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ABSTRACT

Analysis of survey results from 199 PET-trained teachers i1n
three cohorts trained in successive years and from &2 non-PET
trained teachers indicate that PET trained teachers responded
favorably to the initial training. The most recent trainees
are receiving more post-training coaching than earlier
trainees, but, over the three samples, 15% reported no
coaching whatsoever. Follow-up conferences are usually held
promptly. Teachers perceive that PET training has had a
positive effect on their classroom performance, and they
employ PET concepts regularly, Sixty-eight per cent reported
using PET concepts and terminology 2t least weekly in
discussions with colleagues. Except for an increased number
of coaching observations for recent trainees, the results
were consistent across the three groups of PET trained
teachers. Both trained and untrained teachers were asked how
many times per year they would like to have their classroom
teaching observed for the purpose of improving teaching
skills. Quite unexpectedly, non~PET trained teachers desired
significantly more observations (M=2.4) than those who had
received PET training (M=1.3). A factor analysis of

"variables related to implementation of coaching revealed four

factors. Coaching behaviors were generally found to be
consistent with the PET model on three of these factors, with
approximately half the coaches deviating from the PET model
on the fourth factor.
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TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF PET

WITH SPECIAL EMPHASIS ON CORCHING

INTRODUCTION

Across the United States numerous school districts hawve
implemented staff development programs based on the work of
Madeline Hunter. These programs are Known by a variety of
names such as Program for Effective Teaching (PET), A
Clinical Theory of Instruction, Mastery Téaching, Clinical
Teaching. Instructional! Theory into Practice (ITIPY, the
UCL# model and the Hunter model (Hunter, 1985).

In South Carolina the mnadel is known as the Program for
Effective Teaching (PET), and it is the most widely used of
eleven staff development programs in the state (Barbara
Gottesmann, personal communication, July 3, 1987). Over
17.400 educators have received PET training in the state
since 1984. (Doug Keel, personal communication, February 2,
1988>. As the PET program i1s presented in South Carolina,
teachers typically attend é to 8 days of instruction
interspersed with 4 to 5 days of practice, observations and
conferences over a minimum of 4-5 weeks (South Carolina
Depar tment of Education, 198S),.

The work of Madeline Hunter, from which the PET program
is derived, attempts to present traditional instructional
principles systematically. She has orqanized a comprehensive

outline which emphasizes learning principles traditionally

associated with direct instruction., The essence of the model




is to have teachers make conscious and appropriate decisions
as they plan and execute their teaching activities (Hunter,

1979, 1983,

Essential Components of the Model

Madel ine Hunter (Garman, Glickman, Hunter, & Haggerson,
1987) was trained as a psychologist and became an
administrator at the University Elementary School, a
department of the School of Education at the Univercity of
California at Los Angeles. Her model of instruction evclves
from her experiences in teacher training and focuses on
observable behavior of teacher and students. Her version of
instructional supervision seeks to "increase instructional
excellence"” by examining cause-effect relationships in
teaching and learning.

She believes that the primary purpose of classroom

observation iz the collection of data for analysis in terms

of cause-effect relationships. This process of data

collection and analysis, called coaching, irnvolves classroom
observation during which the superviszor creates a written
record, called a script tape. This record becomes the focal
point of the supervisory conference in which the teacher and
coach are expected to discuss what happened during the lesson
and examine the teacher’s reasoning in decisions related to
instruction. Hunter believes that thiz process is neceszary
to remediate problems and to stimulate professional growth of

teachers.




Madeline Hunter (1985, 1984b) insists that extensive
practice with coaching over a period of time 1s necessary for
development of artistic, or expert, teacher-performance.
Specifically, she also maintains (a) that it takes
approximately two years of in-service training for most
principals to master the conferencing skills and (b) that
strong leadership from the principal is an important
component of the program (Hunter, 198&6a. 198éb).

Madeline Hunter proposes a flexible model which doec not
determine what a teaching decizion should be (Davidman,
1984>. Instead, she bases her model on the development of
condi tional knowledge of teaching. Conditional knowledge,
according to the Hunter model, rests on a foundation of
propositional Knowledge and procedural knowledge. She
defines propositional knowledge as, "generalizations,
val idated by psychological research, that idertify behaviors
affecting learning" (Hunter, 1985). FPractice in the
application of these propositions in the classroom results in
the development of procedural Knowledge. The goal is to have
the teacher master all three levels of knowledge: (1)
propcsitional, understanding the propositions (2) procedural,
being able to perform the procedures, and (3) conditional,
Knowing when and why various procedures are appropriate and
recoQnizing when modifications are necessary.

Hunter-based staff development nrograms emphasize i set
of essential elements of instruction and principles of

learning. The scatement of the essential elements of
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instruction and description of the principles of learning may
vary from one staff development program to another. Davidman
(1984) cautions:
The reader should appreciate, first, that some
elements in any given Hunter Staff Development Modei-
oriented program will not corr:late totally with -
Hunter’s clinical theory of instruction, and second,
that the model is not static.

The PET model used in South carolina is derived from
the work of Don Roberts, who implemented Hunter-based
programs in Virginia and in Arkansas (Tudor, 1984). Madeline
Hunter has periodically consulted with leaders in the South
Carolina program and visited the state to address groups of
educators (HLnteﬁ, 1986b; Doug Keel and Gerazld Corley,
personal communication, July 15, 1987). The essential
elements of instruction are identified in PET as:

1. Selecting the objective at the correct level

2. Teaching to the objective

3. Monitoring the learner’s progress and making
necassary adjustments in the instructional
process

4. Maintaining the learner’s focus on the objective

5. Using, without abusing, the principles of
learning

South Carolina Department of Education materials (19353,
1987) divide selection of the objective (1) into task
analysis and diagnostic survey. Teaching to the objective
(2) involves explanation, questinns, activity. and response
to the learner’s efforts in terms of the learning.

Moni toring progress (3) emphasizes making adjustments based
on overt behavior of the students. Maintaining focus (4)

includes anticipatory set, active student participation, and

closure. In the PET program anticipatory set )= subdivided
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into three components: involving the learners, stating the
learning, and relating the learning to other learning
experiences. Closure is a part of maintaining focus in the
PET model, but would not be essential in Madeline Hunter’s
view (Davidman, 1984). The principles of learning (S) in the
PET program include motivagion, reinforcement, retention, and
transfer. A discussion of Bloom’s taxonomy of the cognitive
domain is also part of the training.

The PET program divides the total teaching act into six
interdependent parts. The elements of PET are recognized to
constitute only the instructional skills component. PET does
not propose to address the other five components, which are
identified as content mastery, planning skills, skills in the
selection and use of materials, classroom management skills,

and human relations skills,
Basis for the St 'dy

Madeline Hunter has stated that two years of practice
wi th adequate coaching are necessary to develop artistic
performance in ‘eaching (Hunter, 198&4a, 1984b: Hunter and
Russell, in press; South Carolira Department of Education.
1987>. Consequently, this study was designed to compare the
attitudes and behavior of the three groups of teachers who
had been trained in the first, second and third years of the
FET progéam in South Carolina. This design allowed
comparison of teachers who had completed training and
therefore, were eligible for PET coaching from the beginning
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of the 19846-1987 academic year (PETO0) with teachers who had
been eligible for coaching for one (PET1)> and two (PET2)
additional years. The study surveyed a fourth group of
teachers who had not been trained in PET (NOPT) to det: mine
how féequently their classroom performance had b2en observed
and how frequently they desired classroom observations for
instructional improvement.

The understanding that teachers have acquired about the
Hunter mod<¢l, according to some educators (Brandt, 1987b:
Gibboney, 1987a; Ross & Kyle, 19873 Rosenshine, 1984), is
that it is best suited for direct instruction. That is, it
addresses the learning principles appropriate for objectives
of Knowledge, comprehension, application, which are typical
of objectives for the elementary grades, as opposed t.
higher-order objectives of analysis., synthesis, and
evaluation. <€Since direct instruction is assumed to be more
frequently appropriate at lower grade levels and in
structured content areas, this study was limited to grades

one through four.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The widespread use of the Hunter-based programs for
staff development has generated great debate on at least
three major 1ssues. Included are: (1) critigues of the
instructional and supervisory components of the model, (2)

me thods of implementing the Hunter-based programs, and (3)




the need for research on the effects of implementing

the staff-development programs.

Critiques of Model Components

The following comments are judgments which are not based
on data. Instead, they are the opinions of educators who
have studied models of classroom instruction and teacher
supervision in various settings.

Madeline Hunter insists that the essence of her model is
appropriate decision making (Hunter, 1987a, 1987b. 1984a,
19864b, 1985, 1983, 1979; Wolfe, 1987). The teacher who has
acquired conditional knowledge of teaching should be able te
recognize cause-effect relationships in teaching and explain'
instructional decisions. Slavin (1987) has said that
Hunter’s ideas are "common-sense translations of well-founded
instructional theory put into practical terms.” Some
educators (Freer and Dawson., 1987) testify to the merits of
the model, <ziting its clarity, vocabulary, and immediate
applicability as adsantages.

However, other educators find fault with the Hunter
mode!. Ceroni {1987) stated that the model i1s rigid and
limiting, especially for complex learning. Gibboney (1987a)
criticized the Hunter model as technique-oriented, non-
intellectual, and mechanistic.

Davidman (1984) has noted that Hunter’s emphasis on the

role of the principal as instructional leader In the school
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is well fitted to the organizational pattern of American
culture. However, he argues that the model could be improved
in at least two ways. First, he argues for a new category of
instructional decisions related to teaching strategy. The
model assumes that the form of instruction will be
appropriate to the style of the teacher, needs of the
learners, and context of the educational setting (including
the economic and educational levels of the community and the
and prevalent cul tural influences and values). The choice
of strateqy ic not made explicit. For 2xample, consideration
of the appropriateness of discovery versus didactic format is
not included in the model. Second, Davidman argues that in
focusing on universals, the model fails to address the
specific cultural context of the educational setting and
negiects the influence of environmantal factors outside the
classroom. He issues cautions in a third area, warning of
problems with language which has the effect of making
stronger claims than are warranted by speaking of "the"
essential elements of instruction and making predictions from
propositions which have been only partially validated by
research,

In discussing the supervisory component of the model,
Pavan (1986) notes that elimination or diminished use
of the preobservation conterence to refine a teacher-
initiated focus causes problems. This resu’ts in lozs of
collaboration between observer and teacher and creates a

model of clinical supervision. Such a model is distinct from
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that described by Cogan (1973) and Goldhammer (1980) who
support the use of the preobservation conference.

Taking a somewhat different position., Wildman and
Niles (1987) identify autonomy, collaboration, and time as
essential conditions for professional growth of teachers.
This latter view is consistent with the position of Noreen
Garman and with the peer coaching model advocated by Bruce
Joryce (Brandt, 1987a)>. Carl Glickman (Garman, Glickman,

Hunter and Haggerson, 1987) proposes a developmental model of
teacher supervision which combines elements of direct and

reflective supervision.
Implementation of the Model

Two aspects of model implementation discussed in the
literature are the nature of the programs derived from the
model and the use of the model to evaluate teachers. Slavin
(1987) warns of the danger of "large-scale, mandated
implementation of a stripped-down formula-like application of
her principles, as is occurring today." Pavan (1984) notes
several problems with implementation of the Hunter model.
Among them are inadequate preservice training for school
administrators and a tendency of some supervisors to use the
model as a checklist for effective instruction in direct
violation of the theory. She arques that requirements and
certification for trainers should be made rigorous.

In response to such criticisms, Madeline Hunter (1985)

has acknowledged problems in the translation of the model

2
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into practice. She has repeatedly urged that those who apoly

the model need to move from propositional knowledge throuch
procedural knowledge to conditional Knowledge (Brandt, 1955:
Davidman, 1984; nunter, 1985, 1986b>. She acknowledges that
many leaders have not been adequately trained. Hunter
believes promoting the model by beqginning with teachers 1s ar
error. She argues that administrators need to become expert
in translation of the theory into practice in order to bhe
effective supervisors. She has stated, "Educators musc
develop condi tional Knowledge to determine under what
conditions procedural skills should be used." (Hunter, 1985

Garman and Hazi (1987) reported problems with the use of
the Hunte~ model for evaluation in Pennsylvania. There, the
model was presented through a series of two-day supervision/
evaluation workshops under a variety of names. These
researchers reported that more than two-thirds of the
teachers they surveyed produced responses ranging from
vneasiness to anger. In another paper, Hazi (1987) noted,
"The (Pennsylvania) state department of education

unintentionally promoted this single model of supervision and

thus a single model of teaching." Haggerson (1987) has
suggested that the language of the Hunter model encourages

a literal evaluation procedure which appeals to the current
trend toward accountability. He warns that such literal and

quantified evaluation procedures may have dire consequences.
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Pesearch on Model Effects

Research evaluating the use of the mode]l hz= been
limited. The model was evaluated in one inne: -city school in
Los Angeles where achievement scores were exceptionally low |
when compared to national norms (Hunter, 1985, 1987). In
Arkansas a study (Dildy, 1982) of sixteen teachers of 412
fourth, fifth, and sixth graders revealed some differences In
achievement subtest scores in mathematics, lanquage, social
studies, and science after a five month invtervention with
PET training. The Napa California project (Stallings 1987;
Stallings and Krassavage, 19846; Robbins and Wolfe, 1987) used
ITIP to train 15 teachers in two schools and studied them
over a rour year period. Teachers’ instructional skills,
studeny engaged rate and student achievement showed a3
tendency to increase for the first three years, but declined
in the +ourth year when supervised coaching by administrative
personnel was deleted from the program. Additionally,
students in the experimental schools did not significantly
outperform students in the control schools in either reading
or math. The control schools were not a part of the initial
evaluation design of the MNapa project and comparisons were
limited (Robbins., 1986). The relatively small sample sizes
and the restricted academic and socioeconomic characteristics
o+ the student populations I1n these studies make
generalization of their results problematical.

Others have raised questions regarding the results of

training. Included are the effectiveness of the model for

| SN
w>



changing teacher behavior {Anderson and Kameen, 1%85,, and
consequent effects on student achievement (Sltavin, 1987,
Gibborey, 1987b>. In making an appeal for morz thorough
evaluation of the programs, Slavin (1987) asks wh=ther the
implementation of programs based un Hunter’s theory would
make an educationally meaningful difference in student
achievement. Both Gibboney (1987a, 1987b) and Slavin (1986,
1987) stress the lack of research to support the claim that
applying the Hunter model imgroves learning.

Buskey (198Sa, 1985b’ has asserted that the most
significant zhanges in teacher attitudes and Leliefs come
after they have successfully implemented practices from staf+
development programs. Therefore, it ic important to allow
teachers an opportunity to implement the learning acquired in
staff development programs before attempting to evaluate
their utility or success.

Previous evaluations have been limited to a few teachers
and schools: to date no evaluations of state-wide
implementations of Hunter-based staff development programs
have been reported. Clearly, a survey of the literature
indicates that a number of questions have been raised about
the theoretical aspects of the model, methodz of employing
the model for staff development, and the inadequacy of the
research base. WVery few studies have addressed the
implementation of the model. This paper describes a study
which was designed to investigate the attitudes and behaviors

of South Carolina educators trained in PET.
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RESEARCH PROBLCMS

This study explored three main aspectz of the PET
prcgram as mplemented in South Carolina. First, the study
examined teachers’ perceptions of the quality of initial PET
training. Second, the study focused on coaching subsequent
to training, esr :cially the quantity and quality of coacling.
Third, teachers were asked to report their perceptions of the
eff cts of PET on their behavior and attitudes.

Specifically, they were asked (1) how frequently they used
PET terminology and concepts in planning lessons and
conferring with colleagues; (2) whether they believed the
training had improvad their classroom per formance; and (3’
whether the program increased their understanding of the
teaching process or helped them develop more confidence in
their own teaching ability.

Because the model stre=sses quality coaching over an
extended period of time as an essential component, this study
compared perceptions of the three PET trained cohorts. The
research included comparisons of these groups with a sample
of non-PET trained teachers with regard to the desire for

formative observations.

METHOD
This study was limited to teachers .n grades one throuagh
four whose instructional assignments were 1dentified as self-

zontained classrooms. Teachers trained I1n each of the first

three years of the PET program and teachers who had not been

it
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trained in PET formed the four groups included in the study.
Because the number of teachers in the first cohort of PET-
trained teachers was relatively small, all teachers from that
group were included in the sample. The three remaining
groups were randomly selected with control for the
soci1oeconomic composition of their classes and grade
assignments. Professor Mandeville extended the results of
this survey to a comparison of student achievement data; he
will describe the sampl ing procedure in greater detail in his
presentation.

Two questionnaires were designed to collect data on
perceptions of PET training and coaching and on quantity of
éoaching. The questionnaires were developed from theory and
from interviews with trainers, administrators, and classroom
teachers. The form for PET trained teachers included anAie—
item section which requested information on the quality of
coaching since training. It was designed to measure teacher
perceptions concerning behaviors of their coaches. The
specified behaviors were related to appropriate coaching as
implied by the PET model and included five conversely phrased
i tems to reduce response set. Thece 18 items were rated on a
five-point Likert sccle. A shorter questionnaire was used to
collect information from non-PET-trained teachers. Both
questionnaires were reviewed by PET-trained coaches and by
educational administrators tor content vaiidity, and they
were edited and pilot tested before use. <(Copies of the

questionnaires are included in the appendix.) The construct




validity was further assessed by performing a factor analysis

after the data were collected. Based on the results of the
factor analysis, four scale scores were determined. and
reliabilities were computed for each of these subscales.
Questionnaires were mailed to 239 PET-trained and 95
non-PET-trained teachers on April 17, 1987. Between May &
and May 19 PET coordinators in districts with low return
rates {(more than 3 questionnaires not returned) were
contacted. They were given names of teachers whose
questionnaires had not been received and an indication
of the researchers’ willingness to supply additional forms if
necessary. Additional forms were mailed to 7 PET-trained and

3 non-PET-trained teachers.

RESULTS

The returned questionnaires indicated that 3 teachers 1In
the PET groups had been misidentified or chhanged to another
grade level. Nine teachers in the non-PET group reported
that they were currently involved in the training process.
Data for these 12 responses were deleted. PET trained groups
were coded PET2Z (teachers trained 2 years prior to the
beginning of the 1986-1987 academic year); PET! (teachers
trained 1 year prior to the beginning of that year); and PETD
(teachers trained less that 1 year before the start of the
1986-1987 year), Teachers who had not been trained in PET
were coded MNOPT. Total responses analyzed were 179 PET-

trained teachers 733 PET2, 79 PETi, and 47 PET0) and
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62 non-PET-trained teachers: 270 female (9$8.2 ) and 5 male
(1.8%); 52 black (18.9%4), 2 Indian (0.7%4), and 221 white
(80.4%). Teachers sampled included 49/ with continuing
contracts, 30 with annual contracts, and 0.004X with a
provisional contract. Data analyzed represented 283.3% of the
PET teachers and ¢5.3% of the non-PET teachers who

were sent forms.

Chi square analysis showed no significant differences
among the four groups of teachers by sex. race, grade level,
or type of contract. Motivation for training was classified
as voluntary, requested (by principal), and required (either
by district policy or for recertification credit). Chi
square analysis failed to find significant differences among
the PET-trained groups on these three motivation
classifications.

Analysis revealed no significant differences among the
four groups on teacher age or class enrollment. An ANOVA (F
= 3.58, p ¢ .0145) with Scheffe post hoc analyses revealed
significant differences in years of experience between the
teachers trained in PET three years ago and the teachers
traitned one year ago. <(See TABLE 1). Teachers in the first
group averaged 13.72 years of experience while teachers In
the most recently trained group averaged 9.59 years of
experience.

The difference in years of teaching experience across
the three PET groups suggests that subsequent analyses should

be adjusted for this cissimilarity. However, number of vears
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of teaching experience was not found to be related to the
dependent variables, so analyses of covariance were

considered unnecessary.

Insert Table 1.about here

Validity and Reliability of Scale Scorez

For the i1tems related to coaching after training,
the "strongly agree” response was coded 1: agree, 2; no
opinion, 3; disagree, 4; and strongly disagree, 5. Scoring
was reversed for the five conversely phrased items.

The researcher was concerned that teachers who had
average annual coaching observations of less that one per
year, teachers who had observed only by someone other than a
principal or PET trainer, or teachers who had been observed
only for evaluation might still have responded to items
relatea to coaching. $Since such responses would be of
questionable validity, they were excluded. These
qualifications 1imited responses analyzed in the factor
analysis to those of teachers who had indeed been coached,
according to the most restrictive definition of coaching used
in this study.

A principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation
was then performed to facilitate interpretation of the items
relatec to coaching behaviors. (Kaiser’s measure of sampling

adequacy = 0.86: the rotated factor pattern 1s presen.ed 1n




TABLE 2.> A four-factor solution based on eigenvalues

greater than one resul ted.

Insert Table 2 aboui here

For simplicity, the scores on these factors were
computed by the average of the items with the largest
loading on the factor, as long as the loading exceeded .5.
The led to the elimination of two items: coach asked the
teacher to describe decisions (ltem £.5) and coach helped the
teacher consider alternatives (Item 8.10). These items are
conceptually important, but contributed 1ittle to the
variance on the coaching factors. One item, (8.8) which
requested information about the coach’s listening behavior,
loaded on both the Focus and Analysis factors. It was
included in the Analysis scale because its loading on that
factor was slightly larger.

The four factors identified by the factor analyziz are
represented by the acronym FAME: Focus, Analysis,
Moderation, and Equivocation. The item composition of theze

factors follows:

FOCUS: (& items)

Conference focused on specific instructional zKkills.

Coach communicated to teacher the specific objective of
the conference.

Coach helped teacher analyze the lesson using PET
terminology.

Teacher had a clear idea of what had been accomplished
in the conference,

Teacher was informed in advance of the purpose of the
observation.

Coach reinforced the‘strengths of the lesson.

n¢
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ANALYSIS: (S items)

1. Coach shared the labeled script tape from the lesscn
with the teacher.

2. Coach discussed the relevant behaviors in the lesson
in terms of effectiveness and efficiency.

3. Teacher was actively involved throughout the
conference.

4. Coach listened carefully to teacher‘s comments.

S. Coach helped teacher discover possible solutions i+
there was a problem.

MODERATION: (3 items)

(These items were originally phrased so that agreement
would have been contrary to appropriate practice as
defined in the PET program. The scoring was revercsed,
and the statements below were reworded so that
agreement is congruent with the PET model and with the
scoring used in the factor analrsis.)

1. Inappropriate suggesticns wer> absent from the coach’s
behavior.,

2. Overwhelming suggestions were absent from the coach’s
behavior.

3. Coach allowed teacher to explain decision.

EQUIVOCATION: (2 items)

(These items were originally phrased so that agreement
would have been contrary to appropriate practice as
defined in the PET program. The scoring was reverced,
and the statements below were reworded so that
agreement is congruent with the PET model and with the
scoring used in the factor analysis.)

1. Coach did not immediately point out wh t were
believed to be mistakes.

2. Coach did not offer unsolicited opinions about how the
lesson should have been taught.

The Focus factor was composed of 1tems related to the
issue of the keeping the conference focuced in terms of
purpose, objectives, specific zkills addrecscsed, summary of
accompl ishments, use of PET terminoloqy, and emphasis on

strengths of the lesson. The Analysis factor items were

related to listening and to involving the teacher In a

Q [)
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discussion of the effectiveness and etficiencr of behaviors
recorded in the script tape of the lesson.

The 1tems which loaded on the Moderation factor were
those which, as originally worded, described inappropriate
and overwhelming suggestions and refusal to allow explanation
by the teacher. Since teachers’ responses indicated that
such excessive departures from the model were essentially
absent, the word moderation seemed to describe the reported
coaching behaviors.

The last factor was called the Equivocation factor
because the coachties were roughly evenly divided In their
tendencies to perform or not to perform the behaviors
included and because its significance is subject to more than
one interpretation. It included exercising restraint in
pointing out what the coach believed to be mistakes and
withholding unsolicited opinions about how the lesson shouild
have been taught.

Scale scores were computed by averaging the raw score the
items in each factor for each teacher. Cronbach’s alpha was
used to compute reliability for the subscales of the coaching
scale. Reliabilities for the factors within the coaching
scale were .86 for Focus, .75 for Analysis., .86 for

Moderation, and ,72 for Equivocation,
Perceptions of Training

An ANOVA on the three trained groups revealed 2

significant difterence 1n the number of coaching observations
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during PET training (F= 13.49, p ¢ .0001). Post hoc analysis
found differences among all groups, with number of training
observations increasing over time. Means and standard

deviations are presented in TABLE 3.

Inrsert Table 3 about here

On the remaining aspects of the training, results did
not differ significantly among the PET groups. Therefore,
the responses of the three groups were aggregated. Item
responses are presented in TABLE 4.

The majority of teachers (&2%) evaluated overall
coaching during PET training as "excellent." Another 32%
rated coaching during training as “good." The categories of
"fair" and "poor" drew responses from onl!y S5/ of the teachers
in the sample.

Categories of "strongly agree” and "agree" combined
accounted for over 95 of the responses on the other
three items related to training. Teachers reported that the
concepts in training were presented in a clear, organized,
and focused manner (97%); that the examples and activities
were relevant and applicable to a c!lassroom setting (98%);
and that the PET trainers modeled principles of learning

dur .ng the presentations (98%).

Insert Table 4 about here
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Coaching Subsequent to Training

The data were examined to determine the frezquency of
coaching observations by cohort. Teachers were asked to
report the total number of coaching observations since
completion of PET training. When the trained groups were
compared on post-training coaching observations, the data
were adjusted for length of time since training. Total post-
training observations were divided by the number of vears
since training to provide the average number of observations
per year for each of the three groups. ANOVA on the adjusted
number of coaching observations and post hoc analyses
revealed that the most recently trained group reported
significantly more annual coaching observations than the
other two groups (F = 5.49, p < .,01. With observations by
principals, PET trainers, other administrators, and peers
included, the mean for the most recently trained group was
2.82 as compared to means of 1.45 for the first group of
trainees and 1.74 for the second. <(See TAELE 5.) Twenty-
nine teachers (14.4X%) reported no coaching observations from
any source. Of those reporting no observations, & (3%) were
from the PET2 group, il {about 5.5/%) were from the PETI!

cohort, and 12 (&4) were from the PETD group.

Insert Table S5 about here

Teachers were initialiy classified as having been

"coached" if their adjusted coaching observation score was at
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least one (minimum of one coaching observation per year by
PET trainer, principal, or other) and if they had also
responded to at least ten of the eighteen items requesting
information on post-observation conferencing. This
restriction was imposed to ernsure that any teachers who were
not coached, but might have been observed for evaluation,
were eliminated from the analysis. Subjects who did not meet
these requirements were defined as "not coached." UOFf the
total group of PET trained teachers approximately &1 met the
"coached" criteria described above.

Observations by persons other than PET trainers and
principals might have follocwed a d.fferent supervisory model.
The need to maintain validity suggested that the analysis of
coaching pe restricted to teachers reporting observations by
persons who could be identified as PET coaches. For this
reason, the coaching variable was redefined by further
limiting observations to those by PET trainers and
principals;: under this condition., the percent coached was
reduced from &1 to 574. The information which follows is
based on the analysis of observations which met the more
stringent criteria. The three PET groups were not
signiftficantly different on the coaching variables, so i1tem
responses were again aggregated.

The amount of time between coaching observation and
follow-up conference was requected. Roughly 78% of the
trained teachers reported that conferences were generally

held the day of the observaticn: arnother 13% reported
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conferences the day after the observation; 10 said

conferences were usually two to tive days later; less than 1%
reported & delay of more than five days.

Al though the 18 coaching items were mainly used to
create the four subscales, the responses were also examined
at the item level. TABLE & presents resultz of the items
retating to the quality of coaching since PET triinino.
Results on five of the items indicated a tendency of some
observers to deviate from the coaching model. 1In contrast to
relatively high ¢ ngruence with the PET model on most of the
ttems., only about 7%% of the teachers reported ttat the coach
asked them to describe decisions made in planning the lesson,
and only about 70% reported that the coach helped them
consider alternate ways of teaching. About 15/ of the
teachers reported that coaches did not share a script tape of
the observed session. Almost 50X of the teachers reportied
that the coach offered unsolicited opinions about how the
lesson shou'd ..ave been taught. Approximately 427 of the
teachers i1ndicated a tendency of coaches to point out
mistakes immediately; however, almost 99/ of the teachers

felt that the conference focused on strengths of the lesscn.

Insert Table é about here

Graphs of the item distributions revealed a strong
tendency for coaches to follow the model on the Focus,

Analysis, and Moderation factors and a tendency for about

2




half¥ the coaches to deviate from the model on the items 1n
the Equivocation scale. Distributions of the main items In

each factor are presented in graphs | through 4.

Insert Graphs 1| through 4 about here

Comparisons Involving Coaching

Since no significant differences were found on the
subscale scores (Focus, Analysis, Moderation, Equivocation)
among the three cohorts of trained teachers, the researcher
attempted to identify other factors which were related to PET
coaching. One possitle variable was the professional role
of the person serving as coach. When scale scores were
analrzed by comparing groups who reported h:ving been coached
by trainer, principal, or both trainer and principal, a
significant difference was found on the analysis scale
be tween teachers coached by the principal only and teachers
coached by both principal and PET trainer (F=5.33, p = .0045.
See TABLE 7). Teachers coached by both principal and PET
trainer had mean analysis scores (M=1,43) that were more
congruent to the PET model than those teachers who reported
observations by the principal only (M=2.03). Too few
teachers reported having been coached orly by the trainer to

allow adequate comparison +or that group.

Insert Table 7 about here
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This finding led to consideration of the professioral
role of the coach ~n specific items. Analysis of variance
showed that teachers coached by both principal and trainer
(M=2.01) reported greater tendency to consider alternative
me thods (F=3.53, p=.0317) than teachers coached by the
principal only (M=2.483). Similarly, on the item regarding
the use of script tape, ANOVA revealed that teachers coached
by both principal and trainer (M=1.9) reported more sharing
of script tape (F=4.38, p=.0153) than teachers coached by the

principal only (M=2.70). Means are reported i1n TABLE 5.

Insert Table 8 about here

Perceived Effects of Training

Two-way analysis of variance failed to detect
statistically significant dirferences on any of the six
variables related to perceived effects of training among the
three cohorts or between teachers defined as "coached" and
those defined as "not coached." Four of these variables
requested teachers’ perceptions of change in their classroom
behavior, and two were inquiries related to frequency of use.

A large majority of teachers believed that the program
had a positive effect on classroom performance (92,
increased their confidence in their teaching ability (85%),
increased their understanding of why certain procedures ..z
well (28%), and led them to incorporate scme new techrniques

into their teaching (93740 .
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Teachers were asked to report how often they use PET

concepts or terminclogy i1n discussing classrocm teaching
performan e with colleagues and how often they consciously
employ PET concepts in making lesson p’ans. More teachers
reported that they employed PET concepts on a daily basis in
making lesson plans than in discussing classroorn teaching
with colleagues. Sixty-eight per cent said that they
employed PET concepts daily in making lesson plans, and about
9?17 reported at least weekly use in planning. MNine per cent
repcrted infrequent use in planning (monthly or rarely).
While only 324 of the teachers reported using concepts and
terminology 1n daily discussions with colleagues, &2%
reported doing so at least once a week. The remaining
thirty-two per cent said they used the concepts and
terminology less often (monthly or rarely) to discuss

performance. Item response rates are presented in TAELE 9.

Insert Table ¢ about here

Trained teachers were invited to offer additional
comments, and 75 teachers (38%) responded. glthough the
majority (564) of the comments were favorable, about 27% were
negative and 174 were mixed comments. NMNine per cent of the
comments suggested that PET would be especially beneficial
for undergraduates or beginning teachers, while twenty per
cent of those who commented thought the training was
repetitious of prior educational and statf development

experiences. Six per cent complained that the model was

4
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restrictive. Five per cent of those who commented resented
being coerced into taking the training or objected to being
away from their classrooms for staff development activities.
Four per cent specifically jndicated that they no longer
needed to be observed. Tihree per cent reported that the
coaching activities during training were unduly stressful.
One comment specifically objgcted to the use of the PET mode]l

as part of teacher evaluation.

Observations and Perceptions of Non-PET Trained Teachers

Forty-five per cent of the non-PET teachers reported no
staff development with the specific goal of improving
instruction within the last year. Twenty-eight per cent of
the non-PET trained teachers were involved in some orqanized
peer observation program. Principals (15%) and other
administrators (194) also made formative observations of non-
PET teachers.

Non-PET-trained teachers were asked about their
perceptions of PET training. Some responded to more than one
catejory. Approximately 2% reported no knowledge of the
program; 52% reported knowing a little about PET; 11¥ said
they had learned 2 lot about the program and tried to apply
some of the concepts: and 29% responded that to the best of
their knowledge hey already apply the principles of PET

wi thout having been through the training.




Desire for Coaching

Teachers 1n all groups were asked how many times per
year they would like to have their classroom teaching
observed for the purpose of improving teaching zkills. For

teachers trained in PET the question was worded to ask

specifically how many times per year they wanted to receive

coaching with the PET model. A one-way ANOVZ revealed
significant differences across the four groups (F = 12,30,

p < .0001). Scheffe post hoc analyses showed tha* the non-
PET trained teachers desired more classroom observations
than teachers from the other three groups. Mon-PET-trained
teachers requested an average of 2.4 observations anrually,
while averages of PET-trained groups ranged from 1.1 to 1.5
desired coaching observations per year. TABLE 10 presents

the means and standard dewiations.

Insert Table 10 about here

TABLE 11 presents a chi square analvsis used to compare
the proportions of teachers who wanted no coxching at all,
The four groups were found to be significantly different (Chi
square = 11.88, p < ,01), Using a post hoc procedure
analegous to the Scheffe method appropriate to chi square
comparisons (Marascuilo & McSweeney, 1977), the non-PET
trained teachers had a significantly smaller proportion who

wanted 1,0 clas<room cbservations than the average of the

three PET trained groups. Only about 54X of the non-PET-
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trained teachers wanted no coaching cobservations, as opposed

to 234 of the PET- trained teachers.

Insert Table 11 about here

The finding that almost one-fourth of the PET trained
teachers wanted no more coaching suggested to the researcher
that teachers who indicated a desire for coaching might
differ from those who prefsrred rone on other variables.

Al though these Jependent varaibles are, at best, quasi-
interval data. common practice is to analyze such data using
parametric procedures. PET-trained teachers who requested
coaching and those who wanted none differed significantly in
their evaluation of coaching during PET training (T=3.5,
p=.0004). Teachers who wanted coaching were more likely to
have reported observations by someone other than the
principal or PET trainer (T=-2.98, p=.0035). Signif.cant
differences between teachers who requested coaching and those
who preferred not to be coached were also found in their
perceptions of positive effects of the training (T=3.34,
p=.0004), increased confidence in teaching ability (T=3.%7,
p=.0004>, increased understanding of classroom procedures
(T=3.70, p=.0008>, and incorporation of new techniques
(T=4.01, p=.0002>. Frequencies of formative obszervations

desired by teachers in each group are presented TABLE 12.

Insert Tabie 12 about here

o




(7]

Teachers who had been coached were compared to teachers
who were not coached (according to the criteria of this
study) on their desire for coaching. Chi square analysis

failed to reveal significant differences.

DISCUSSION

Results of this study must be interpreted cautiously,
since the population was iimited to teachers in self-
zontained classrooms in grades one through four in South
Carolina, where the program was presented as a staf+f
development model rather than as an evaluation model. There
are probably selection factors operating in the choice and
motivation of teachers for PET training. This research may
not be generalizable to content areas which are less highly
structured.

Reactions to the PET training were very positive.
Respondents reported high overall quality of training and
indicated that they apply the training in their classrooms.
Rigid application of the Hunter model, such as that reported
in the literature, does not currently seem to be great source
of complaint in South Carolina.

The South Carolina Department of Education identified a
major goal of the training as providing a common parlance for
educators in the hope of fostering collegiality. More than
two-thirds (638%) of the PET trained teachers reported using
PET concepts and terminology in professional communication at

least weekly, while 32/ repnrted such communication monthly

-
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or rarely. This finding indicates that the terminology has
gained wide acceptance. The task of teaching demands daily
lesson preparation, so greater frequency in use of the model
for planning than for communication is predictahle.

Quantity of coaching for PET-trained teachers has been
relatively low. The FAME factors (focus, analysis,
moderation, equivocation) reveal that coaching behavior is
relatively consistent with the PET model on the first three
scales, but not on the fourth. The Moderation factor and the
Equivocation factor were both composed of i1tems which had
originally been worded so that agreement would reflect
inappropriate practice of PET coaching. These items and the
inquiry about use of script tape were included to investigate
how well current coaching practice fit/the model. Practice
consistent with the PET model could be expected to produce
one factor containing all six of these items. Coaching did
appear to fit the model for the three items in the Moderation
factor, but the two items in the fourth factor revealed
inconsistent .ractice among coaches.

Coaches could be equivocating by being quick to

criticize and by offering unsolicited opinions either because
they are unwilling to conform to the conferencing procedures
of the PET model or because their conferencing skills need
refinement. One interpretation is that the skills included

in the Equivocation factor are more difficult to master than

those in the Moderation factor.




The two i1tems investigating whether teachers were asked
to describe decisions and whether the coach helped the

teacher think about alternative ways of teaching did not meet

the criteria used in this study for inclusion in any factor.

The almost one-~to-one correspondence between these two i|tems
and the concepts of appropriate decision making and

conditional Knowledge of teaching underscore their

theoretical

importance. These items are conceptually related

to the Analysis scale. The item data and their exclusion in
the factor analysis indicate that, despite the theoretical
emphasis on having the teacher describe decisions and
consider alternative methods, these aspects of the confererce
process are receiving less emphasis than some others.

If gkills of pedagogy were ordered on a continuum, it is
probable that the abilities of reflecting on possible options
and making appropriate choices would rank as the most
difficult to acquire. They may be equally difficult topics
for coaches. One additional discrepancy is evident in the
finding that <ome coaches are failing to provide script
tapes. Therefore, in both quantity and quality, the coaching
portion of the model has yet to be fully implemented.

The surprising finding in this survey is that PET
trained teachers want fewer classroom observations than non-
PET trained teachers. That finding cannot be fully explained

from the data gathered to this point. The contrast between

apparent acceptance of the theory and low frequency of

desired observations suggests that the observations might be




36

perceived unfavorably by t.achers. The fact that non-PET
teachers differed from PET trained teachers in the number of
classroom observations requested may rest on the their
perceptions of formative observations.

The finding that almost one-fourth of the trained
teachers want no coaching suggests possible need for an
expanded, more flexible model. Other supervision modeis
which emphasize autonomy and collaboration and offer choices
such as individual reflecticn or peer coaching might be
cptions. Coaching by someone who is not directly responsible
for teacher evaluation may be a desirable alternative.
Finally, the conferencing skills of the coaches, especially
their ability or willingness to conform to the PET model, may
need attention.

Coaching behavior as defined by Madeline Hi'nter requires
cordi tional knowledge of both teaching and conferencing
(essentially a subset of counseling skills overlaid on
pedagogy). In a recent article (Hunter, 1986a) she commented
on the findings of the Napa study:

"It is possible that the principals’ project training

was too diluted by other types of in~service for them to

develop the competence needed to exert leadership during
the fourth year of the project. In the Hunter model,
the principal’s frequent observation and coaching of
teachers are critical. It takes about 2 years for
principals to master related script taping, analyzing,
and cor.ferencing skille,”

Information in this study shows that the quantity of
coaching has been low and that some coaches are equivcoccating

in their application of the model. Several interpretations

are possible: (1) ccaches mayY need to refine their skills

[}
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through further training; ¢(2) principals may prefer that the
coach be someone who is not directly recponsible for teacher
evaluation; (3) principals may prefer another supervisory
model; (4) principals may believe tnat their time i1s better
allocated to other activities: (S) the social context of the
school may interact with the preceding factors.

Subsequent studies might explore affective reactions of
teachers to the coaching process. Future investigators
should compare peer confereicing or other supervision models
with the PET model and study PET-trained and coached teachers
in a longitudinal design. Results of *his study suggest that
subsequent research might analyze the relationship betweer
years of teaching experience and perceived utility of the
training. In addition, future research needs to investigate

the effects of PET training at higher grade levels and across

various content ar=as.
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TABLE 1
ANOVA ON TEACHER EXPERIENCE

MEAN
N EXPERIENCE (sD»
PET-2 33 13.7 = (6.8
PET-1 g0 11.7 (£.8)
PET-0 -4 ?.6 * (6.0)
NOPET 73 10.8 (8.6
TOTAL (N=275) 11.3 (7.2

* marks groups significantly different on Scheffe post hoc analy¥sis.

TABLE 2
ROTATED FACTOR PATTERN

FOCuUS ANALYSIS MODERATION EQUIVOCATION

SPECIFIC SKILL .82240 . . .
SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE 76952 . . .
ANALYSIS USED PET .70188 . . .
CLEAR WHAT WAS ACCOMPLISHED « 66100 . . .
INFORMIED IN ADVANCE . 64843 . . .
EMPHASIZED STRENGTHS 97166 . . .
SHARED SCRIPT TAPE . . 73994 . .
EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY . 70716 .
TEACHER ACTIVELY INVOLVED . . 464983 .
LISTENED TO TEACHER . 04593 . 460123 .
POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS . 01594 .

ALLOWED TO DESCRIBE DECISIONS

.84882

NO INAPPROPRIATE SUGGESTIONS
NO OVERWHELMING SUGGESTIONS .80742
DID ALLOW EXPLANATION 735189

. .83830
. .82371

DIDN’T POINT OUT MISTAKES
NO UNSULICITED OPINICNS
CONSIDERED ALTERNATIVES

Values less than 0.5 have been printed as “.”.

TABLE 3
TRAINING OBSERVATIONS BY GROUP
MEAN sD
PET2 3.8 * 0.9
PET1 4.5 ¥ 1.0
PETO 4.2 = 0.9
TOTAL PEY 4.3 1.0

* marks groups significantly different on Scheffe post hoc analysis.
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TABLE 4
TEACHERS‘ PERCEPTIONS OF QUALITY OF PE TRAINING
EXPRESSED AS PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS RESPONDING TO ITEM

STRONGLY AGREE NO DISAGREE STRONGLY
AGREE OPINION DISAGREE
TRAINING CLEAR é4.8 T 32.2 1.0 1.5 =
TRAINING RELEVANT 40.6 37.4 ] 1.0 «9
TRAINER MODELED é5.7 32.8 ] 9 =
EXCELLENT GOO0D FAIR POOR
OVERALL QUALITY OF TRAINING 62.4 32.5 4.6 .0
TABLE S
ADJUSTED NUMBER OF COACHING OBSERVATIONS SINCE TRAIMING
MEAN SD
PET2 1.65 1.36
PET! 1.74 1.41
PETO 2.82 = 3.30

* marks groups significantly different on Scheffe post hoc analysis.

TABLE &
TEACHERS” PERJEPTIONS OF COACHING CONFEREMNCES SINCE PET TRAIMING
EXPRES3.!D AS PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS RESPONDING TO ITEM

STRONGLY AGREE NO DISAGREE STRUNGLY
AGREE OPINION DISASREE
INFORMED IN
ADVANCE S57.4 35.5 3.5 3.5 .0
FOCUS ON
SPECIFIC SKILL S52.8 38.7 2.8 4.9 0.7
AMNALYSI S USED PET
TERMINOLOGY S97.7 3%.4 2.1 0.7 .0
OBSERVER GAVE
UNSOLICITED OPINIONS = 16.3 33.4 i1.3 24.82 14.2
TEACHER ASKED TO
DESCRIBE DECISIONS 29.8 48.9 11.3 7.9 .0
OBSERVER IMMEDIATELY
IDENTIFIED MISTAKES * 12.8 29.1 8.5 31.2 18.4

DISCUSSED EFFECTIVENMNESS




& EFFICIENCY

COACH LISTENED 70
TE#CHER’S COMMENTS

FOCUSED ON STREMGTHS

CONS1DERED ALTERNATE
METHODS

TEACHER ACTIVELY
INVOLVED

SHARED SCRIPT TAPE

SPECIFIC CONFERENCE
OBJECTIVE

POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS
IF PROBLEM

CLEAR IDEA OF WHAT
WAS ACCCMPLISHED

TEACHER MOT ALLOWED
TO EXPLAIN DECISIONS *

INGPPROPRIATE
SUGTESTIONS

OVERWHELMING
SUGGESTIONS

* Agreement on this item 1s contrary to the PET model.

TABLE 7
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SUBSCALE SCORES

FOCus ANALYSIS MODEF "TION EQUIVOCATION
N X sD X sD X sD X sD
BOTH 48 1.54 0.54 1.3 # 0,52 1.70 0.49 3.20 1.15
PRINCIPAL 24 1.79 0.65 2.03 * 0.42 1.69 0.50 2.83 1.1
TRAINER 3 1.50 0.40 1.67 0.99 1.78 1.3S 3.00 1.73
* marks groups significantly different on Scheffe post hoc analysis.

TABLE 8
MEANS AND STAMDARD DEVIATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVES ANMD SCRIPT ITEMS

ALTERNATIVES SHARED SCRIPT TAPE
N X SD N X SD
BOTH 67 2,01 * 0.9 -1} 1.91 = 1.11
PRINCIPAL 24 2,63 * 1.10 23 2.70 * 1.43
TRAINER 3 2.00 1.00 3 1.33 0.58
* marks groups significantly different on Scheffe post hoc analysis.
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POSITIVE EFFECT

INCREASED CONFIDENCE

INCREASED UNDERSTANDING
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TABLE 9
TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF EFFECTS OF TRAINING
EXPRESSED AS PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS RESPONDING TO ITEM

STRONGLY AGREE NO DISAGREE STRONGLY
AGREE OPINION DISAGREE

44.9 47.0 5.1 2.5 0.5

40.4 44.4 8.1 5.4 1.5

43.7 44.6 7.1 4.1 0.5

43.2 S0.3 3.0 3.0 0.5

FREQUENCY OF USE

DAILY EVERY OTHER 2 TO S TIMES WEEKLY MONTHLY RARELY
DAY PER WEEK
USE IN LESSON
f _ANS é8.1 1.0 5.6 16.2 1.5 7.6
USE IN DISCUSSION
WITH COLLEAGUES 31.9 3.6 10.2 22.3 5.6 26.4
TABLE 10

NUMBER OF FORMATIVE OBSERVATIONS DESIRED

PET2
PET1
PETO
NOPT

BY TRAINING CATEGORY

MEAN sD

1.13 0.92
1.53 1.21
1.38 1.29
2.959 * 2.02

¥ marks groups significantly different on Scheffe post hoc analysis.

TABLE 11

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF ALL GROUPS

COMPARING DESIRE FOR ANY COACHING OR FORMATIVE OBRSERVATIONS

PET2
PET1
PETO
NOPET

CHI SQUARE (df

3

WHETHER TEACHERS WANT OBSERVATIONS

NO YES
N “ N A
14 267 39 747
14 18% é3 82/
17 267 49 747
3 o4 o8 95/ *

11.883, P = 0.008

’ 46




TABLE 12
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS BY GROUF
BY NUMBER OF COACHING OR FORMATIVE COBSERUATIONS DESIRED

OBSERVATIONS DESIRED 0 ! 2 3 4 S é
PET2 14 22 14 2 1 0 0
PET1 14 28 24 9 é 0 1
PETO 17 24 17 1 é 0 1
NOPET 3 16 20 I ? 1 1
APPENDIX
TABLE 1
MEANS FOR CLASS ENROLLMENT AND TEACHER AGE
MEAN MEAN
N ENROLLMENT AGE
PET-1 80 21.5 37.9
PET-0 =34 22.1 36.1
NOPET 73 21.9 36.4
TOTAL (N=275) 21.67 37.5
1§-10)) (3.84) (9.6
TABLE 2
TEACHER EXPERIENCE BY CATEGORY
CATEGORY
PET-2 PET-1 PET-0 NO PET TOTAL
0-4 1 ? 11 15 36
5=9 12 20 20 18 70
10-14 16 20 13 10 59
15-19 8 11 11 3 33
20 «+ 8 12 3 13 36

CHI SQ = 25.11, p=.014
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TABLE OF SPECIFICATIONS
NON-PET GQUESTIONNAIRE

CONTRACT,
CLASS TYPE,

STAFF CLASSROOM PERCEPTIONS DESIRE FOR
DEVELOPMENT  OBSERVATIONS  OF PET OBSERVATIONS TOTAL

QUANTITY (364>

TYPE/PURPOSE (437>

TOTAL 3
(217

3
3
FEEDBACK 3 (2174
?
7

(1007

TABLE OF SPECIFICATIONS
PET QUESTIONNAIRE

CONTRACT,
CLASS TYPE,

STAFF TRAINING & SUBSEQUENT REPORTED DESJRE FOR
DEVELOPMENT OBSERVATION COACHING USE OBSERVATIONS TOTAL

QUANTITY 10 (268742

QUALITY 26 (497

MOTIVATION/
CONF I DENCE 2 ¢ 54

TOTAL 4 S 22 38
(1170 (134 (577 (1007




w

(XL

LNV ]
[

ty

(11

[N\ ]

L

FTO387

TE~CHER QUESTIONG imIRE

What motivxted vour participation in PET training? (Circle alj
that zpply.>

« 1 volunteered., <(I+ 30, wh~s?

{
2. Mv principal requested that I participate.
3. Other (Please specify.)

Trpe of contract (Please circle the appropriate number.)
1. Provisional
2. Annual
3. Continuing

Tvpe of class during current school year <(Please circle the
appropriate number.,)

i. I teach the same students all day (except for those who
recz2ive special services).

2. 1 teach different groups of students.
(If so, how many different groups? )
{1+ g0, which subjects”?

Please indicate any staff development programs and/or special
training in which you participated which had the objective of
improving instruction {during the 1935-1%36 or 1984-1%37 school
vears)., 0o not include in-service workshops of one day or lezs.
(Circle numbers of all that apply.)

1. None

2. R.5.5.T. (Resident Supervisory Support for Teachers)
2. Org2nized proaram of conferencing with other tsachersz
4. Other (Please specifr.)

Please evaluat~ the following azpects of your PET training on a

scale from | t S where SA = Strongly agre=
A = Agree
N = No opinion
D = Disagres
3D = Stronglv disagree

Concept:z were prezented 1n a clesr,

organized, focuszed manner e - M 5]
The e-amplez znd activities presented were relevant
and appircabls to a classroom zstting. S - H o

The FPET irnztructor madeled principle:z

2f lesrning auring hissher prezentation. M o

i
1
1

' 92

L)
1




~ A
PE

4. How man~ times waz vour teaching ab
PET training process tin »our =oias
such 33 a demonstration leszzon.’

2rued foP cozaching Juring the
oM ofr 1N o zpother zitustion
rcle number,

n 1 2 3 4 S o Other (Specity:

5. Overzall, I would ev2luate the cozching during the FET training z:

1. Excel’ent
2., Good
3. Fair
4, Poor

How many times has your teaching been cbserved for coaching since  the
" 2nd of the PET traininqg and by whom? (Include total for all yearsz.)

5.1 PET trainer

a 1

r
VY
'
n
o
~N

= Dther (Specify.)

6.2 Principal

o 1 2 3 9 S % 7 8 Dther (Specifrs.)
6.2 0Other (3Specify.)
o i 2 3 4 S & 7 3 Dther (Specit,.)

If you have received no coaching since the end of PET training, omit
question 7 and all parts of question 3. Pleasze answer the remaining
questions, beginning with question 9.

If you have been coached by more than one individual since the end of
PET training, aznswer questions 7 and 8 with regard to the person sou
consider to be sour primary coach.

7. How soon after the observation did rou and the coach usually meet
to discuss the lesson® <(Please circle only one number .)

1. the day of the observation
2. the day after the observation
J. two to fiwve days after the observation
4. more tharn five dass after the cbservst,on
3. The following relste to behaviors of the cocach curing conferences,
Please wurnzwer hv circling the number wrich bezt dezer bes .our
perceciion wnere 5= = Strongl, z2grse
= pRgres
M = Mo epinicon
D= Disagres
50 = Strongis dizagres
3.1 The coach informed me in advsance
of the purpose of the abssruvation. ) " M C =C
4
53




1

he conference focuzed on 2
pecitic nstructional =11 ar sk il

= el - M D

2.3 Tne cozch helpsd me analvze

the lezszon using PET terminology. S RN M D
S 9 The coxch qare unsolicited opinions about

how the lesz . should have been taught. 36 N N D
3.9 The coach asked me to describe the

decisions I made 1n planning the lesson. 56 A M D
8.4 The coach immediately pointed out

mistakes he or she believed I had made. SA A M D
2.7 The coach discussed with me relevant

behaviors in the lesson in terms of

eftectiveness or efficiencyr. SA A N D

3.8 The coach listened carefully to my comments. SA A N D

8.9 The coach reinforced the strengths
of the lesson. ) A N D

w
—
=

The coach helped me think about alternats
Wways of teaching. SA A M D

8.11 I was actively involwved

throughout the conference, s N N D
8.12 The coach shared with me the labeled

script tape from the lesson. SA ) N D
.13 The coach communicated to me the

specit1c obJ2ctive of the conferznce. A A M D
3.14 The coach helped me discover possible

solutions 1+ there was a problem. 54 A N D
2.153 The coach left me with a clear 1dea of what

had been accomplished in the conference. 54 A M D
2.1 The coach didn’'t allcw me to e/plain

the deczizion: I had made. S " N 0]
Z.17 The coach made suggeztionsz that were

inappropriate, T R M D
Z.1% The cosch made suglestion:s that wers

overtaslming. Bl A I L
. Hoa mzne- time: per .esr would sou like fo rece2ive coaching v th

the PET model ™

Q 1 ! 2 3 4 S = 7 3 Jther +Specifv.:
L}
0%

(1]

o

O

)

(1))

o

O

)




19, Heoww often do +ou uze FET concepts op terminalogy an Qezcussing
clazzroom tezching perfoPmancs vty L our collesaques®
1. dailv
2. e2very cther daz,
3. two to five times per wesk
4. wesklyw
3. monthly
$. wvery rarels or only in preparation for obzsrvations
11. How often do you corsciousty employ PET concepts 1n making lesszon
plar-™ -
1. aqaily
2. every other dav
3. ‘two to five times per weexk
4, weekly
3. monthly
4. wvery rarely or only in preparation for observations
12. Please gi' ~ your general perceptions of how PET training has
changed yodur teaching, using the bast response.
SA = Strongly agres
A = Agree
M = Mo opinion
D = Disagree
SD = Strongly disagree

12.1 The PET training I have received haz had 2
positive effect on my classroom performance. SA A N D so

12.2 The PET training has increased my
confidence in my teaching ability. SA A N D SD

12.3 PET training has i1ncrezsed mv
und2rstanding of why certain
procedures work well ;n the classroom. SK A N D SD

12.4 PET training has caused me to incorporate
someé new techniques into my teaching. S& A M D SD

e Tow for an. xaditiona]l comments »ou wish ve mabe about
~2ur PET training and-or coaching.

No part of this instrument mar be used without the authors”’ permizsion.
Permission may be requested by writing Professor Garrett K. Mandeville,
Department of Educational Fsychology, Wardlaw College, University of South
- lina, 27208.
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TERCHEP QUESTIONN&IRE

1. T,pe of contract (Pleaze circle the appropriate number .}
1. Provisionzl
2. mnnual
3. Continuing

1.2 Type of class during current school year <(Please circle the
appropriate number.)

1. 1 teach the same students 211 dawv (except for those who
receive special serwices).

2. I teach different groups of students,
(If so, how many different groups? )
(I1¥ s0, which subjects? )

2. Please use the rhart below to provide information on the
foilowing:

2. The number of times your teaching has been observed during
the 19246-1787 school rwear. <(Observations may have been
brief or may have lasted an entire class period.)

b. The individual who observed your teaching. <«Principal,
other administrator, teacher, other)

2. The purpose of the observations. (Enter "E" for esvzluation,
and “I" for other observations for improving teaching.’

d. Whether you received feedback from the obserwer. (Enter "0"
1f there was no feedback, "+" i1 f the feedback was generally
positive, "=" if the feedback was generally negative.)

Qbserver Mumber of times Purpo:ze Feedback
E or I 0, +, or -
Principal

Other administrator

-
i

achepr

D (]

ease indicate ans staff develooment programs and or specz]l
'n% 1N which vou p:rticipated which had the cbjective of
rng anstruction 0 Suring the 19229-193s op 1928=1°87 z2choo
Do not include 1n=servuice workshops of one dar or les
ircle numbers of 211 that zppi <.

i
o e
[n]

1. tione
2o GOrgamized program of con<erencing with ather tezchers
o Tther ‘Plezaze zpecify oo

n
.
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()
ne
y
O
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-
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[ 4]

Whzt perceptions of PET training do vsou haue? (P

numter ,

1. I don’t knaw ansthing about 1 t,

2. It has been described to me brieflv, but I know wvery 1ittls
about 1 t,

. I have learned a 1ot about 1 t, and have :uen tried to apply
csome of the concepts in my classroom.

4. To the best of my Knowledge, I apply the principles of PET

even though I have not been through the training program.

LF3)}

How manv times per year would vou like to have your teaching
observed for the purpose of improving inctruction?

0 { 2 3 ) S é 7 2 Other (Specify.)




