton & Sparks-Lange®3).9

As such, teachers can benefit from explaining tbleissroom experiences,
including indicators of student progress, to anotbacher. This sharing provides
an opportunity for teachers to process their expess with consideration to both
their perceptions and those of their colleagues{&& Garmston, 2002). This
dialogue creates an opportunity for teachers tolaoentheir experiences and
knowledge with the experiences and knowledge darstfiColton & Sparks-
Langer, 1993; Curry, 2008; Vidmar, 2006).
Content Knowledge

Proposition two states that teachers know the stjbey teach and how
to teach those subjects to students (NBPTS, 2@®2ther words, highly
accomplished teachers know their content, and suiesgly know how to
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develop their content and plan and deliver cohdemsions. Not only do highly
accomplished teachers connect their content ta dikeiplines, they also
understand and use content specific strategigsdching their subjects.
Furthermore, highly accomplished teachers providdets with botlstructured
and inductivdearning opportunities to assist students in iegrtargeted content
through problem solving and critical thinking (NB£,72002). In combination,
these practices lead to varied opportunities fodestits to demonstrate learning.

For the purposes of this study, participation iladmrative peer-coaching
depended on teachers having sufficient content lediye so they could be
prepared to engage in conversations with theirgpaleout why students did or did
not understand the information they were presentirigeir lessons (Cox, Gabry,
& Johnson, 1991; Showers & Joyce, 1996). Collabgggieer-coaching, as a
form of job embedded professional development, f@assed on the progress
students were making while learning given the dpeicistructional strategies
teachers employed (Zwart, et al, 2009). Teacheksrig solid content knowledge
were also intended to benefit from content spegifafessional development
prior to engaging in a collaborative peer-coacharperience (Cox et al., 1991).
Collaboration

NBPTS proposition five captures how highly accomsipdid teachers
engage in collaboration. Proposition five states thachers are members of
learning communities (NBPTS, 2002). Highly accorsipdid teachers collaborate
with one another regarding curriculum, all the whekamining the
appropriateness of content as well as the sequendeich it is taught. In
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addition, they work with other teachers to ensumgepr services are provided to
all students and work collaboratively with paremtsating them as partners in the
education of their child (NBPTS, 2002). Teacherskivay together, sharing their
joint knowledge and experiences, can be the kemtocking higher student
outcomes (Colton & Sparks-Langer, 1993; Hargre&/8awe, 1990; Joyce &
Showers, 2002; Showers & Joyce, 1996).

Equally important is the structure for these cadiabive learning
opportunities (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990; Joyce &vdrs, 2002; Showers &
Joyce, 1996). Structures for teacher collaboradtoschool sites are varied, as
they range from impromptu teacher lounge conversatio conversations that
transpire within coordinated professional learntegimunities and/or peer-
coaching conversations. Regardless of whichevectsire is chosen for use,
however, research suggests that teachers shoundlbded in the process of
learning about each structure and how it can sugbeir professional
development (Zwart, et al., 2009). Hargreaves ()1@8@ceives of this shift from
“working on teachers to working with them” (p. 228)terms of their
professional development choices and the recipmataire of the exchanges that
become a part of this learning. The more structtineccollaborative experience,
the more training and support will be required tovgand sustain the effort
(Joyce & Showers, 2002). Therefore, teachers \eitidfit from continuous
opportunities to learn together about how to caltabe and how to transfer these
collaborative skills into the various facets ofitheork at the school site
(Showers & Joyce, 1996).
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While time is one of the primary reasons givenvieak collaboration
efforts on school sites, there are specific mode®kaboration that can be
embedded within the school day to support teackeds (Black, et al., 2004;
Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990; Joyce & Showers, 19932R2@ollaborative peer-
coaching is designed to occur during the courgbaefnstructional day. Planning
conferences, classroom observations, and followialpgue for collaborative
reflection can take place over the course of sédarygs (Cox, et al. 1991;
Showers & Joyce, 1996) with each exchange ideasiyrig 10 to 30 minutes
(Vidmar, 2006; Zwart, et al., 2009). Additionallyiewing collaboration as a form
of professional development can also support tbeigion of time as there are
ways to creatively schedule professional develograpportunities throughout
the school day that otherwise may not be justigbibyce & Showers, 2002).
Using Student Data to Inform Practice

NBPTS proposition three defines how accomplishedhers use data to
inform practice as they are most responsible fanagang and monitoring student
learning (NBPTS, 2002). Highly accomplished teasharderstand the variety of
instructional strategies they can utilize in th@sskoom to capture students’
attention. In addition, they employ these strategiallfully to match the varied
learning styles of students they teach. Engagindesits in learning is a skill to
which highly accomplished teachers pay close atienparticularly via
motivation and planning. Additionally, knowing thetudents well provides
highly accomplished teachers with information ttea inform the design and
implementation of their lessons (NBPTS, 2002).
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Similarly, highly accomplished teachers assess t@ssroom instruction
as well as student learning on an ongoing basiP(NB 2002). They realize that
what students do not know can be as informatiweres students do know, and
comparing students to themselves as well as to @hen provides useful
information to judge student learning. They alsgage students in the process of
self-assessment, “... giving students a sense obnsdplity for monitoring their
own learning” (NBPTS, 2002, p. 15).

An expression used somewhat frequently in educasitimat “schools are
data rich and information poor” referring to thealth of data collected but the
lack of systems in place to help teachers usetdatapact practice (Holcomb,
1999). Teachers have opportunities to collect nhfigrent types of classroom
data and, to varying degrees, use this data tatagtehether to continue, slow
down, stop, or delve deeper into instruction. W&t be missing at times for
some teachers, however, are the systems in pldedpgdeachers assess the data
they are collecting so that they can utilize thi®imation to support student
learning (Black, et al., 2004). The analysis okstaom data sets, individually
and collectively, most clearly informs how teachaight move forward with
instruction (Black, et al, 2004; Stiggins, 2004).

In short, actions in the classroom that most diyantpact student
learning are those that occur during the coursestfuction; those teacher actions
that allow students to understand what is righth@aligned about how they
represented their understandings (Stiggins, 2004%. continuous action of
assessment followed by adjusted instruction iscéeagvident in classrooms
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where teachers and students utilize data demoingtistudent progress
consistently (Black, et al., 2004; Stiggins, 2004dwever, knowing what to do
with the constant influx of data about student pesg can be challenging for
teachers (Black, et al., 2004, Stiggins, 2004).ré&foee, collaborative learning
opportunities might become a valuable tool for besis who are ready to engage
in this level of reflection (Black, et al, 2004).
Intervention

Via this study | implemented a collaborative peeaching model as a
form of professional development and analyzedffeces. | designed this
intervention to focus teachers on how they teachextend learning for students
based on their reflections and collaborative leagrupportunities about student
benchmark assessment data. Via this study | seb@urtswer the following
research questions: (1) What impact did reflechiane on how teachers focused
on student learning? (2) How has the implementadfazollaborative peer-
coaching influenced teachers’ use of student assrgata to make
instructional decisions? (3) What impact did codleddive learning opportunities

have on teachers instructional practices?

During the August 2010 staff meeting, | presentedl@GUHS teaching
staff with the concept of collaborative peer-coaghialigned with the models
used by Zwart, et al. (2009) and Vidmar (2006 xdsented this professional
development opportunity along with the other oppoities to be offered during
the 2010-2011 school year. | described collaboegbeer-coaching as a

professional development mechanism that focusetées on the study of their
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curriculum, instruction, and assessment throughdinated conversations with
their peers (Showers & Joyce, 1996; Zwart et &09. And | invited teachers to
choose collaborative peer-coaching as part of thetin for professional
development. | also tried to make it clear thatatmrative peer-coaching would
require more commitment (i.e. multiple meetingsseations, and reflections)
than some of the other options that required mihneféection and no group
sessions. Purposefully, given the stated requir&artheir involvement, |
sought out willing and interested participants eatthan mandating participation.
Teachers who volunteered to participate were adsmited to participate in
other professional development opportunities thhowg the school year.
Teachers received professional development howartts their recertification
for their participation.

Initially, ten teachers agreed to participate ia $hudy, but ultimately
eight teachers maintained active in the study thinout the project period.
Teacher participants engaged in three hours oheniaining that occurred
during September 2010. During the training, | pded teacher participants with
the conceptual framework for collaborative peeretag (see Appendix A)
along with opportunities for teacher participamtsnteract with each other and
the new information provided (see Appendix B). Tingsning was the first step in
the intervention, and was meant to help the teggasicipants engage in this
form of professional development. Training was jed through a collaborative

peer-coaching websitétfp://collaborativepeercoaching.webs.gddmareated just

for this group of teacher participants.
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The first part of the online training provided teac participants with
information about the research supporting peer{tiogcas a professional
development model. The research guided teachaciparits through the work of
Showers (1984) and her explanation for how proéesdidevelopment through
coaching supports teachers’ acquisition of knowdedlgout and implementation
of specific strategies in the classroom. Teachdiggaants were provided
explanations about the benefits of engaging in lsogg information about
different models for peer-coaching, and informatiomead about the evolution of
peer-coaching and the concept of critical friends.

During the second part of the training | highlightee collaborative peer-
coaching process. Teacher participants were givenmation about the phases
of this collaborative peer-coaching model: reflect{pre-instruction) and
collaboration about student benchmark data, classiastruction, and reflection
(post-instruction). In addition, teacher particifsawere assigned their partners for
the peer-coaching experience. Partners were assiiased on the following
considerations: their department affiliation, casrshey taught, and pre-stated
preferences. Once assigned, participants were aslatage in the remainder of
the training sessions with their partner becaug®adpnities for collaborative
planning were embedded within the remainder otrhiaing.

During the third part of the teacher training, teaxcparticipants were
given information to prepare them for collaboratpeer-coaching. The
information was focused on the purposes and obgxbf the actual intervention,
the collaborative peer-coaching protocols they wenese during the process, and
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the timeline for engagement in the project periduere were also specific
guestions provided that were included to guidehteaparticipants through each
phase of the collaborative peer-coaching procediection before instruction
(see Appendix C), collaborative data analysis dadmng (see Appendix D),
instructional observations (see Appendix E), arfiécgon after instruction (see
Appendix F). The guiding questions within thesetpcols were designed to
prompt teacher participants towards thinking alibeir benchmark assessment
data and implications for continued instructionaqices to either re-teach or
extend learning for students. The protocols alstuared space for teachers to
record their thoughts during parts of the process.(observations they made
while teaching, strategies or assessments theydwidel to discuss with their
partner, questions they are having about theirtjzes; etc.).

In terms of the timeline, teacher participants wexpected to commit to
the process and the respective dates and timesedaqi them to participate.
Because benchmark assessments are administeeetdicstimes during the
school year, two of which occurred during the ptojgeriod, teacher participants
were expected to engage in the peer-coaching mpaoesse between the months
of August and November. The project period begafugust with the
aforementioned training, and this was followed btual engagement in the peer-
coaching process. That said, each pair of teadréicipants provided me with
their projected dates for participation in peeretoag to help with accountability
and project tracking. During the project periodsioaattended and facilitated each
of the collaborative coaching sessions for eachgigarticipants. Given the
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constraints of the project period as well as thetéd number of data collection
opportunities, | found it important to be presenstipport the fidelity of
implementation of this new professional developnexpterience.

Also during the third part of the teacher trainihgxplained that each
collaborative learning opportunity during the cblbaative peer-coaching process
was designed to take 20 minutes. The reflectioresgpd post instruction) were
to occur independently. In all, the collaboratiwepcoaching process was
defined as one that would not take copious amaufrtisne; however, it would
have specific protocols (see Appendixes C, D, B,Bnso that the time spent
collaborating and reflecting would stay focusedstudent learning.

After all three training sessions were completacter participants
established a schedule for when they would engageei collaborative peer-
coaching process. Since this process was desigrfedus on benchmark
assessment data, participants provided me witts dlagy would be prepared to
collaborate with each other about their studerd.d@tior to each collaborative
learning opportunity, participants recorded theftections (pre-instruction) on
the collaborative peer-coaching website createdhisrgroup. | read all teacher
reflections (pre-instruction) in preparation foeithcollaborative peer-coaching
meetings. This provided me with information abotatvthey were thinking
about their student data and what they planne tio @dddress student learning. |
responded to some teachers’ reflections electriipigaoviding feedback as
necessary. Using the website for reflective datiectoon allowed teacher
participants to keep an electronic journal of thleaught processes throughout the
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intervention semester as well. Additionally, usthg website allowed partners to
read each other’s reflections (pre-instructionppto the collaborative planning
meetings.

Next, the eight teacher participants met in thairgpto engage in
collaborative planning. These collaborative plagmmeetings occurred during
participant planning periods or after school, dejieg on participant preferences.
The purpose of these meetings was for particip@antisscuss their student
benchmark assessment data, their reflections (ystedction), and the specific
intervention strategies they intended to use irctassroom to support student
learning with their partner. Each participant brioutiheir own reflection (pre-
instruction) along with their notes from their rew of their partner’s reflection
(pre-instruction).

During the collaborative planning meeting, teagbeaticipants shared
information, ideas, and asked questions of onehanatsing the pre-instruction
reflection protocol (see Appendix C) and the cadlative data analysis and
planning protocol (see Appendix D) to guide thescdssions. | observed and
facilitated each of these meetings to guide ang@upeachers through the
collaborative peer-coaching process. If teachergwegaging in collaborative
conversations about their data and their suggestategies, | allowed them to
manage their own progression through the questiims meeting ended with
each participant reviewing an overview of the speéesson they were going to

implement to teach the target learning goal stugldiat not meet.
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Next, each participant provided me with a date peribd that | could
come in and observe the implementation of the lefisey described during the
collaboration and planning meeting. | observed gmticipant deliver the lesson,
and | used the classroom observation protocolAppendix I) to document their
efforts at teaching the lesson discussed duringahaborative learning
opportunity with their partner. |1 observed in eatdssroom for the duration of the
planned lesson as described by each participante3®ssons were 15 minutes
and other lessons were 50 minutes. Again, eaclcypant designed each of the
lessons | observed given his/her interpretatiowlwdt type of learning experience
students needed and his/her peer’s input.

Then, following the classroom observation, | pr@ddeachers with a
copy of the classroom observation feedback withotgs for them to review.
Generally, | would leave a copy of feedback intimeailbox for them to pick up
at their convenience. Additionally, participanteieduled time during the same
school day to talk with me about each of the obsgtessons. While it was not
required, often times participants would requesirtpartner to be present during
these feedback conversations.

Finally, as teaching is cyclical, so is collaboratpeer-coaching.
Following the delivery and observation of the legsgach teacher participant
again logged onto the website (http://collaborgieercoaching.webs.com) and
completed an individual reflection (post-instruafi@ocumenting what they had
learned during the collaborative peer-coachingeyste Appendix F). The post-
instruction reflection was designed to help refomacher participants’ attention
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on what occurred during their instructional lessahe conversations they had
with their colleagues, and on what they were gaoindo next for their students.
Again, | read and responded to each participamifis/electronically using this
information as one measure to determine how mupp@tieach pair or
individual teacher participant needed as he/sh&eebthrough the collaborative
peer-coaching process.

In sum, this study included two cycles of the dotleative peer-coaching
process (reflection pre-instruction, collaboragptanning, classroom observation,
and reflection post-instruction). Additionally, tughout the course of this study,
| met with participant pairs to monitor their tinreds, dialogue about the process,
and provide continued assistance, helping themhgsprotocols (see Appendix
C, D, E, & F) I designed to guide them through phecess. Combined, these
protocols also facilitated the data collection gssxcand helped me determine the

effectiveness of the collaborative peer-coaching@ehddeveloped for this study.
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Chapter 3 Methods
Again, throughout this study | collected datanswer the following
research questions: (1) What impact did reflechiave on how teachers focused
on student learning? (2) How has the implementatdfazollaborative peer-
coaching influenced teachers’ use of student assedsdata to make
instructional decisions? (3) What impact did codleddive learning opportunities

have on teachers instructional practices?

To answer these research questions, | used a migdtbds approach
collecting qualitative and quantitative data tocailednd understand my intended
effects, via the implementation of this interventand its resulting outcomes
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Gelo, Braakmann, &Btka, 2008).
Specifically, as understanding the effectiveneghisfintervention relied in part
on the reflections and collaborations of those ive@, | collected qualitative data
to provide information through action research @di& Huberman, 1994) about
what the teacher participants, collectively andvihlially, understood about this
collaborative peer-coaching process and how thegepesd their participation
contributed to increased student learning. Howelvdid not analyze actual
increases in student learning. This was not pasgjivien the short duration of
this study, the few pairs of participants involvadd limited access to high-
guality assessments that would afford me the oppiytto analyze changes in
learning, across subject areas, appropriately ahdly. | did, however, collect

guantitative data to capture demographic detaibmialyho my participants were
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providing background information to guide my instianal decisions prior to the
onset of the intervention.
Participants

Again, eight high school teachers were includedaticipants in this
study. While their years of teaching experienceéeghfrom one to over ten years,
all were highly qualified and appropriately ceddifor the courses they were
assigned to teach, as defined by the Arizona Deyeentt of Education (ADE). Of
the eight teacher participants, three were matthera, two were English
teachers, two were special education teacherspamdvas a health teacher.
Seven were under my direct supervision for thestrurctional duties at CGUHS
during the period of study and the other participaas directly supervised by the
site principal.

Because teachers at CGUHS had two options foegsainal
development during the 2010-2011 school year, hey had the freedom to
choose which of the offerings, if any, were of et to them throughout the
school year, | utilized a convenience sampling néplre (Gelo et al., 2008)
allowing participants to self select into this stu@nce they self selected in, they
received an invitation letter (see Appendix G) detgthe purpose, scope,
innovation, and general data collection methodswauld be a part of the study.
Teachers then returned this letter indicating tbesire to participate and noting
their consent to use their data for research pepos

These eight teachers also indicated their preéereegarding with whom
they wanted to partner for this project. | reviewieéir choices considering their
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department affiliation, years of experience, andrse assignment. |
recommended two changes, based on my attemptstidyshew teachers with
more experienced teachers and given the mentomslaijponships that were
already in place. When recommending these chahfest, spoke to the teachers
individually and then spoke to them as a groupyipling the rationale for why |
wanted them to work in a different configuratiomid modification of the
sampling plan to incorporate purposeful samplingu@hall, 1996) allowed
teachers to continue with their previously esté@ldsmentoring activities while
participating in the collaborative peer coachinvaites (Miles & Huberman,
1994). With the exception of one pair, all partanps were paired with colleagues
teaching in the same content area.

There were two pairs of math teachers, one pdinglish teachers, and
one pair that had a special education English exgaértnered with a freshman
health teacher. The math teachers were paired loastekir level of teaching
experience and their strengths identified previptislough the teacher evaluation
process. Each math pair had an experienced tepahteered with a teacher who
had one or less years of teaching experience. Tigksh teachers also had a
more experienced teacher and a teacher with less pé experience. The
remaining pair was challenging to match at firsgdzhon the lack of similarity
between their subjects (special education Engishfeeshman health). However,
the teaching styles of both teachers was simildrthay fit the pattern of having
one more experienced teacher with a teacher whdelsadhan three years of
experience in the classroom.
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Data Collection Measures

Professional development surveyBefore the study commenced, |
administered a professional development surveyrelacally to all participants.
| designed the professional development surveyAppendix H) to gather
information about teacher-participants’ experieraeed preferences regarding
professional development. The survey included k@dtitype questions, seven
free response questions, and six demographic guestidivided the survey into
five different constructs: professional developmentlaboration, data analysis,
reflection, and peer-coaching. These constructs eatained a minimum of five
guestions. | also included a section to collect aigraphic data.

Within each construct, the questions were desigoédentify participant
opinions and self reported behaviors that woulgraWith what the NBPTS
would consider actions of highly accomplished teashThe first construct,
professional development, aligned with core praopasifive relating to teachers
being members of learning communities. The questwithin the second
construct, collaboration, aligned most closely with fourth core proposition,
addressing the systematic thought about practiog@dearning from experience.
The next construct, data analysis, was aligneate proposition three, the
responsibility for managing and monitoring studieairning. The fourth
construct, reflection, was most closely aligneddoe proposition two regarding
how a teacher knows the subjects they teach anddétsach those subjects to
students. The fifth and final construct was aligmatth proposition five regarding
teacher engagement in learning communities. Thedonstructs of the
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professional development survey altogether aligmigd proposition one, and
were included to capture participants’ overall catmment to students and their
learning.

Individual teacher reflection (pre-instruction). | designed the
individual teacher reflection (pre-instruction) fwool (see Appendix C) to help
participants think through how they analyzed tiseiident benchmark data in
preparation for both the planning of their folloyw-lesson and collaborative
planning with their partner. By design, this to@dsintended to guide participants
through reflections about the variety of specifiecdent variables highly
accomplished teachers might take into consideratioie planning for
instruction (NBPTS, 2002). Using this instrumerasked all participants to
respond to four open-ended questions, twice witenstudy, in an electronic
forum as they planned for upcoming lessons to teaalent based on student
benchmark data. Participants engaged in the ptaict®on reflection after they
collected their student benchmark data and pritineéd engagement in
collaborative planning.

Classroom observations.l designed the classroom observation protocol
(see Appendix E) to help me, as researcher-obsakect information in the
classroom while participants were teaching. | ubede observational data to
examine the alignment between teacher plannintglamiation, and
implementation of strategies as compared to theackexistics outlined to

promote highly accomplished teaching (NBPTS, 208&gitionally, | used these
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data to examine whether there was a clear focubespecific learning targets
identified during reflection and collaborative learg opportunities.

| conducted two classroom observations per ppdrti after each
collaborative planning meeting, and each obsermd#isted between 15 and 50
minutes dependent on the lessons designed by theipents. Also, participants
chose the date and time for their classroom ob#ensa Each participant
engaged in two collaborative peer-coaching cyclesd this study; therefore, |
observed each participant delivering a lesson tdigeng the project.

Individual teacher reflection (post-instruction). | designed the
individual teacher reflection (post-instructionpfwcol (see Appendix F) to help
focus participants’ reflections regarding how towadorward with their planning,
based on what they learned about student prognesthair own instructional
practices via this intervention. By design, thisltwas intended to guide
participants through systematic reflections abbairtpractices with questions
about how they might learn from their collaboratigarning opportunities about
assessment data and teaching experiences viatdigantion. Participants were
asked to respond to three open-ended questiomsateatronic forum on the
collaborative peer-coaching website (http://coll@bioepeercoaching.webs.com)
at the culmination of both collaborative peer-caagtcycles. Participants were
asked to respond within 24 hours of their classrotservations to keep the time
frame of the full collaborative peer-coaching cyoctsfined within a period of
two or three days. In addition, | read each ofggbst —instruction reflections and
responded electronically on the website withinnailgir time frame to promote
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closure of the cycle and encourage the participantsove forward. Additionally,
| took personal notes in the form of researcher oeefallowing the completion
of each cycle to store my reflections, ultimatedytisat | could either recall my
thoughts in the future or use them in the analysswas to transpire.

Interviews. | designed semi structured interview questions fggeendix
) to gather individual information about particiga’ views of their involvement
in this intervention. Specifically, these data wased to identify what
connections participants were making between tieewrded reflections,
collaborative learning opportunities, and classraostruction as well as how
participants specifically articulated their usestfdent benchmark assessment
data to make instructional decisions based onahedramework. Additionally,
these open-ended questions helped me to identvydhasely participants aligned
their reported thinking with the characteristichaghly accomplished teachers as
outlined in the five core propositions (NBPTS, 2p02ngaged each participant
in an individual semi-structured interview at thénaination of the first of the two
collaborative peer-coaching cycles. Participantsevpeovided a copy of the
guestions so they could follow along during themiew. Each interview was
digitally recorded and then transcribed. Intervievese conducted in my office
during after school appointments and lasted fronol® minutes depending on
participants’ responses.
Data Analysis

| utilized both quantitative and qualitative datsalysis techniques to
better understand the impact or influence thisatltative peer-coaching model
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had on how teachers focused their instructionaitf@s based on student
learning data.

Quantitative data. For the numerical and Likert-type data collecteal vi
the professional development survey (see AppendlixuBlized Predictive
Analystics Software (PASW) software to analyzedh&a within and across the
five constructs of the professional developmentewrl analyzed this
information to determine participants’ perceptiaf®ach element of the
collaborative peer-coaching process prior to teegagement in the intervention.
Additionally, I utilized the reliability statisticef Cronbach’s alpha (1951) to
determine reliability, or the consistency with winjgarticipants responded to the
items included within this data collection instrurhe

Qualitative data. | analyzed my qualitative data using deductive ogdi
methods using themes | constructed within the bas@d on the characteristics of
highly accomplished teaching characterized in e ffropositions outlined by
the NBPTS (2002) (Miles & Huberman, 1994). To fertframe the coding
process, | used the subcategories outlined byttyes of peer coaching (pre-
instruction reflection, collaboration, classroonseftvation, and post-instruction
reflection) to help me identify relationships withmny data across these
constructed categories (Mile & Huberman, 1994)] Asad through the data
teachers recorded in the individual teacher raflest pre and post instruction
(see Appendix C & F) I first coded the informatiacross the five propositions
defining highly accomplished teaching and then nedpjpose codes across the
subcategories of the peer coaching process. awelll the same coding pattern
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when analyzing the transcripts from the collabemtiata analysis and planning
sessions (see Appendix D), the semi-structureavietes (see Appendix H), and
the final focus group (see Appendix J). In additibatilized my researcher
memos to remind me of what was happening at theoscluring each of the data
collection cycles, time spent with each pair oftiggrants, their general tones,
etc.
Validity and Reliability

In an effort to demonstrate the internal valiaifythis project | utilized the
process of triangulation. | compared, across the deollected, how teachers
reflected, collaborated, and taught their lessonaded on student learning goals
generated via analyzing their students’ benchmsskssments (Gelo et al.,
2008). The professional development survey, rafladpre and post instruction),
collaborative planning protocol, classroom obseovaprotocol, and semi-
structured interview questions all mapped ontdfitreecore propositions created
by the NBPTS characterizing what accomplished tessckhould know and be
able to do. As such, | also attempted to furth&al®ish the internal validity of
this project by using the five core propositionatalyze these data to clearly
connect the analysis with the framework of thigigtu

In addition, to increase the reliability of my dat worked with two
additional educators when coding both the reflec{fme and post instruction)
and interview data. Using a practice of check-codMiles & Huberman, 1994),
we coded these data independently and then compardist level codes prior
to forming second level, working themes. Check ngdielped me eliminate
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some of the bias that is commonly present wherresearcher collects and
analyzes the data in isolation (Miles & Huberma®94). This process also
helped me construct more valid themes given thag Wermed across more than
just one researcher.

As mentioned previously, | also utilized Cronbacalpha to determine
the level of reliability of the professional devploent survey across the five
constructs (Table 1). Nine Likert type questionsenaiminated from the survey
as they were poorly constructed for this type @lgsis. Overall, the professional
development survey yielded a coefficient of 0.ZB%e range of coefficients
across the five constructs was -1.105 to 0.480s{dening an acceptable outcome
for such a test would be 0.70 (Nunnally, 1978) megrall coefficient
demonstrated significantly low reliability.

This may have occurred for a number of reasomst,Ehe two items
measured within the construct of collaboration thalded a negative coefficient
used different scales for measuring participamoases. My small sample size
(n=8) likely also contributed to the low reliabylitatings. Additionally, the
progression of questions and the redundancy oftipmssmay have been
confusing to teachers. Another point to considénas the survey was
administered prior to the establishment of commeiindions for terms and
practices referenced in the instrument. While dged this instrument in the
spring of 2010, | did not increase reliability egbuo warrant a more reliable

instrument.
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Table 1

Reliability Coefficients of Constructs

Constructs N Cronbach’s Alpha
of items

Professional Development 2 0.281
Collaboration 2 -1.105
Data Analysis 1 o
Reflection 6 0.480
Peer-Coaching 0 o

Overall 10 0.295

% Indicatesthe value is negative due to a negative averagari@mce among
items.
®Indicates there were too few questions to calcui§tba.

As a final check of reliability and validity, | oducted a follow-up focus
group after | collected and analyzed all of theadatpresent participants the
themes | constructed. | conducted this member cteenkt only provide all
participants the opportunity to clear up any misaptions or points of confusion,

but also to review, verify, and refine my workingsartions prior to my final

write-up and submission (Bowen, 2009).

34



Chapter 4 Findings

Quantitative Measures

Quantitative data were collected via the electr@mofessional
development survey prior to participant engagenretite defined intervention.
Again, | designed the professional developmentesute gather preliminary
information about participants’ involvement and esipnce with and knowledge
about collaboration, data analysis, and reflectidns survey was only used to
collect data at the onset of the project period.

| used the demographic data collected to informv havould partner
teachers for the intervention, considering subjeaight and years of teaching
experience. | used the other self-reported infoionatb develop and refine the
intervention. For example, all participants (100%ported that they preferred
professional development to be built around coltabon with their peers.
Therefore, | was strategic in pairing teachers wileagues who taught similar
courses and embedded opportunities for partnerslt@borate during the online
training portion of the intervention. When askedwattheir primary modes for
assessing student learning, participants unanim@u80D%) noted they used
quizzes and teacher observations to do this. | tleednformation to help
participants utilize protocols they had in commavreg their data preferences. All
(100%) reported that they engaged in individudertion about student learning
on a weekly basis, at a minimum. Furthermore, @kthe participants (63%)

indicated that they shared their reflections witheo teachers on a weekly basis. |
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utilized this information to make connections wpidrticipants’ reported current
practices. This informed the reflection stage efititervention.

Also of note was that there was a statisticaiysicant, positive
relationship (r =0.75) 0.05) between whether participants reported
collaborating about student performance and thiafihood to talk to colleagues
about how student performance impacted their ingomal choices. Because
participants reported they were accustomed tortglkbout their instructional
practices as a function of student performanceguld/be able to reinforce this
practice throughout the intervention. While theveyras a whole would need
considerable revisions if | were to administer #ggsin, administering this survey
still provided valuable information that helped prepare the initial training for
participants and helped me further support thegagement in the intervention.
Qualitative Measures

Qualitative data were collected to help me deteenthe impact each of
the four intervention stages (pre-instruction reilen, collaboration, classroom
observation, and post-instruction reflection) hadoarticipants’ overall focus on
student learning, use of student assessment datake instructional decisions,
and on teacher practices through collaborativenlegropportunities. Qualitative
findings are organized as such and are presentgdwiénin each stage of the
process as aligned to the core propositions aradmch each stage was built.

Individual teacher reflection (pre-instruction). Individual teacher
reflection (pre-instruction) was designed to fopegticipants to consider their
students’ benchmark assessment results as a fe@ssessment tool that could
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guide their instructional decisions. | aligned thiage of the collaborative peer-
coaching process with NBPTS core propositions €jchers know the subjects
they teach and how to teach those subjects torstsided (3) Teachers are
responsible for managing and monitoring studenhiag. And | analyzed the
semi-structured interview transcripts, the indiatiteacher reflection (pre-
instruction) protocol, and the collaboration tramsts to examine the impact this
intervention stage had on how participants focusedtudent learning and how
participants utilized student assessment data t@nmstructional decisions.
First, | found that teachers were not accustoragdking time to formally
reflect on their instructional practices, espeygiabing student assessment data.
During the semi-structured interview, one of th&slexperienced participants
responded to a question about reflection in a mattae resonated across other
participants:
| like how [the process] follows along that youlhgaeed to think about,
um, you know whatever you are using as an assessthiking about
what you did, what worked well, what you need targye, and why - it is
that process you know | think we think that wayjust don't write it
down you know.
Another participant responded, “| know we are lgagrabout the bones, but |
don’t actually think about what | want them to knbWwarticipants seemed to be
accustomed to going through the motions of teacHuifilling the delivery of
curriculum without stopping to focus their thinkiagout student learning,
student progress, or what student data had to. offer
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Yet the data also revealed that teachers did av¢ the time to reflect.
Another teacher described not being able to spaeeto think about student data:

| think that sometimes you get into a habit of gngdjuizzes and moving

on. But to literally go through and think about gvassessment and each
student is time consuming. And | only did it witheoperiod but it was
nice to take time in the day to analyze the dathiadividualize the data
from the assessments.

Within the data derived via the individual teacheftection (pre-
instruction) protocol, one participant highlighteow she also spent little time
reflecting because of her underlying preoccupadiohabit of focusing
inordinately on curriculum deadlines. Specificaige stated, “I will continue
with the next assessment as planned; howevemnbel, as a review, will
[interfere] with the projected timeline.” Anothearpicipant noted, “I have to
move on to the next chapter, but | will try to pagre attention to the struggling
students.”

Within the data derived from the collaboratiomseripts, one participant
also shared that he wanted to consider the datadtbof his classes but only had
time to really consider one class. Specificallysteted, “I wanted to [analyze the
data] for all five classes but it was too stressiithe time frame we chose. So |
chose one class and took my time to analyze tree’ddis partner echoed a
similar sentiment with an alternate strategy faadmnalysis:

What | found is | didn’t have time to get throudpe tfull assessment for

each student but picked questions within the assassthat | wanted to
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analyze for each student. | found this gave mermétion to use for each
class.
Participants also identified time as a factor ptmthe onset of the intervention,
asking how much time training would take and appnately how much time
would be involved outside of the school day. Chgatie external pressures of
curriculum coverage were ingrained as a high ggidar teachers, clouding their
instructional instincts to examine data to furtheymote student learning.
Secondly, due to a self-reported lack of expeeedoemally reflecting
prior to instruction, during this part of the intention participants relied on the
protocol and the reflections of their colleaguefutther focus their thinking
around their students’ data, largely in preparatasrcollaborative learning
opportunities with their partners. During the sestmisctured interview, six
participants (75%) noted that the individual refiiec forced them to consider
their student data in ways they had not done pusiyo One participant shared:
[Student benchmark data] opens [sic] my eyes. litsgynot me it is not
me, it is always the students. This has given raefgiportunity to think
about myself and the way the students learn andl dimmprove myself
instead of blaming the students.
One of the more veteran participants talked abmuexperience with the
independent reflection as a reminder of what henkine should have been doing
all along.
[Reflecting about student benchmark data] has choseto be more
focused on a specific skill and doing it more ipihe Sometimes we get
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into a hurry and we start doing the mile wide amchideep curriculum.

This has really helped me keep coming back to Whatuld do better,

what [I] could do differently. That has been thgdest benefit to me so

far.

Within the data derived from the individual retien (pre-instruction)
protocol participants also identified specific l@ag targets, via their assessment
data, that their students needed further suppanaster. One participant
explained, “Before we get into adding and subtrartadical expressions, or
dividing them | need to make sure they understardsimple fraction
operations.” Another participant reflected on stitdeneeds in this manner, “My
next series of lessons will have students refie& tinethods of linear equations to
sharpen their skills with equations.” An additiopakticipant was specific not
only about where students needed assistance,dmubalv she would measure
student progress. “I plan to teach, as a reviea/ptiocess for finding LCM (least
common multiple). | will assess using [four] addeagd subtracting problems and
[two] reading problems which require adding andtsadiing fractions with
unlike denominators.” These statements demongteatecipants’ efforts to
actively reflect, during the intervention, to sgally pin-point the concepts their
students were not mastering, again based on thehberk assessment data.

On that note, it was also evident that participamunsistently
acknowledged this stage saying to each other thikgsl was reading about this
in your [reflection].” Another participant read partner’s written reflection prior
to their collaborative session and decided to us@drtner’s reflection to shape
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his perspective on how to address his studentsiileganeeds. “[He] and | are at
the same place in the curriculum and noticing Hraespatterns in student
misconceptions. In reading his reflections and ingdris explanations, | am
going to plan a similar project-based review.” Véhikading each other’'s
reflections was not an implicit part of this intention, it proved helpful to
participants to see how their partner was plantorgddress student learning.
Based on participants’ self reported lack of exgrase reflecting individually
prior to instruction, it appears beneficial thagythad the opportunity to review
each other’s reflection prior to engagement inrthellaborative learning
opportunities.

In sum, while participants demonstrated a williegsito make time for
reflection during the intervention, they struggleih how they would be able to
integrate this as a consistent practice as defintdn the study. The amount of
assessment data for analysis and the number adrgiidn their case load
combined with the top down priority of curriculurawerage were all key factors
impeding a consistent practice of individual teaaledlection as designed in this
intervention. However, during independent reflectiparticipants demonstrated
more focused thinking about student data, studsmhing, and related, their
instructional plans. This focus proved beneficeparticipants read their
partners’ reflections, during this early stageh#f intervention, and used this
information to generate ideas to bolster their awgtructional planning. In
addition, as the participants became more famiigin how the cycle of
collaborative peer coaching would progress front stefinish, the purpose for
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the individual reflection became more evident. has also reflected in cycle
two with more clearly defined learning targets evitdacross all participants.

Collaboration. The collaborative planning sessions were desigoed t
formally engage participants in discussion witHeadues about their use of
students’ benchmark assessment results as a fear@ssessment tool that could
guide their instructional decisions. | aligned thiiage with NBPTS core
propositions (2) Teachers know the subjects thagttand how to teach those
subjects to students, (4) Teachers think systeaitiabout their practice and
learn from experience, and (5) Teacher are mendfdesrning communities. |
analyzed the transcripts from the collaborativere® opportunities, the semi-
structured interviews, as well as the informatimont the classroom observation
protocol to examine the influence this interventsdage had on how participants
used student assessment data to make instructieaisions and the impact
collaborative learning opportunities had on teaghractices.

First, | found that the collaborative learning oppnities provided
participants an outlet to share ideas regarding toawach and re-teach
instructional topics in different ways. During tleesessions teachers were most
often planning on implementing a variety of instrocal strategies to give
students new opportunities to interact with famiantent that they were still not
mastering. During the collaborative learning oppoities, teachers spent
approximately 75% of their time discussing instiocal strategies they could use
to address their identified learning objectives analent deficits in these areas.
Six participants (75%) consistently discussed e af instructional strategies
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that represented different ways of presenting ety introduced content to
students.

For example, one participant wanted to have stigdeniew overall
concepts by, “[having students] explain the chatttey [we]re assigned using
specific questions | assign[ed]. They [would] h#ive rubric as their guide for
their presentation.” Another participant opteddgooup work to review a
previously delivered concept stating, “Studentsusthte able to explain, in their
groups, how each of the three methods can be osgrdph an equation.” To
address the review of vocabulary words, one paiideel to have students
complete a Frayer model and share their work ieveew activity called inside
outside circles. This was a novel use of instrunctictrategies for one of the
participants who reacted in this manner duringcthi&aborative learning
opportunities, “I hate playing games. | will knolid is working if students have
an adequate Frayer model that others can usedy tteir words.”

Classroom observation data demonstrated thatglthia stage, six
participants (75%) planned for the implementatibmstructional strategies that
would help them re-teach concepts that were ndicgaritly mastered as well.
Yet while throughout these discussions, participanmdintained a focus on
planning for the use of strategies to re-introdoieviously presented content,
participants also rejected this notion or tookdbecept of re-teaching to a more
enlightened level.

During the semi-structured interviews, one pagsaat shared that working
with another teacher helped her refine her pragiaeel become more focused on
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more innovative strategies she could use to teemhqusly introduced content.
“[She] helped me understand how to fine tune teedas | used to introduce [and
explain] new strategies to my students rather togje] another week to re-
teaching in the same manner | did the first tineuad.” Another participant
stated, “I have been thinking [during this interten] it might not make an
impact to just re-teach but [maybe | should] trygach something differently [the
second] time.” These participants utilized thedéaborative learning
opportunities to discuss different strategies &eltepreviously introduced
material. Overall, the focus was on making the ‘foédv again” through either
traditional or more innovative means of interactmth students and their un-
mastered learning targets.

Secondly, | found that participants not only relen each other and me to
hold them accountable to implement the plans tlesygthed, they planned
opportunities to follow up with each other aftegittobservations to discuss the
impacts of their implemented plans. During thed&aborative planning sessions
participants identified plans for re-teaching, aslenced, and scheduled
opportunities to follow up with each other followitesson delivery, and all of the
participants (100%) communicated with their parsredvout how they were going
to determine if the new strategy was helpful faidsints. For example, two
participants decided to each try a different leggan and then talk afterwards
about what did and did not work for their stude@ase stated, “| am not
comfortable using the dominoes, but can plan fenthiteboards...do you want
to [follow up] with each other afterward to sedtlife strategy] worked?” Another
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participant suggested, “If we use the same rubaawll be able to have follow-
up conversations about how students did with gps ©f learning because we
will have looked for the same things.”

In addition, during the semi-structured interviewarticipants noted that
they also relied on my observations to plan for mmolement their planned
lessons. One of the less experienced participaipiaieed that he often had ideas
and drafted plans that he thought he could impléntehelp his students make
progress; however, with no one watching or askingwhat he was doing to
address gaps in student learning, he opted outinfdanything with his plans.
From his perspective working with his partner/milem accountable for
following through with trying new ideas. He statéfip actually schedule a
specific time for you to observe in my classroomvifatch me do what | planned]
that forces me to do something, well to actuallydat | planned for the
students.” One of the more experienced participsas my observation as a
motivating factor as well, because he felt it far¢em to also implement his plan
and consider what to do if it did not work as heemded. This participant shared:

It has been a long time since my feet were hettiédire to do something.

But | am relieved that you actually saw [what | dealing with] so now

we can move on to talking about what | should dd.ne

Participants had not been accustomed to obsengdied to specific
lesson plans prior to this intervention. As sutlvas not surprising that each
other’'s and my own observations served as the pyimativating factor for them
to implement their lessons. Furthermore, data édrivom the classroom
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observation protocol revealed that all participda0%) attempted to implement
the plans they discussed during their collaboratessions. Of the 16 classroom
observations, there were only two occasions (13%@nthe identified strategy
was not fully implemented as planned. These twasions involved two
different participants who were forced to alterntlgiginal plans due to
classroom management issues.

Third, it became evident during this phase ofititervention that two
pairs consisting of four of the eight total papents (50%) took more ownership
of the collaborative peer-coaching process thaim gfazaticipant peers. These
more committed participants consistently soughtamgortunities for support and
more information, and they were more likely to €higleas about how parts of
this process could be adopted in their departnWhtle experiencing the same
time constraints evidenced previously, these ppetitds chose to spend more
time collaborating about how to make this interi@msomething that would help
their department become more effective at examiamtjaddressing student
learning needs. For example, one participant stated

Our course group meetings include a lot of comptgimbout [non-

instructional topics] that are not relevant to wivatneed to accomplish. If

we were to use this protocol, maybe change itla,litthink it could focus
our time and maybe make for a shorter meeting.

Data derived during the collaborative learning aynities also revealed
that these more committed pairs of participantsisppproximately 1-2 hours
formally collaborating with their partners and nwrgared to the approximately
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30 minutes their less engaged colleagues spemhilasactivities. They also
spent more collaboration time working through idashare parts of this process
with their colleagues who were not participantthia intervention. Further
demonstrating their commitment to adopting portiohthe intervention into their
regular practices, they also made requests dunmgemi-structured interviews to
allow them to be more formally trained in the uséhe observation protocol.
One stated:

[We] want to observe each other in the classroamguse tool you use.

When you watch, you look at what students are damtjhear what we

are saying. No offense, but we will watch [thosedk] and we will listen

for how the math is explained and how studentsadathut math. [We]
think this is a content specialized way of giviegdback that we do not
get often.

In sum, participation in collaborative learningooptunities provided an
avenue for participants to share ideas, old and resyarding how to teach and re-
teach instructional topics in different ways angbkan for a variety of
instructional strategies to address the learnimg gdentified. Although the
planning was specific and thorough, it was alsalevced that participants relied
on their partners and me to push them into actualptementing their plans in
the classroom via observations. It also becamesatithowever, that half of the
participants took a more active interest in thenvéntion here, and further

considered adopting the observation protocol, xangple, into their regular
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departmental functions to focus attention on stuéarning beyond the project
period timeline.

Classroom observation.The classroom observation protocol was
designed as an instructional and accountabilitytteat would help me ensure
that the lesson plans developed actually were eled/to students. | aligned this
stage of the collaborative peer-coaching procets MBPTS core propositions
(2) Teachers know the subjects they teach and bdeath those subjects to
students and (3) Teachers are responsible for nranagd monitoring student
learning. | analyzed the classroom observationogals, the individual teacher
reflection (post-instruction) protocols, and thensstructured interview
transcripts to examine the impact this intervensitage had on how participants
focused on student learning and how participanliged student assessment data
to make instructional decisions.

First, | found that during the classroom obseoradj participants
communicated the learning goals to students usenigal and visual formats
outlining for students what they were expectedrtovk and be able to do at the
culmination of the lesson. The classroom obseragtiotocols revealed that
during the 16 classroom observations, 100% of #réqgipants evidenced their
efforts to clearly communicate the learning goasda on the benchmark
assessment results. All participants (100%) comopated to students the learning
objectives verbally and six of the eight particifza{vY5%) consistently provided a
visual representation of the learning goal in canfion with their verbal
explanation. For example, one participant wrotefttiewing learning goal on
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the front board and then read the goal to her stisgéBefore the period is over
today, you will show me how you can apply literéegyms to the poetry we are
going to read.” Another teacher provided students & handout that had the
learning objective printed on the top of the page then asked students to follow
along as he read the learning goal out loud, giatBtudents will be able to use
coordinating and subordinating conjunctions to t@éanger and more varied
sentences.”

Additionally, within the individual teacher refligen (post-instruction),
three teachers (38%) referenced their communicatide@arning goals during the
lesson as a way to guide students towards whatwieey expected to accomplish
by the end of the period, based on the learning gimtified through the
benchmark assessment data. One participant wrote:

During the lesson, | provided handouts with theesobye and what they

had to do at the end of the period written on tdpe 5o students knew

they were going to have to create a quiz to giviaéonext class and they
knew they had to make an answer key. It seemedHike&ept them
focused to my instruction so they would be ablérticsh making their
quiz before the period was over.

Two other participants referenced their commuiocadf the learning
goals. One patrticipant reflected:

My students seem to forget what we are doing abalfivay into the

period. When | started writing the [learning gaat] the white board, |

was able to refer them to reread the objectiveeiAfearing me redirect
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them a few times, they started to look at the baastead of asking me to

repeat [what we were doing].

Furthermore, during the semi-structured interviefive participants
(63%) shared that they believed that their commatioa of the learning goals,
both verbally and visually during the classroomestiations, supported students’
attention to the planned lesson. One participahtisights summarized the
sentiments of all five:

Before, I'd write ‘ch 2 1-8’ on the board and daliny objective. Now that

| am writing a learning goal, including the topredawhat | want the

[students] to be able to do, my students seem mterested.
Another participant indicated that because heolesgas based on the learning
gaps identified by analyzing the students’ benchnassessments, it made it more
important for her to communicate the learning gaals very precise manner. She
said, “Knowing that the majority of my students tavrite a sentence with a
subordinating clause made it clear that they neeaktb tell them exactly what
we were going to accomplish during our 50 minutds.’short, during the
classroom observations, participants consistettyraunicated the learning
goals to students as a way to let students know thieg were going to learn and
how they were going to demonstrate their learnimgngd) the class period.

Secondly, during the classroom observations, mdiotnat while
participants implemented progress monitoring sgjiageas a way to assess
students’ learning during the lessons, they haglingrdegrees of satisfaction or
success with these efforts. During the classrooseations | noticed that 14 of
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the 16 observed lessons (88%) included the impléatien of strategies chosen
for the purpose of monitoring student progressmtuthe lesson. One participant
explained her choice of progress monitoring stnatedher students like this, “I
need you to raise your white board, once you hawe gnswer, to right below
your chin so only | will see your response. Thidl ivelp me decide what to do
next.” Another participant utilized a ticket-to-leastrategy which required
students to respond to specific questions in wgitia she could then review the
responses to determine if students were making@ssgn retaining the content
addressed in the learning goals.

Within the individual teacher reflections (posstiruction), participants
recounted their use of progress monitoring strateduring their observed
lessons. One participant reflected, “I liked having students respond to
guestions in small groups so | could listen torthesponses and know whether or
not | could keep going.” On the other hand, anofiseticipant reflected on her
missed opportunity regarding how she implementedtiogress monitoring
strategy of exit questions. She reflected, “It wad of frustrating that | forgot to
review the exit questions until about two daysrlaiéey didn’'t do well and | had
already moved on.”

Furthermore, during the semi-structured intervigpasticipants continued
to share their experiences with progress monitadimgng their observed lessons.
One of the veteran participants was frustratedhisastudents were not
cooperating during the progress monitoring portiohthe observed lesson. He
recounted his experience, “The discipline was sbaral | just couldn't do it

51



[progress monitoring] and | had to quit and padspapers, it didn’t matter to me
anymore whether they were making progress.” Thegggpants (37%) were
able to make progress monitoring work as desigiéten they talked about their
experiences with progress monitoring during thesraom observations they
spoke of it in terms of what they learned from sh&dents. For example, one
participant shared, “Asking students to explaiwiiting what they did
incorrectly in processing a math problem was imstntal for me to figure out
how to teach them the skills they were not getting.

In sum, while all teachers made an effort to impdat progress
monitoring strategies during their observed lesdortetermine if student
learning was occurring, they did not all feel sigstal in all of their attempts.
Participants understood the value of progress maong but were not all
experienced in monitoring student progress withiesaon leading to frustration
in some of the cases. While they were in generaessful with framing the
learning objectives and helping students understame clearly what it was they
were expected to know and be able to do, measwiegher students met the
objectives was one area in which the participat@aghers, and likely others who
were not involved, are in dire need of more pratesd development.

Individual reflection (post-instruction). Individual teacher reflection
(post-instruction) was designed to force partictpda consider what they had
learned about students and their learning duriegtilaborative peer-coaching
cycle. | aligned this stage of the collaborativerpeoaching process with NBPTS
core propositions (1) Teachers are committed tdestuand their learning and (4)
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Teachers think systematically about their practicd learn from experience. |
analyzed the individual teacher reflection (postiaction) protocols, the semi-
structured interview transcript, and the collabioratranscripts to examine what
impact this stage of the collaborative peer-coagipirocess had on their
instructional practices.

First, | found that during the individual teacheflection (post-
instruction), participants focused on how they dothange their practices to
benefit student learning. Of the 16 post-instructieflections, 12 (75%) included
reflections that helped participants focus on hibgytcould modify their practices
to improve student learning. For example, one padnt reflected about the
varying levels of student ability in her classroomelation to the learning goal
she selected for the observed lesson. She shaladhy“[students] asked
guestions beyond the level | thought they wouldhinfuture 1 should have
different variations of the same problem to [chadje students at all levels.]”
Another participant reflected on how he changedhastices immediately
following his observed lesson. He recounted hiserpce as follows:

My lesson did not go well, I did not plan for timenagement. So,

between periods | assigned times for each phagedésson to help keep

me and the students on track. That way the neigEstudents] could
have a chance at getting through the lesson.
Even when a lesson went well, participants reflcte how this change in their

practice should become consistent. For exampleparteipant stated, “As a
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result of today, | will continue with presentaticasd refine my criteria. In time |
might have this [strategy] refined.”

Additionally, during the semi structured intervigwparticipants talked
about their use of the individual reflection (positruction) as a time to consider
their delivery of the lesson and their attentionstadent learning. Of the eight
interviews, six (75%) included participant referesdo how they could modify
their practices to impact student learning. Ondigpant shared that she had
never reflected like that (post-instruction) befared was surprised at the growth
she felt she needed. She stated, “I can’t beliekept talking and going on when
clearly my students demonstrated that they dicknotv what | was talking about.
| should know better, right?”Another participanfeneed to his post-instruction
reflection as his opportunity to slow down and e¢deswhether he did what he
said he was going to do within his lesson. He share

My post-instruction reflection gave me time to daecif | should continue

with what | am doing or if | am way off base. | amew and need that time

to decide if what | am doing with kids is working.

Similarly, within the collaboration transcriptsanticipants made reference
to what they had learned about their instructiammfrtheir prior post-instruction
reflection. Of the four collaborative learning opfmities, three pairs involved
(75%) included references to the modification dadithnstructional practices that
came out of the post-instruction reflection. Onaraple of such a reference came
from a veteran participant who admittedly had rpeirg consistent time reflecting
after lessons prior to the intervention. She shared
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During my reflection | realized that | don’t follothe curriculum if it
differs from how | was taught. Looking at how stottedid during the
lesson and then at the short cuts | was tryingach them made me
consider that maybe | need to focus more on thecolum and less on
what | think might work.
Another participant shared, “My post-instructiorileetion felt like professional
development for me. | felt like | was asking myselbt of questions and thinking
of articles | need to go back and read.”

All'in all, participants utilized the individuakflection (post-instruction)
as an opportunity to look at their own practiced haw they might change what
they are doing to have a stronger impact on stuéaming. Participants took this
opportunity to look introspectively at their prags and consider how their
actions influenced student learning. Teachers ifieth{planning for lesson
variety, refining their expectations for studentammes, and sticking with their
plans as defined by the curriculum as some of gyewkays they might modify
their own practices to enhance student learning.

Finally, during the individual teacher reflectigrost-instruction), |
noticed that participants analyzed their comfothwine implemented activities as
opposed to analyzing student learning. All 16 &f tidividual teacher reflections
(100%) included references to participants’ opisiabout the activities they
implemented. Participants were more preoccupield witether they liked the
activities as opposed to whether the activitiesaiotgd student learning. For
example, one participant wrote, “I enjoyed the\atiusing the cards more than
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a ‘book lesson.’ | might do that one again.” Anatparticipant shared, “I like
how guided notes worked with my students, that ix@gn manage what they are
doing [while | am at the board].” And yet anotharicipant reflected on the
activity she implemented, “I think | had as much fas my students, we will have
to do that again.” No mention was made regardingtivdr students actually
learned as a result.

Furthermore, during the semi structured intervieveair of the eight
participants (50%) talked about their post-instircteflection and how it helped
them determine which activities they would use agand which they did not
prefer. One participant shared that the post-iogtn reflection allowed her time
to think about which activities caused behaviopems in her class therefore she
would not use them again. Again, no direct focus stmdent learning was
apparent. Her rationale about her reflection wétsyas nice to have the time
[during the reflection phase] to figure out whicttiaties | like to use with my
students. They are rowdy, so | can’t use just astity.” Another participant
shared, “My reflection time was valuable to thinkoat what | liked about the
activity so | would know if | should save my matdsi to use again or not.”
Another example came from a participant who thoutji® reflection (post-
instruction) was an appropriate time to createagmd con list for her activities.
She shared her idea, “In my reflection, | startgduainal to track the activities |
try and whether | like how they fit into my lessdns

Additionally, | noticed that within the four cobbaration transcripts from
cycle two, two of the transcripts (50%) include@ldgue about how teachers
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reflected (post-instruction) on their preferencaisdertain activities. One pair of
participants was trying to decide what activityuse for their second cycle of
observations and one participant shared their rfotes their individual reflection
(post-instruction). He said, “I put that | didniké how the three person group
assignment worked, the students were too noisyotena note to myself that |
want a more teacher directed activity next time.”

As such, during this part of the intervention tiggsants inordinately
focused their post-instruction reflections on thpeference of activities based on
teacher likes and dislikes, as opposed to impastustent learning. Participants
did not reference activities in relation to studietairning during their post-
instruction reflections, citing personal and prefesal preferences and
marginalizing student learning, indirectly, all tvile. While participants likely
believed that preferencing things like studentigigee and classroom
management would ultimately lead to increased siigarning, student learning

was more peripheral given participants’ reflectigsponses.
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Chapter 5 Conclusions

This pilot study originated as a means to proadepportunity for high
school teachers to collaborate about students’leak assessments so they
would use the information to guide their instrunti®Vhile the NBPTS has clearly
defined the characteristics of effective teachlensgs hoping to find, within this
model, a mechanism that would help teachers réffieie skills in alignment with
these same characteristics. Even though this stadyshort in duration, the eight
participants were able to engage in two cyclesotiborative peer-coaching, and
they were able to provide valuable feedback to gfudther growth of this model.
Hopefully, this model will eventually support othtleachers in their quest to
refine their practices using student assessmeat dat

More specifically, however, and in response teaesh question number
one, | found that this intervention influenced hparticipants planned and
implemented their lessons based on students’ besnéhassessment data.
Through this intervention | provided teachers vgthdance and focus for their
planning and implementation, and time to analysé thenchmark data. Knowing
that time is a primary barrier to instituting inraons in schools, | made a
conscious effort to build time into participantsbfessional day to facilitate their
attention to planning and data analysis (Blaclale2004; Cox et al., 1991,
Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). Furthermore, participagited on the protocols |
developed to guide their reflections, while evesdiag the reflections of their
peers helped them organize their thoughts about tehdo instructionally for
their students. During their collaborative learnogportunities, participants came
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up with ways to make familiar content new, andtigspnt content to students in
ways different than they had done before. As alt,igsarticipants were also able
to pin-point and communicate specific learning ggabviding students with
purportedly clearer understandings of what theyeveepposed to know and be
able to do.

In response to research question two, | foundtthatntervention did not
influence teacher participants’ behaviors towar@saging and monitoring
student learning. During this intervention, | diok provide enough consistent
support to help participants manage and monitatestulearning. Participants
definitely struggled with this aspect of the pracaad many times reverted to
focusing on what felt comfortable to them and whatructional practices
seemed to help them manage their classrooms. ésu#t,rparticipants were at a
disadvantage when classroom situations required theanalyze student learning
on the spot and make immediate decisions to moaitdradjust for student
learning in the middle of a lesson (Black et @02, Cox et al., 1991). In a future
implementation of this intervention, | would alldar adequate pedagogical
training in this area prior to and while guidingt¢éers through the collaborative
peer-coaching model (Cox et al., 1991; Showers ¥:d01996). Additionally, |
would encourage the inclusion of specific guidinggstions to support
participants’ planning for the management of stuidiearning, as well as guiding
the monitoring of student learning during instraati

In response to research question three, | fouatdthis intervention did
encourage teachers to think systematically abait gnactices and learn from
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their experiences. As a part of this interventioereated an environment for
teachers to think about their students’ benchmsaskessment data, and again, |
created the time for them to do so. Time is a @nsind often prohibitive factor
in professional development implementations (Harges & Dawe, 1990).
Therefore, it is crucial that future implementasaf this intervention continue
with the provision of time for collaborative leangi opportunities and data
analysis possibly including even more creativeafselease time within the
school day (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990; Showers &do¥896). In addition, as |
would have hoped, there were participants withengtudy who took this
intervention to another level examining specifipeds of the process and how
they could integrate them within and across thepadtments. It has been shown
that when teachers become intrinsically motivatenplement change through
professional development, true professional legreem occur (Zwart et al.,
2009). Inquiring further into what motivated thdsar participants to latch onto
components of this intervention could inform futurgolementations and increase
the sustainability of this professional developmaodel.

Further implementations of collaborative peer &wag could be informed
by the outlier data that was constructed duringcthaéing process. Teachers
described their perception of connections betwhengrocess and curriculum,
materials, other professional development expeegiand the current status of
school employees. This outlier information, whiléeresting, was not aligned
with the five propositions or the framework utilézen this study and these data
were not prevalent across multiple participantsertso, each of these or
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combinations of these issues are worthy of furtogisideration when refining
this intervention.

As important as the refinements to the procedsbheito future
implementations, so is the necessity of havingdicd¢ed administrator that can
orchestrate the environment for teachers to beesstul while participating in
collaborative peer coaching. | had a close relatigmwith the teachers who
participated in this study. There was an elememtust we had that provided me
the ability to continually prod them to keep upmwihe timeline of the process.
This same trust kept them working through the atbssaof time and curricular
obligations to participate in the process. As tlaeiministrator, | was a key factor
in the continued implementation of the collaboratpeer coaching process.

In conclusion, through this intervention | prowidine structure for teacher
participants to engage in a form of job embeddedegsional development that,
through my research, evidenced its capacity to @uppacher engagement in
collaborative learning opportunities about studegessment data. Participants
realized the importance of communicating their pkohlearning goals to
students, basing their instruction on their analgdistudents’ benchmark
assessment data, relying on each other for idehswgport throughout the
collaborative peer-coaching process, and althoagticgppants were not
accustomed to taking time to formally reflect orithnstructional practices based
on students’ benchmark assessment results, thelieabtheir practices during

this intervention to focus on gaps in student leeynFinally, during this
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intervention participants revealed pedagogical gnodess weaknesses that served

to inform potential changes in future implementatad this intervention.
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| Individual Teacher Reflection Protocol (Pre-instrudion) |

Consider the unit of study you are teaching. Resgddn the following questions
detailing how the upcoming lesson will address yabjectives and how you
will know students are learning.

1. What do you want your students to know and be tabdo as a result of the
lesson?

2. What strategies will you use to engage youresitglin the lesson?

3. How will you determine how well your studentyv@acquired the new
knowledge during the lesson?

4. What materials and or equipment/technology ydll need to best facilitate
student learning during this lesson?

Go back over your reflections above and highlighetkey ideas/questions you
have that you want to be the focus of phase twdlatmrative planning.
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\ Collaborative Data Analysis and Planning Protocol |

Start this phase of the peer coaching process usmogr phase one planning
sheet. Summarize where you are in your curriculuthg objective for the lesson
of focus, your key strategies for teaching the cept(s), and how you will
determine degrees of student learning.

1. What data will you collect and how will it logkstudents are learning?
(what does success look like for this lesson?)

2. What are some alternate strategies you can gnfplour students are not
demonstrating progress?
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Classroom Observation Protocol

Information
from 4 3 2 1
individual
reflection
and
collaborative
planning
1. What do Teacher Teacher Teacher teachesTeacher
you want your| communicates | communicates | the lesson as | teaches a
students to the learning either the communicated | lesson not
know and be | goal and desired learning goal or| during reflective of
able to do as a lesson outcome| the desired reflection and | the reflection
result of the | to students as | lesson outcome planning; or
lesson? communicated | to students as | however, does | collaborative
during communicated | not planning and
reflection and | during communicate | does not
planning. reflection and | the learning communicate
planning. goal or desired | the learning
lesson outcome goal or desired
to the students.| lesson
outcome to the
students.
2. What Teacher Teacher Teacher tries to| Teacher does
strategies will | employs employs employ not employ
you use to strategies as strategies as | strategies as | strategies
engage your | described described described described
students in the during during during during
lesson? reflection and | reflection and | reflection and | reflection and
planning planning; planning; planning.
acknowledging | however, does | however, is not
student not monitor able to maintain
readiness as the student student
lesson builds, | readiness as the engagement.
maintaining lesson builds
student and/or is not
engagement. able to maintain
student
engagement.
3. How will Teacher collectg Teacher Teacher Teacher does

you determine
how well your
students have
acquired the
new
knowledge
during the
lesson?

student data
throughout the
lesson using the
methods
described
during
reflection and
planning. As

collects some
of the student
data described
during
reflection and
planning. As
appropriate,
during the

appropriate,

collects some
of the student
data described
during
reflection and
planning.
Teacher does
not make

lesson, teacher

adjustments, as

not collect
student data
during the
lesson as
discussed
during
reflection and
planning.
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during the makes appropriate,

lesson, teacher | adjustments during the

makes based on lesson.

adjustments student data.

based on student

data.
4. What are | Teacher is Teacher is Teacher is Teacher is not
some alternate prepared to prepared to prepared to prepared to
strategies you| employ employ employ some of employ
can employ if | alternate alternate the alternate alternate

your students
are not
demonstrating
progress?

strategies as a
response to
student learning
or lack thereof.
Teacher
employs these
strategies as
needed
maintaining
student

engagement.

strategies as a
response to
student learning
or lack thereof.
Teacher
employs these
strategies as
needed.

strategies as a
response to
student learning
or lack thereof;
however does
not employ as
needed.

strategies as a|
response to
student
learning or
lack thereof.

Additional Comments/Observation:
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| Individual Teacher Reflection (Post-instruction) |

Consider the peer coaching process; specificallg ttollaborative data analysis.
Respond to the following questions detailing youext steps in the instructional
cycle with your students based on what you havered about their current
progress.

1. What should you be aware of as you go forwatt wour instruction baseq
on what you learned about your students and yaitruation from this lesson

~NJ

2. How can you think about student mastery diffédy@niWhat can you do to
support the development of student skills? Whatyzando to enhance student
application of newly acquired information?

3. What goals are you considering for your studbated on your peer
coaching collaboration/data analysis?
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August 2010

Teachers,

I am currently pursuing my doctoral degree atGlodlege of Teacher Education and Leadership
at Arizona State University under the directiorAofirey Amrein-Beardsley. | am conducting a
research study about how the implementation ofllatwarative peer coaching model at Casa
Grande Union High School may impact the use ofesttidata in instructional decision making.

This study will include training for participatirtgachers as well as ongoing support throughout
the project period (August — December 2010). Fpdting teachers will learn about and engage
in a collaborative peer coaching model with atemfaid to how they engage in reflection (pre
and post instruction), how they collaborate witbteather, and how they reciprocally
communicate about data analysis. | will providettiagning and ongoing support through
observations and interviews. The peer coaching meedevill implement will be embedded into
project/planning time and professional developnoeedlit will be provided for all time spent in
training, collaborating, interviewing, and otheraisupporting the implementation of the peer
coaching model.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. Yocinoice to participate or not to participate will
not impact your job standing, evaluation, or tresttras a teacher on this campus. Collaborative
peer coaching is just one of the offerings we hall’e to provide teachers with professional
growth this school year; therefore, you will hawel#ional opportunities to collect professional
development hours if you choose. It is importamat that if you choose to withdraw from the
study once it has begun, there will be no impacyaur job, evaluation, or how you are treated.

The results of this research study may be publishiegour name will not be used. Additionally,
there are no risks associated with your partiaiggin this study. Through this study, we will
collect valuable data that will inform our contimuidevelopment of collaborative peer coaching
and professional development in general at our camphis will afford us data to improve the
offerings we have and the professional learningvewide at Casa Grande Union High School.

Please fill out the form below and indicate if yiatend to participate in this study of collaborativ
peer coaching during the 2010-2011 school yeavat@rande Union High School. Please return
this information to your administrator by August, PZ210. If you have any questions or concerns
about this research study, please contact me Wiiagberson, via emakwright@cguhs.orgor

via telephone 520-836-8500 ext. 3103.

| appreciate your consideration,

Kerri Wright

Name: : Date

Yes, | intend to participant in the peer coachinglg
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Thank you for launching the CGUHS Professional Development Survey. This survey
is intended to collect information to guide professional development planning for
the upcoming school year. Your responses will remain anonymous. Demographic
data is requested at the end of the survey to allow for further disaggregation of
the data to the department level for use in planning in conjunction with other
items collected within the survey. Kerri

This survey is designed in six parts.
1.Professional Development
2.Collaboration

3.Data Analysis

4 .Reflection

5.Peer Coaching

6.Demographics

Please respond freely and see me directly if questions arise for you while working

through this brief survey. Thank you for providing input to help us plan for the
upcoming school year.

* 1. What type of professional development design do you prefer? Check all that apply.

l:l University course work

|:| Workshops provided by off-site providers
I:l Workshops provided by peers on-site
I:l Book studies

D Reading professional literature

I:l Online courses/workshops

|:| Collaboration with instructional coach

I:l Collaboration with peer/s

|:| Other (please specify)

% 2. During the most recent semester, how often did you engage in professional
development activities?

O Once a week
O Twice a month
O Once a month

O Once a semester

O Not at all
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* 3. In general, with what frequency do you implement your new learning into your
classroom practices?

O Always

O Sometimes

O Never

% 4. Who do you talk to most often about new things you are putting in place in your
classroom?

O Peers within my department

O Peers outside of my department

O Peers in education not working at my site
O Friends outside of education

O Administrator/s

O Other (please specify)

\

X 5. Please list professional development topics in which you are interested for the
upcoming school year.

v

% 6. Is time for collaboration scheduled and protected within your work day?

O Yes
O o
* 7. Approximately how often do you collaborate with your colleagues at your school site?
|:| Daily
|:| 2-3 times a week

D Weekly

|:| 2-3 times a month
|:| Monthly

|:| Other (please specify)
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* 3. In general, with what frequency do you implement your new learning into your
classroom practices?

O Always

O Sometimes

O Never

% 4. Who do you talk to most often about new things you are putting in place in your
classroom?

O Peers within my department

O Peers outside of my department

O Peers in education not working at my site
O Friends outside of education

O Administrator/s

O Other (please specify)

I

X 5. Please list professional development topics in which you are interested for the
upcoming school year.

-

% 6. Is time for collaboration scheduled and protected within your work day?
O Yes
Oo

* 7. Approximately how often do you collaborate with your colleagues at your school site?
I:l Daily

I:l 2-3 times a week

|:| Weekly

|:| 2-3 times a month
|:| Monthly

|:| Other (please specify)
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O Ye's
O No

O Sometimes

* 11. How often does student data impact your instructional decisions?
O Daily
O Weekly
O Quarterly
O Semesterly
O Annually
O Other
% 12. What types of student data do you use on a consistent basis? Check all that apply.
[ quiz
|:| Writing Samples
|:| Work sheets
|:| Notes
I:l Observations
I:l Homework

I:l Other (please specify)

I
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Semi-Structured Interview 1 Questions: Peer Coachig

1. Describe your experience with peer coaching.

2. In general, what are your perceptions about cottaiomn, data analysis, and
reflection?

3. What data do you use on a regular basis to guideipstructional practices?

4. Think about when you meet to collaborate with otieachers; what is the
focus of your discussion/collaboration?

5. Describe the last time you shared data with anddeaher.

6. How often do you talk about data with other teasfidn these conversations,
what types of reciprocal exchanges occur?

7. Now that you have engaged in the peer coachingepsodo you have
guestions for me about the project and/or the peaching process?

8. Do you have other thoughts about professional dgweént, collaboration, or
data analysis that you would like to share withahthis time?

Description of next steps to be used at the culmitian of Interview 1

It is highly important that | capture the accuressence all of you communicated
during this interview as well as during my obseiwas throughout the peer
coaching process. As | continue collecting andyaiad) data, | will ask some of
you to meet with me to review my summaries. Adaiéilhy | will ask you to
review my analysis to verify my interpretations negent an accurate reflection of
what you have communicated and what you have expezd. Some of you may
be asked to meet with me individually for additiboae on one interview to
further expand on concepts and ideas that wouldresghthe peer coaching
process. Throughout the peer coaching project geriwill seek ideas for
modifying our professional development to incorpereollaboration and focus
on the use of student data to make decisions.
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1. What might have helped you with your implementataincollaborative
peer-coaching?
2. How could the tools be modified for continued use?
3. In reviewing the preliminary findings, what staralg to you and are there
any surprises?
a. Time
b. Lack of prior formal experience with reflection drenchmark
assessment data prior to instruction
c. Sharing of strategies to address skill deficitsitdied by student
benchmark assessment data
d. Reliance on accountability to motivate implemematof planned
lessons
e. Levels of commitment to utilizing elements of thellaborative
peer-coaching process during and after the prpecod
f. Focus on learning targets based on benchmark assesdata
4. Did the design of this professional developmenticdung to a web based
model, have an impact on your ability to understahdt you needed to

do throughout the intervention?
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