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ABSTRACT

THE NATURE OF THE LITERACY COACHING EXPERIENCE: EXPLORING
TEACHER-COACH RELATIONSHIPS IN ELEMENTARY EDUCATION

While much research indicates that instructional coaching is likely to ligcalcr
component in the implementation of school reform efforts, little research plasezkthe
actual coaching relationship. Using a phenomenological inquiry approach, thadangu
of the personal perceptions of coaching relationships as revealed throughin-dept
interviews as well as the interactions between literacy coachesaaheite during
coaching sessions were analyzed in order to better understand the nature ofjcoachin
relationships and the perceptions that coaches and teachers have concerhing’'soac
impact on student achievement.

Phenomenological analysis using Moustakas’ (1994) outline of the van Kaam
method, was conducted on nine in-depth interviews with coaches and teachers, and six
themes were identified and explored. Role analysis (Carspecken, 1996) using an overla
of Killion & Harrison’s (2006) roles of coaches and Anderson et al.’s (2001) Revise
Bloom’s Taxonomy was conducted on the transcripts of six coaching sessions. The
metaphors that coaches and teachers use to describe coaching and coacbimghiptati

were also explored. A pilot study was conducted which included three in-depth



interviews and video transcripts of two coaching sessions. The pilot data set av&s use
refine the data collection and analysis procedures that were initially autline

The understandings gained through an exploration of the descriptions and
interactions of coaches and teachers holds the potential to provide a common lamguage t
support role clarification for coaches, teachers, administrators, and okedradtkers.
Educators and instructional leaders need the language that would empower them to
effectively describe the coaching relationship in order to be able to aritiarationale
needed to provide coaching as a potentially powerful professional development context
the current era of accountability. Additionally, a rich description of the coaching
relationship that facilitates role clarification, as well as a ctearderstanding of the
extent to which the work is grounded in student achievement data, serves to aid in the
development of guidelines for coaching programs. Suggestions for future research ar

outlined based on the findings.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In recent years the number of schools that employ literacy coaches $tasatlya
increased (Richard, 2004). In an interview witbrthwest Educatioformer National
Reading Panel member, Michael Kamil (2006) explicitly states, “we &las@lutely no
single piece of evidence that coaching is effective...There is literalyngpout there
that would justify the kind of money we’re spending in states like Florida, whereethe
putting a coach in every school” (p. 16). Even so, the panel on which Kamil served
recommended coaching as part of effective professional development design and funds to
provide coaching are part of the Reading First grant (US Department of ieducat
2001). Since that time, numerous school reform prdjéuttude literacy coaches as part
of the design, yet there is still surprisingly little research focusedeoimtigractions of
coaches and teachers (Nowak, 2003) or studies conducted from the perspective of
teachers who have been coached (Robinson, Egawa, Buly, & Coskie, 2005). Coaching
interactions provide the observable evidence of teacher-coach relationships, and
exploring the perceptions of those who coach and are coached would honor the voices of
those most directly affected by coaching.

Coaching is not unique to education, yet even within the specific realm of literacy

coaching there are multiple models for coaching, and there is little agreemidet role

! Examples include Literacy Collaborative® and America’s Choice Schools.



of the literacy coach (Buly, Coskie, Robinson, & Egawa, 2004, 2006; Richard, 2004;
Scallan, 1987; Toll, 2007). There is also a lack of consistency in the credemjiatede
in order to be hired as a literacy coach (Allington, 2006). | am interested g ki
closer look at the dialogue that is actually occurring in coaching sesmnm exploring
the perceptions of the coaching relationship of those involved in order to gain an
understanding of the meaning that participants make of the coaching expahence:
nature of literacy coach-elementary teacher relationships. Isaninéerested in

exploring teacher and coach perceptions of the impact that coaching has on student

achievement.

Background of the Researcher

In an effort to make the “I” in this research transparent, it is important te sha
professional background and the impact that it has on the study at hand (Ellifi@eBoc
2000). | present a cursory view here to provide an overview of the impetus for the stud
and a full treatment to explore the implications for potential bias in the beginning of
Chapter 4. My interest in this topic is a natural outgrowth of my work, as | ocowggf
those recently created coaching positions in a rural community in the soethésited
States. | was trained as an intermediate Literacy Collaborative®ioator at Georgia
State University. | completed my yearlong training in the summer of 2003 have:
been providing coaching in one-on-one and group contexts at the elementary school in
which | teach since that time. | taught onsite literacy courses fdr thirrth, and fifth

grade teachers through the 2008-2009 school year.



In 2006, | became the lead intermediate literacy coach for the system. Tthis shi
toward a county-wide perspective along with all that | was learning in dbstodaes
caused my interest to broaden beyond my own experiences and the experiences of those
with whom | worked in the same district. Additionally, as part of my role ety
coach, | hosted visitors who were interested in observing the literacy fakgwnaction
in our school. Coaches in other systems often arranged these visits and accompanied
teachers, and | began to have dialogue with colleagues whose coachingerelestv
identical to mine. | began to desire a more global understanding of li@vacking.

As a primary teacher, | was coached before | became a coach, so | had a very
clear, albeit limited, schema concerning coaching. The literacy coadtia¢ term used
to designate the literacy coach in the system in which | worked) spentitieel@mguage
arts block in my classroom daily. Early on she typically taught 8sofes, and then we
began to share the teaching role. Sometimes | would teach, and she would provide
feedback. Sometimes we taught together. Always we talked about rationalexeind ne
steps.

To me a coach was a colleague who was more knowledgeable in a specific area,
in this case the literacy framework, and helped me think deeply about the purposes
behind the instructional decisions | was making. A coach was someone with whom |
could discuss the evidence of learning that | was noticing in students’ work, someone
who would help me focus on what the next steps might be, based on that evidence. This
relationship that was so rich with collegial conversations transformed ntycprand
expanded my thinking. When the opportunity to become a literacy coordinator in the

intermediate grades presented itself, | expressed my interastdiately. | felt that if |



could provide the kind of support for even one colleague that had been provided for me
through coaching, | had no choice but to do so.

During my training year, | did not have coaching duties, and the thought of them,
even given my positive experiences, was rather daunting. | knew that teathevsem
| would be working would have differing levels of commitment toward implementing the
framework. | knew that | was bound to encounter resistance, but | was convinces that a
we entered the process, the student and adult learning would serve as positive
reinforcement. With new understandings and student successes, our work would gain
momentum. The reality of system-wide implementation was a given, anddduarive
there to help with the process.

In retrospect, my first year of coaching was somewhat mechanical] went
through the motions of coaching as defined by the standards, meeting twice a month to
work together in one component of the literacy framework. As | built relationslitips w
teachers with whom | had not worked previously, | noticed that some coaching
relationships were easy to build, and some were more challenging. | hded¢hma
comment to teachers with whom | work that | wish | had known the words to use when
we started this process; | wish in hindsight that | had possessed andaghicture of
my role that | could have articulated it well. | was building relationshiparwhe
vision of what coaching represented for me, and | did not realize at the time how the
ghosts of the visions that others held were affecting the process. | belieteetiability
to articulate the coaching relationship and its purpose would have greaitatedithe
relationship building process, perhaps relieving some of the early fearslleggues

experienced that | only discovered later, long after trust had been established.



As | began to delve into the current literature, my image of literacyhocaagrew
increasingly cloudy rather than clear. First, it was difficult to finéaesh on this topic.
Even in January of 2008MetaLil’ search for literacy coach in the domain of education
only resulted in 82 hits for articles and books. The recent realization of the need for
additional research is evident in that 13 of the returned hits were published in 2007, 14%
of the published literature in the previous year alone. The same se8xgjitah
Dissertations and Thesessulted in 30 hits, all of which had been published between
2002 and 2007. The rise in publishing and research interest in coaching is a contemporary
development, even though some forms of coaching have been used in schools for more
than 35 years (Robinson, Egawa, Buly, & Coskie, 2005). | found | had to broaden my
inquiry to include any coaching in education that was not sports related, and these
coaches are commonly referred to as instructional or academic coachmssthat are
sometimes used synonymously and sometimes include literacy coaching gma&om
Additionally, | began to consider coaching in the business realm, namely executive
coaching. | provide a few examples of literature borrowed from this form ohcwa as
the perspective of the recipient of the coaching has been considered in the executive
coaching context, adding a viewpoint that is not currently available in the literacy
coaching literature.

As | continued to explore coaching more deeply, | wondered why the metaphor of
coaching was selected to describe this type of collegial interactidre breginning of

my own coaching, this metaphor made perfect sense to me, and so | did not question it. |

2 MetaLibsearches Education Abstracts (EBSCO), Eric (OCLC), Sociologicataitst
(CSA), and PsychINFO (EBSCO) databases simultaneously when searcthiag
education domain.



had been sent away to receive training; therefore | had served as a leaddedr
returned to share my learning in a way that ensured | would have time to work alongside
colleagues as they took on the new learning, much as a baseball coach would work with
players on their swing. The purpose was to help the teacher/player improve.

However, later in my experience, coaching began to take on a more cognitive
component. Once routines and procedures were in place, my expertise in the given are
shared, the discussions centered more on intricacies of the literacy framadork a
dilemmas of teaching and learning. To return to the baseball coach metaghohake
was more like the baseball coach helping a player think through a decision hefshe mig
have to make in the game; it was far more process oriented, and there was no “right”
answer. It was less about the nuts and bolts of stance and swing, and more about the pros
and cons of delivery methods, how to decide between a knuckle-ball versus a fast ball.

This metaphor of peer-coach as athletic coach is well developed by Showers
(1984) in a report entitleBeer Coaching: A Strategy for Facilitating Transfer of
Training that was created for the Center for Educational Policy and Management at
Oregon University. In Appendix A of this report, “The Coaching of Teaching: T@ini
Manual for Peer Coaches,” Showers outlines an interview with Universityegiodis
football coach Rich Brooks and explores the similarities in athletic coachthgeser-
coaching. The metaphor is rich with vivid comparisons. Showers quotes Brooks’ address
to his freshmen players, referring to knowledge of strategic moveBrihaks proposes
will exist in the players’ minds long before their bodies are able to perfaset
functions. Showers connects this to knowledge of new pedagogical techniques that, while

teachers may have heard about and even seen, they cannot yet perform, as such



techniques have not yet been practiced. In other words, it will take time and depeate
attempts to move this new knowledge from the cognitive to the physical realm.

Additionally, teaching requires the ability to adapt strategies to meeatiimg
needs of learners, so beyond practicing to take on the technique, there is additional work
in knowing the technique well enough to alter it to better meet the needs of students,
while remaining true to its nature and purpose. Showers (1984) points out that Coach
Brooks’ response to interview questions illustrates this connection to sportd.as wel
Players can often execute a particular drill in isolation; however, in orderctories
whether or not a player has mastered the maneuver, a coach must observe the player in
authentic action; it is all about the game. After analyzing the data ofqeractd game
performance, a coach knows which skills a player needs to revisit and strengthen.
Because of this emphasis on learning by doing and learning with the supporeohgom
who has greater knowledge, coaching holds to the tenets of constructivist |¢heaing
(Vygotsky, 1978). The player/teacher is the learner and the coach/litexady attempts
to keep the player/teacher working in his/hene of proximal developmedbny observing
what he/she knows and is able to do independently (Vygotsky).

Within this metaphor there are also some connotations that began to create
difficulties for me, difficulties which in part, led to the formation of the regear
guestions | selected. For example, a football coach is often a former playeawho w
accomplished. This lends credibility to the coach’s ability to support the plaget ayso
contributes to a sense of hierarchy in the relationship. Secondly, many coaches anf
“my way or the highway” approach to their team management. This raisesa$sues

power, and such an approach would not be in keeping with the spirit of literacy or



instructional coaching as grounded in collegial relationships in the prepondefahee
literature (Vacilotto & Cummings, 2007; Toll, 2007). Finally, the image of coaches
yelling on the sidelines and having the power to dismiss players from the talm is
incongruent with the bulk of the literature, which tends to emphasize the impoofance
coaching roles not including supervisory or evaluative components (Toll, 2007; Joyce &
Showers, 2002).

In retrospect, | now believe that | wrestled with these issues duringshydiars
of coaching. | did not have a name for the issues, only a sense that | was battliag ghos
of power and perception, whether those ghosts were created by prior supervisory
experiences or by the connotations associated with the terminology | wgdaisutline
this new relationship, |1 do not know, but | felt the presence of them on numerous
occasions and in multiple contexts. Sifting through these issues as | wasgeaone
about coaching and leadership further fueled my interest in a deeper understénding
coaching.

In spite of the fact that the term literacy coaching is applied to varyinglsnode
(Buly, et al., 2004; Coskie, Robinson, Buly, & Egawa, 2003n@&ton, 1987), numerous
studies and resources now support the use of some form of coaching in professional
development for teachers (Lyons & Pinnell, 2001; Neufeld & Roper, 2003; Nowak, 2003;
Rodgers & Pinnell, 2002; Toll, 2007). A person who serves in this capacity may be called

a reading coachan academic coach, an instructional coach, a lead instructional teacher,

% As a note of clarification, the term reading coach can also be applied to an irdividua
who works directly with students to “support children’s literacy learning without
focusing on direct instruction of reading” (Wasik, 1999, p. 654). This is not the type of
reading coach to which | am referring.



or a literacy coach. Although coaching in any of the various models is grounded In socia
interaction, to date, the interactions between coaches and teachers Hg\ueear¢he

focal point of research (Nowak). Allington, Johnston, and Day (2002) point out that the
guality of classroom dialogue is critical to student success, but it is not monitbeed. T
same is true for professional dialogue among adult learners. KinnucaokhWels

Rosemary, and Grogan (2006) assert that, “It is in these coaching conversatiames that
can begin to better understand the complex role of the literacy coach...” (p. 433). The
language used in literacy coach-teacher conversations deserves ftalysd for

“language is the central medium through which meaning is constructed and anveye
(Schram, 2003, p. 71). It is this meaning or nature of the teacher-coach relatiortship tha

seek to understand.

Statement of the Research Problem

The lack of understanding concerning the role of the literacy coach anaktine n
of coaching creates barriers for school leaders as they seek to makeen$eassurces
to support change (Poglinco & Bach, 2004). The categories outlined in the literature
typically describe who is coaching and being coached. Such descriptions might offe
some insight into the purpose of coaching according to the given model, but they do not
begin to address the nature of coaching in praclice.lack of understanding concerning
the nature of coaching creates problems for leaders as they seek to detersd tiie
coaching when stakeholders question the need, frustrates collaborativeaffooaches
seek to work with administrators and teachers, and complicates the need to monitor the

effectiveness of coaching.



The ultimate goal of coaching, indeed of any professional development for
teachers, is increased student achievement (Guskey, 2003). Sevezallstivdi sought to
link coaching with the desired outcomes of student achievement or teacher ichange
attitudes and/or practice (Foster, 2010; Gibson, 2002; Rasmussen, 2005; Sellers, 2006;
Taylor, Pearson, Peterson, & Rodriguez, 2005; Teemant, Wink, & Tyra, 2011). Boglinc
and Bach (2004) point out a lack of focus on pengoice standards in coaching models and
recommend creating direct links to increase theachpn student achievement. Bean
(2004) and Rasmussen (2005) indicate that additional research is ceedeahing the
effects of coaching on student achievement. Thedtep in such research is to explore
whether or not coaches and teachers perceive acimbetween coaching and student
achievement, whether or not student achievementasus or component of the
relationship, and whether or not they can namel#ite that supports this perception,
engaging in what reform leader Sarason (1996) ibescas the “self-analysis focused on
student gains” that is required for change to ostwithin the school culture (p. 353).

Furthermore, to improve these outcomes and maintain the focus on professional
development and improved student achievement some studies indicate the need for
coaches to receive role clarification (Gibson, 2002; Neufeld & Roper, 2003)t,In fac
Taylor, Moxley, Chanter, and Boulware (2007) recommend that an administratgtr’s fi
step for “leveraging the literacy coach’s position” is to clearlyrgefhe roles and
responsibilities for the coach and for those colleagues who will be involved in the
professional development the coach provides (p. 24). The proposed study would offer

new insights into and rich descriptions of the role of literacy coaches and tine ofat

10



their relationships with teachers in an effort to take the first steps tovestihg those
needs.

The current political climate is highly focused on standardized and quantitative
measures of performance, even though a variety of data types provide a moeteompl
picture (Bernhardt, 2000). In this climate of quantitative data and accountability
measures, administrators can be called into question concerning the castedsath
providing a literacy coach. Administrators can cite the work of Joyce and Sh(R0er)
that offers a guiding estimate that the percentage of staff developmigcippats engage
in transfer, the continued application of newly acquired skills or stratégiesases by
90% with coachingas an additional component of the training provided. Yet, as Joyce
and Showers go on to point out, “The failure to monitor implementation of curriculums,
instructional strategies, and other innovations has cost school improvement effidyts dea
in the past, resulting in both inability to interpret student learning outcomes amalispuri
conclusions regarding the impact of change programs” (p. 95).

An innovation, such as coaching, that is not clearly defined and aligned with
goals, cannot be monitored for effectiveness. A description of coaching thaframses
the way it is enacted stands to offer the language that administrators roeddrito
articulate the role(s) of coaches and be advocates for supporting teachetsomhd s
improvement in this way as well as identify gaps between the goaladtiog and the
perceptions and interactions that shape the coaching experience. Teacheesches c

would also be empowered with the language that captures the essence of lea@xper

4 Joyce and Showers (2002) explain that, whether a peer or a trainer provides the
coaching, this rough estimate based on numerous empirical studies provides a guide to
match desired outcomes with appropriate components of training (p. 78).

11



to be their own advocates and to bring to the meta-cognitive level awareness and
clarification of the role(s) that coaching plays. Furthermore, cledrbukated
descriptions of the nature of the coaching relationship would facilitate the deegibpm
and implementation of monitoring practices that aid in evaluation of effectivemgss a

drive efforts toward continued improvement.

Research Questions

The following inquiry domains focus on developing an understanding of the

phenomenon of literacy coaching as experienced by those who coach and are coached.

They are divided into empirical questions that guide the inquiry and theoreticicise

that explicitly connect the questions to the underlying rationale.

Inquiry Domain One: The Essence of the Coaching Relationship

Empirical Question:

What is the nature of literacy coach-teacher relationships?

Theoretical Direction:

From a phenomenological perspective, coaching relationships have an essence, and tha

essence can only be determined by analyzing the interactions and percaptass

who experience the phenomenon (Moustakas, 1994).

12



Inquiry Domain Two: Coaching Interactions

Empirical Question:

What language patterns emerge during literacy coaching interactionshahdoathose
patterns indicate about the nature of coaching relationships? To what extent does the
language include references to increased student achievement and data?

Theoretical Direction:

Meaning is socially constructed as actors play out their roles. Theidiplogess offers
insight into the role sets, and thus it provides one window into the essence of the

coaching relationship (Carspecken, 1996).

Inquiry Domain Three: Self-Reported Perceptions of Coaches and Teachers

Empirical Questions:

What language do teachers and coaches use to describe their perceptions of coaching?
What metaphors might be used and what might these metaphors reveal aboutéhe natur
of literacy coach-teacher relationships?

Theoretical Direction:

The metaphors that we use offer insight into the way we think, thus offering rewuliffe

window into the essence of the coaching relationship (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980).

These questions are grounded in an interpretivist/ phenomenological perspective,

which holds that the essence of coaching can only be distilled from the perceptions and

interactions of those who experience it (Gubrium & Holstein, 2000; Patton, 2002,
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Schwandt, 2000). The language of these interactions forms the central focus because
“words and categories are the constitutive building blocks of the social wGdbirium

& Holstein, p. 489). The philosophical and linguistic work of Lakoff and Johnson (1980)
provides the rationale that metaphors are not merely a tool of language thath

provide the structure of human thought. Thus, metaphors are not only a tool of data
analysis and reduction (Miles & Huberman, 1994), but they are, according td hakof

Johnson, an integral part of the perceptions that | seek to understand.

Definition of Terms

Coaching Session While there are numerous models of coaching, all involve

dialogue between the designated coach and a classroom teacher. For the purmose of thi
study, the session is considered to be the time during which the coach and teacher have
an opportunity to plan for and/or reflect on a lesson. If the coaching model of the school
under study is more formal and includes what is often referred to as a pre and post
conference, both of these will be considered part of one coaching session.

Literacy Coach- The International Reading Association (IRA, 2004) describes

the role of the reading coach as one who works with classroom teachers, not as a
supervisor or an evaluator, but as professional development provider who works with
teachers in the schools where they teach. Consistent with this definition is @ gener
description that Buly, Coskie, Robinson, and Egawa (2004) outlined to shape the focus of

their coaching inquiry as editors fapices from the MiddI2Buly et al. (2004) define

®Voices From the Middlis a peer-reviewed journal from the National Council for the
Teachers of English.
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the literacy coach’s primary role as “to support teachers to become efletive, to
refine what they are doing, to set goals” in a “non-evaluative, respedfditiy (p. 60).
The reading or literacy coach often models/demonstrates lessons farsedtte coach
may also observe the teacher and offer feedback for the purpose of assistiaghée te
in reflection and goal setting, as well as assist the teacher in djtsigaad lesson
planning based on results of the analysis. The coach works with the teacher totaddress
dilemmas that arise in trying to meet the needs of all students.

For the purpose of this study, elementary literacy coaches will be furtiveedie
as certified elementary school teachers who provide on-site professivapmeent in
one-on-one contexts with regular classroom teachers in literacy tgattalusion in the
study is dependent upon the fact that they serve in this capacity, but it is not dependent on
the title they hold. Academic coaches, instructional coaches, or lead instruiamieers
who serve in literacy contexts will be included and referred to as fteaaches, even

though for those so designated, literacy coaching may be only one facet of their rol

Delimitations
As stated previously, coaching is gaining popularity in multiple arenas. My
professional training and role are both evidence of the rise in interest asvied!
impetus for the experiences that have led me to desire deeper understandings of the
relationships and how they might enhance teacher improvement and student achievement
Beyond my personal experiences and even beyond the field of education, one can now
find life coaches or executive coaches who are often sought to provide objective support

for decision-making processes. Auerbach (2006), an executive coach, desang®dt hi
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as a “thought partner” who helps clients engage in “cognitive process” (pli@3}k
way, the work of these coaches is similar to that of literacy coachesy&gweestricted
the study to literacy coaches specifically for numerous reasons. Festitee coaches
are typically sought out and hired by clients, while schools or systems typoalide
literacy coaches, which creates a potentially significant differ@nthe context in which
the relationship is situated. Thus, while coaching techniques may be similar, the
relationship may be quite different. Furthermore, my interest is sgalyifin coaching in
the educational field, and while there are other types of instructional coachesovkho w
with teachers employed in the educational arena (math coaches for exéneylare
less common. Focusing the study on literacy coaches offers a larger populdtiarthveit
field of education from which to draw and grounds the exploration in my own

background knowledge and experience.

Assumptions and Limitations

The focus of this qualitative inquiry is increased understanding of literacki-coac
teacher relationships. As Shank (2002) indicates is often true in qualitativeche$ean
not seeking to simplify my understandings, but to deepen them, thus, generalimabilit
not the goal of this inquiry. | have addressed issues of authenticity and trhstesstin
the design in multiple ways (Lincoln & Guba, 2000). Ultimately the quality ofttiays
will depend upon my adherence to the use of “rigorous methods,” the credibility |
establish as the researcher through this process, and an abiding “philosopl@tal beli
the value of qualitative inquiry” (Patton, 2002, p. 584). In using the term rigorous, | mean

that each of the steps that | outline must be purposeful with the full rationale prrovide
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followed consistently throughout the study, and focused on garnering as much of a
contextual understanding as possible. Any additional analysis required would be held to
the same high standards in clarity of purpose, consistency, and commitment to the
integrity and importance of the context. | hold to the belief that qualitative ynfquithe
sake of deeper understanding is a valuable endeavor in its own right.

| bring to this research a frame of understanding, a perspective that is ymyuel
own constructed through my experiences and cultural boundaries. | am a white souther
female teacher. This creates a lens through which | naturally filemiation. | prefer
certain styles of interaction, value particular characteristics sunbresty and
disclosure, and interpret information through the cultural norms imparted throughout my
development and through which | have constructed my own world-view. | am an
academic coach who serves in the area of literacy. | was trained incalparti
instructional design for balanced literacy and a coaching framework.

| seek to rise above the limitations of my current understandings, but the light of
new experiences is filtered through the lenses of my preconceptions. While | am
committed to taking every precaution to disclose my own assumptions and biases, they
will to some extent enter the interpretive process, for as Patton (2002) proposes,
“neutrality and impartiality are not easy stances to achieve” (p. 569). To inéniinis
potential limitation | kept a reflexive journal in which | recorded my réibes on the
research process and the decisions that | made along the way, in ordet toyasfisrts
to bracket my own thinking and document the data collection and data analysis decision-
making process. Additionally, | completed the interview in writing asviéiie

“interviewing” myself. | was inspired by the self-interview betweelh ti@oks (1994)
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and Gloria Watkins ifeaching to Transgresand | reasoned that this approach might
give me “a way to share” that would assist my exploration disclosure of potaatabk
(hooks, 1994, p. 45). This endeavor supported the development of my perspective in
Chapter 4, where | will share a segment of the reflexive story creategyththis

exercise (Ellis & Bochner, 2000).

Furthermore, | brought with my perspective a physical presence intoch aodi
cultural realm that were not my own. My acceptance into this realm and nty &wili
build rapport and trust, were critical, and they were not givens (Patton, 2002). The lack of
either could also serve as a limitation. The opposite could have been a limitatieth as w
If I were privileged to have access and easy rapport because we are ¢xmcatiya
similar, this could have lead to a tendency for participants to say what theyeddl
want to hear, to “help” the researcher. The inclusion of observations to accoin@any t
interview data served as an additional data source to increase configntaloligh
triangulation and help minimize this potential limitation (Patton). Tricatgun is the
practice of pinpointing location by crosschecking from multiple angles,natitsi study
it was achieved by viewing the relationship through dialogic interactions, individual
perceptions of those involved, and my own reflections as | attempt to co-cotistruc
meaning as the researcher, exploring the implications of my potential tasts].

Finally, I solicited participants for the study, and it is possible that people tthose
participate because they have strong feelings associated with gpaidinase feelings
might be positive or negative, and it is conceivable that this skewed my findings. | trus
that positive and negative associations are part of the complex coachiransbligii yet |

must be cautious not to overstep the data as | draw conclusions and recognize the
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limitations that working with only those who volunteer to participate brings to thgndesi

and ultimately, to the conclusions that | reached.

Significance of the Study

Little research has given voice to coaches or teachers concerning their wo
(Nowak, 2003). Additionally, while several studies have attempted to examine the links
between coaching and student achievement, without a working conceptualization of the
nature of the coaching relationship and whether or not coaches and teachérs perce
increased student achievement as a focus and goal of coaching interacipantgrit
foundational understandings are missing in such studies. This study sought to focus on
deepening that understanding, namely, a conceptualization of the nature ofgoachin
relationships, adding a piece to the puzzle at hand. Without this knowledge, studies that
seek to make connections between classrooms with coaching and student achievement
are inadequate, as the nature of the experience of coaching itself has ndaifesoh c

This study certainly did not complete the clarification but took a step in thatidire
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Coaching is touted as a professional development context, a way for teachers t
learn in their own classrooms and with their own students, thus, in order to address the
coaching literature in context, a brief exploration of relevant literatomeerning
learning transfer is also included. Learning transfer, or change ingerdcte to new
learning (newly acquired insights and information), is a consistent goaaohing.
Therefore, an understanding of how learning transfer occurs helps to framealisisa
of coaching dialogue, making it possible to recognize potential evidence manbkeripts
of language and interactions that support learning transfer within coadhiag
background information provides the means to understand the rationale for what Toll
(2007) describes as the “explosion of literacy coaching on the educational scepiég i
of the lack of empirical studies available (p. 1). Additionally, the background iafamm
makes it possible to frame a discussion of the similarities and differenceaaning

models and frameworks.

Learning Transfer
As | consider professional development, | think about the term itself and how this
phrase that | use so casually holds such deeper meaning. | am reminded dtyw&/gots

(1978) assertion that development follows learning, beginning rather than ending the
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process. Development implies organic growth, slow processes with observalie resul
This causes me to consider the larger picture of learning transfer; fortiadileork of
coaching lies in analysis, dialogue, and reflective thought, the goal oficgactolves
changes in classroom practice. Many outside the educational arena have fong bee
engaged in this work of large-scale reform, and we as a profession stand tomatimef
larger view of organizational change. In the business management and humarresourc
development arenas, the terminology is different. For exaraffeamingis used rather
thanreform yet the goals of restructuring and re-conceptualizing in order to improve
performance are at the heart the same.

The termdraining, educationanddevelopmenare often confused and may be
used synonymously; however, a close look at the use of the terms reveals ddference
the connotations and philosophical underpinnings. Paauwe and Williams (2001) describe
training as highly focused with specific outcomes, education as a broadeviterm
outcomes that are still clearly defined, and development as somethingrsetthpa
destination more vague, yet progression and growth seem inherent in the term. This
creates a continuum of trainingeducation...development, beginning with the most
specific goal-oriented term, moving toward the more open-ended term.

The goal of training then would be that individuals take on new routines and
procedures, usually the routines and procedures that the organization for which they work
requires of them. Education is something that happens outside of the work environment,
something a learner goes away (to college for example) to get. The &ragement
development is pervasive in business literature, as is professional developrhent in t

educational arena. When photographs are developed, chemicals are applied to cause the
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picture to appear. In like manner, management or professional development @ tpplie
bring out and refine the qualities of individuals that are conducive to their roles Wil
terms are not synonymousaining, education or management/professional development
can lead to learning and learning transfer. Since each of these concaptnaiholds
the potential to lead to learning transfer and learning transfer holds the poteleizal to
a change in practice, and in so doing to increase student achievement, learni@gisrans
a goal of coaching.

That having been said, learning transfer is not a simplistic conceptualization, a
not all learning transfer is created equal. In fact, the differences is ¢ypearning
transfer are at the root of some of the differences in various coaching moelels axid
Ford (1999) outline a model of transfer that is multidimensional, taking into account
numerous models for transfer that address the differences in support that staodds
provide given the differences in outcomes or goals of the transfer. Yelon and Ford’s
model illustrates the types of variations that might need to occur depending on whether
the tasks associated with a given role require supervision and involve open or closed
skills. Joyce, Calhoun, and Hopkins (1999) outline a similar continuum but use the term
horizontal transferather thamear transferandvertical transferrather tharar transfer
There are differences in nuances of the definitions and models to be certain; htvesver
general agreement is that some transfer is more direct, simplnstisjrailar to the
original learning while some transfer is more complex, multidimensional, and
sophisticated.

Now for a closer look at the two general conceptualizations along the learning

transfer continuunmiNear or horizontaltransfer is an almost direct application of learning.
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The learner is shown how to follow the steps of a routine task. Let us assumé the tas
does not require any significant variation, such as making a cake acdaordimgcipe.

Such a task is referred to aslased skill Near transfer of closed skills could be
described as somewhat robotic. On the other end of the contifaruonyertical
transferinvolves the adaptation of new learning to fit a variety of novel circumstances.
The multidimensional model outlined by Yelon and Ford (1999) is well grounded in the
learning transfer literature and provides a useful frame onto which the oois
development discussion can be mapped.

These conceptualizations of learning transfer as multidimensional (Yiedon a
Ford, 1999) take into account the nature of the goals and offer a framework for
understanding the controversial goals of coaching, thus they provide two hedpfabf
First, they offer a way to understand some of the controversy that arises aatheng
literature concerning teacher change. It is evident, based on the type of dugpert t
outlined whether an author/researcher considers quality teaching to bestbeyrofa
discreet set of skills (closed skills) or closer to the status of an art, resptmthe
differing contexts and needs of individuals and groups of learners (open skills).
Supervision versus autonomy and closed versus open skills provide continuums along
which coaching interactions can better understood and interpreted.

The assumptions about the nature of teaching and learning provide a lens through
which the coachee might interpret coaching. On the one hand, coaching could be
perceived, borrowing Freire’s (2000) terminology, asuatirdialogic act that inhibits the
freedom of the coached individual through supervision and also views teaching acts as

closed skills that are to be imitated and mastered. On the other hand, coachingemig
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perceived as what Freire would describe dmbpgic process, in that it is a liberating act
that facilitates the development of open skills and validates a teacher’s aytlanom
transfer learning in response to highly varying contexts. | will address thierences
again in the discussion of coaching models, but first | will focus on the environmental
factors that support learning transfer, as the coach is often depicted @sutiogtto

these factors and/or facilitating the development of them within the schoogsetti

Supporting Learning Transfer

Several factors facilitate or inhibit learning transfer. Learniagsfer is
supported when the development of the individual as a critical thinker, reflective
practitioner, and lifelong learner is the focus (Cope, 2003; Lowenstein, Thompson, &
Gentner, 2003), and the learner’s intrinsic motivation is tapped (Anis, Armstrongy & Z
2004; Kinman & Kinman 2001; Kontoghiorghes, 2002). However, in order for a personal
development focus to be effective as a foundation for transfer in the workplageatbe
of the organization in providing the opportunities and resources toward that end must be
clearly defined, communicated, and supported by the workplace organization and
environment (Romme & van Witteloostuijn, 1999; Yamnill & McLean, 2001). Otherwise
the development of the individual may not necessarily lead to enhanced performance in
the workplace. Furthermore, the emotional impact of the learning transfespraxd
workplace must be addressed, as negative emotions create barriers to pegprma
learning, and change (Seo, 2003; Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee, 2002). Those who

would support and facilitate learning transfer must recognize the compdéxitgse
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factors. The on-site coach in the educational arena is uniquely positioned to support the
factors that facilitate learning transfer.

The factors that support or inhibit learning transfer in the corporate worldsare al
viable in the educational arena. The terminology has a slightly diffeearif Bbwever.

When referring to professional development for teachers, the term is used batiaeity
than as a specific reference to development as opposed to training. Often iroadlcati
literature, the term professional development is used to describe acthaties the
corporate world would be described as training because the goal is to titzctmital
information to implement a specific strategy or program. This issue ofrgaini
education, or development lies at the heart of one of the controversial aspects of
coaching, as it creates ambiguity concerning the ownership of the ddsarege. True

to the principles of adult learning theory, peer coaching holds that teachérseteas
their own goals in order to be committed to them. Hargreaves and Dawe (1990) points
out that it is possible for coaching to be implemented in order to appear nonriimgpate
yet still be a mandate in disguise.

As reform leader, Michael Fullan (2001) indicates, for the most part, professional
development opportunities for teachers in the past have not been effective, and they have
not been structured in ways that support learning transfer. The traditional workshop did
not effectively impact classroom practice. Joyce and Shower’s (2002) sunirtiaey o
research illustrates the relative ineffectiveness of traditiondlds@élopment leading to
a change in classroom practice, or transfer, and the potential for peer coachangdse
the effectiveness of staff development through increased transfer. Aotygial

development interactions, Joyce and Showers identify the componeislybf theory
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demonstrationsandpractice sessionand outline the degree to which they affect the
percentage of participants who achieve transfer (p. 78). When provided together these
three components of staff development lead to transfer in approximately 5% of
participants; when peer coaching is added to the combination of activities, the rate of
transfer rises to approximately 95% of participants.

Numerous studies indicate that informal learning, learning that is situateel in t
reality of the workplace context and is needs focused, is a powerful and highly social
structure for supporting learning transfer (Cromwell & Kolb, 2004; Cross, Baker,
Parker, 2003; Enos, Kehrhanh & Bell, 2003; Facteau, Dobbins, Russell, Ladd, & Kudish,
1995; Kim, 2004). The social nature of informal learning is consistent with Vygotsky’s
(1978) socio-cultural theory, as well as Hager’s (2004) constructionist viewr&place
learning as a process.

Professional learning communities are an extension of this line of thinking,
providing opportunities for on-site, ongoing professional development and establishing a
social context to support learners within what Vygotsky (1978) referred be asrte of
proximal developmer{Eullan, 2001; Chalmers & Keown, 2006). Through shared
visions, clear goals, and common language, professional learning commuakies s
improvement and growth collaboratively, engaging in observation, reflection, towl ac
Professional learning communities hold a great dgpbtential for school improvement,
but they alone are not sufficient to sustain chgfgé#an, 2005). Sustainable change
requires what Fullan (2001) calls reculturing areating the teaching profession.
Reculturing the profession would involve changadividual teachers, in classrooms, in

schools, in systems, and so forth. The idea oftxgaug is consistent with a
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conceptualization of a school as a professionahileg community engaged in triple loop
learning (Romme & van Witteloostuijn, 1999).

Author and educator Donald Graves (2001) declares that teachers can derive
energy for their work by “living, giving, and practicing in communities otunal
dependence and vision” (p. 10). Lumpe (2007) describes meaningful collaboration as the
core of professional learning communities. Numerous sources indicate tiegrtchave
not traditionally been part of such communities, but were instead isolated in Haticgr
(Leonard & Leonard, 2001). In a professional learning community, teachers have the
opportunity to work together toward the common goal of improving student learning.
According to Lieberman and Miller (2006) a professional learning commuenes to
“reverse the isolation of teachers and offer a place for teachers to wattketoged
connect with each other about their own work and the work of their studengs’” 105).
This is a community about the business of “Doing better things” (Fullan, 2006, p. 14).
Lumpe describes the common threads, regardless of the particular profdssionad
community (PLC) model or protocols used, as “reflective inquiry, social normgsett
among professionals, using student assessments to target learning gaps, andgnodifyi
instruction to address the identified gaps” (p. 126). Thus, the work in which teachers
engage in a PLC is grounded in student data and teachers are researcherseand lea
(Joyce & Showers, 2002). This is a group that engages in triple loop learning, adopting
set of processes by which they work together to achieve a shared vision, anthadapti
those processes in the interest of increasing effectiveness (RommeAittelnostuijn,

1999).
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In order to continue to develop and live up to the vision of a professional learning
community as dynamic, responsive, and networked, the PLC must strive to engage in
triple loop learning. Romme and van Witteloostuijn (1999) describe single loop Bparnin
as involving minor innovations in the application of new knowledge, while double loop
learning involves a paradigm shift, a change in the way a situation is viewed and
approached. Professional learning communities certainly engage in tloaypés of
learning, but in order to be sustainable, they must take another step towards i{ahat Ful
(2005) describes as “deep learning” (p. 22). Deep learning according to Rulidres
learning from what does not work, being responsive to the data, being innovative.

Furthermore, with triple loop learning, the learning extends beyond the individual,
beyond the group, and leads to change at the systems level; for as Schlechty (1997)
states, “Those who would change school systems must think systemically” (p. 185)
When triple loop learning takes place, learners alter the ways in whichmtbegct,
creating the structures and routines to support their work in order to faabtatiauous
cycles of double loop learning (Romme & van Witteloostuijn, 1999). Thus, the effective
professional learning community takes on an almost organic nature, growing and
changing, adapting its structures and systems to meet evolving needsolaghteach
individual’'s endeavor to continue learning and networking with others engaged in the
same endeavor, that a professional learning community grows.

Coaches support individual learners and the addition of a coach is a change in the
organizational structure of a school, creating a system of interaction fustiti®ned to
support the development of a professional learning community. A systemic change suc

as this would fit Sarason’s (1996) description dfype Achange, a change that would
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enableType Bchanges to be made and sustained (p. 349). Sarason proposes that in order
to change, teachers must engage in self-analysis with a critical eyeexpduted

outcome of gains in academic achievement. Much of this work is centered on hsking t
right questions, the questions that are grounded at the intersection of whatseachdo

to influence the alignment of desired outcomes and current outcomes. A coach supports
this process of self-analysis and provides outside feedback, offering the berfefdanf

eyes and less emotional attachment” (Sarason, p. 353). In this way, a coach could be
considered dype Achange that leads #o/pe Bchanges, which, in the course of the
development of a professional learning community that engages in triple loopdga

leads to mor@ype Achanges, creating a cycle for renewal and growth within individuals

and the school.

Coaching Models and Frameworks

Trying to organize the ideas of coaching that are presented in myriad ways
throughout the literature, as one literacy coach so aptly stated, “is likg toyaut water
with a knife” (Burkins, 2007, p. xv). The first distinction | shall attempt to imposthéor
purpose of structuring a conversation centered on these nebulous concepts is in my use of
the term coaching model. A model could be considered a format for coaching iateracti
to follow, or it could be considered a conceptualization of the goals and outcomes of
coaching, whatever the given format of interactions may be. | choose ttordfer
formats or structures of coaching processdsaaseworksand | will refer to the
conceptualizations aaching modelso avoid confusion. In any given framework for

coaching interactions, there may be several models of coaching that comaynto pl
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The second structural principle that | will establish at the beginning of this
exploration of coaching frameworks and models is to note that the same themes that
underlie the distinctions in the terrmaining, education anddevelopmentinderlie many
of the variations within coaching models. Toll (2007) enumerates twelve possible
outcomes of literacy coaching that precede the desired outcome of increaesd st
achievement. Much of the controversy associated with literacy coachingrapparise
from the desired outcomes of coaching that affect teachers and the philosophical and
political implications inherent in them. Any given model supports multiple olgsom

Even though many researchers use similar terms, the definitions ayemarel
same, thus giving attention to the underlying purpose and desired outcomes will help
organize the models in spite of the confusing terminology. Models can be sorted
according to the type of interaction they propose and the goals to which they subscribe
Poglinco et al. (2003) and Scallan (1987) identify peer, mentor, and technical coaching
models. Peer coaching is typically defined as two, possibly more, colleagjiesmlar
experience collaborating to improve knowledge and skills (Poglinco et al., 2003anScal
combines collegial and peer coaching, while Poglinco et al. (2003) make thetutiati
that collegial coaching focuses more on conversations and reflection.tGa 1@37)
places cognitive coaching, “strategies designed to enhance teachesgtioas,
thinking, and instructional decisions,” within this category (p. 20). Mentor coaching
typically involves an experienced teacher as coach and a beginning té&aaikan(

1987; Poglinco et al., 2003). This type of coaching is more often explored in studies
specific to beginning teachers, while studies that focus on coaching tend to focus on pee

technical, or collegial models or on those frameworks that are integral taria rdsign
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(for example, Literacy Collaborative®). Frameworks may combine davedels. For
example, a given framework may propose technical coaching, to implementittea)i
and then shift to a more collegial coaching model as implementation progresses.

While the coaching models focus on the relationships between coaches and
teachers and the desired outcomes (technical implementation or refldctior@works
focus on effectively structuring the interactions between coaches ahérgguroviding
a pattern to follow. Here, | will outline an exploration of two such framework$ogec
look at the similarities and differences in these frameworks will hetgycla
conceptualizations of coaching possibilities. Lyons and Pinnell (2001) outline an
analytical coaching framework for the coaching process. This framewosledsin the
Literacy Collaborative®, but like other components of the Literacy Collaberati
balanced literacy approach (for example, Guided Re3dlitg coaching framework may
be used without adopting the full approach to literacy instruction. The framework that
Lyons and Pinnell propose includes steps that the literacy coach takes theforg, and
after an observation in a teacher’s classroom. The second frameworlefB&iRIanco,
2005) also addresses the before, during, and after components. Both frameworks are
grounded in the peer coaching structure, with the coach and teacher workihgrtaget
colleagues.

Ackland (1991) divides peer coaching models according to whether the coach was

an expert or the coaching was reciprocal. Lyons and Pinnell (2001) propose gxplicitl

® Guided Reading according to the Fountas and Pinnell (2001) model involves a specific
lesson structure and the use of leveled text selected for a small group of veite

similar needs. Each child reads the whole text independently. Guided Readinganrthe F
Blocks Method outlined by Cunningham (1999) involves predominantly shared reading
initially with big books and multiple rereads in a variety of contexts.
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that the coach must serve as a “more expert other” (p. 140), and this aligns with
Ackland’s peer coaching by expert model. In contrast, the Barkley andoB20@5)
framework encourages peer coaching training, the implication is to taipgof

teachers to coach one another, causing this framework to fall into Acklangioozati
category. Even given the difference, there is an emphasis in both framémairketh
parties, the individual who is coaching and the individual who is coached, are learners.

Another commonality in the two frameworks is the focus on relationship building,
with the coach and teacher establishing trust, and clarifying that the thke @ach is
not that of an evaluator or a supervisor. As Barkley and Bianco (2005) cleaely s
“evaluators work for the system; coaches work for the coachee” (p. 161). Genuine open
ended questioning is touted as critical in both frameworks. Even though Lyons and
Pinnell (2001) propose that the coach should have a wealth of knowledge, they are still
careful to point out that the purpose of questioning is not to “play expert,” but “to see the
lesson from the teacher’s perspective” (p. 117). The peer relationship and quest for
learning are the central components.

The emphasis in the pre-conference or pre-observation stage of the frameworks
proposed by Lyons and Pinnell (2001) and Barkley and Bianco (2005) are similar in
many ways. First, they both describe conversations in which the coach isirngiteta,
information about the teacher’s beliefs, plans, and goals for students. Both tndsmew
emphasize listening closely and probing for deeper thinking as the coach seekshe help t
teacher set the agenda for the observation. The content of the examples used in the two
books is distinctively different. This is largely due to the fact that Lyon$Pamukll|

focus on literacy coaching in the elementary grades using a specific baliéereey |
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framework, while Barkley and Bianco’s focus includes high school and variowentont
areas such as social studies. The similarities are striking, however, akdspeme of
the more consistent themes in coaching literature.

The observation as described by Lyons and Pinnell (2001) and Barkley and
Bianco (2005) involves the coach collecting data within the classroom environnrent usi
the pre-observation conversation to collect the data strategically. Addiyicihe|
similarities in the post-observation conference between Lyons and Rizo@ll) and
Barkley and Bianco (2005) continue. This conference is, according to both frameworks,
where the part of the process that really is coaching takes plaecthdaroach helps the
teacher reflect on the lesson, tying the reflection back to the agenda that tharmdbac
teacher established in the pre-observation conference. Lyons and Pinnell and &zakley
Bianco emphasize that the coach should select one or two points from the multiple
possibilities that hold the potential to help the teacher improve his/her teadointp pr
the conference yet remain open to the salient points that the teacher brivggs to t
conversation. Thus, the goal that emerges is truly collaborative, a hegotistechaqt
between two colleagues who share a common desire to improve instruction.

This combination of the coach’s focus and willingséo be led by the needs of the
teacher is consistent with Sellers (2006) assettianeffective coaching is a tangled
paradox of structure and flexibility, offering oppeonities to connect theory and research
with day-to-day professional practice. Poglinco Bagh (2004) extol the benefits of
coaching, but they warn just as emphatically ttehéion must be given to the complexities
of coaching or the desired outcome of increasetkstiachievement is not likely to be

realized. Steckel's (2003) findings are congruerihat they emphasize the need for
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coaching to be supported by a learning culture,rozgéional systems conducive to
collaboration and coaching, and effective coacprmugesses in order to build capacity.
Building capacity indicates that the learning isgative in nature, leading to far transfer.
New understandings will not only be useful in therent context, but they will expand each
teacher’s ability to respond and adapt, thus irsingethe entire learning community’s
ability to do so.

The key similarities between the frameworks proposed by Lyons and Pinnell
(2001) and Barkley and Bianco (2005) are teacher reflection, collegial comwessat
grounded in the data, a positive atmosphere of mutual respect between thancbach
teacher, specific feedback from the coach, and development of a clear and achievable
goal. All of these similarities share the purpose of supporting better teactsngport
student achievement. Reflection as a goal is consistent with Kinnucan-Welemdags
and Grogan’s (2006) assertion that coaching has the potential to improvegeache
metacognitive practice. Barkley and Bianco evidence the cyclioalenat the process by
describing how the post-observation conference feeds into, or perhaps even changes into,
the pre-observation conference for the next session.

While the role of coach remains ill defined in titerature at large, the bulk of the
current thinking tends to more widely embrace fifecéve literacy coach’s role as non-
evaluative (Toll, 2007; Coskie, Robinson, Buly, &dwva, 2005; Barkley & Bianco, 2005;
Lions & Pinnell, 2001). The potential for effective coachingvisient in the work of
Lyons and Pinnell (2001) and Barkley and Bianco (2005), but the research indicates that
not all coaching is effective. Poglinco et al. (2003) report that even when caaehes

working under a single framework, in this case America’s Choice, the r&tid is
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ambiguous and plays out in different ways. In order for coaching to be effectiees Se
(2006) indicates that links between daily practice and research-basedisgratust be
made. Furthermore, Sellers (2006) proposes that real world problems of classroom
application must be addressed and the strategies must be adaptable.

The frameworks outlined by Lyons and Pinnell (2001) and Barkley and Bianco
(2005) demonstrate how the coaching relationships, shared experiencesyaeflect
process, and goal selection carve out the time, space, and opportunity for teabbers
supported in making the links between theory and practice. In these waglsingahas
the potential to support professional developmeatning transfer, the development of
professional learning communities, and even Fudl§2001) concept of reculturing at the
school level. Because the coach is on-site to geowpportunity for collegial conversations
and focuses those conversations on data, it is likehg that such interactions and data-
driven decision making processes will become imgi@in the way a faculty works
together. Changing the interactions alters theioglships, and Slater and Simmons (2001)
describe the relationship change from colleague to peer coach aslfrguli@5). The
new cultural expectation will shift to foster caliality and collaboration rather than
isolation. Sellers (2006) reports that upon reftecteachers who have engaged in coaching
may view the coach as their “personal trainer structional guide” (p. 188); yet the
relationship is simultaneously collegial in thatle@articipant, the teacher and coach, can

learn through coaching.
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Coaching Advice

Lyons and Pinnell (2001) and Barkley and Bian@0&) provide frameworks for
coaching processes, but the vast majority of bagk#able on the topic of literacy
coaching have a different purpose, namely, to aii@port and advice to those who find
themselves serving in these often-ambiguous ralést of books specifically written for
literacy coaches on the topic of literacy coacluompiled through Internet searches is
provided in Table 2.1. There are, of course, dbeeks not included here that address the
broader subject of coaching in the field of edusatuch a€ognitive Coachindpy Costa
and Garmston (2002) or of coaching in all conteaas such dsistructional Coachindpy
Knight (2007). This was not an area of focus foringquiry, but the list is offered here as
evidence of the growing interest in coaching. Nbé the titles evidence the type of
literature that is prevalent, predominantly hovgtades, and the recent proliferation of the
number of these types of books available in suceegears.
Table 2.1 Books That Provide Advice and Tips Spedifto Literacy Coaching
(in Alphabetical Order by Year)

2004

The Reading Specialist: Leadership for Classroarhp8l, and Community
R. Bean

The Literacy Coach’s Handbook: A Guide to Rese&abked Practice
S. Walpole & M. McKenna

The Literacy Coach’s Survival Guide: Essential Qoes and Practical Answers
C.A. Toll

2005
The Reading Coach: A How To Manual for Success
J. Hasbrouck & C. Denton

2006
Becoming a Literacy Leader: Supporting Learning &tnge
J. Allen, K. Szymusiak, & F. Sibberson
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2006, cont'd
Literacy Coaching: Developing Effective Teachersoligh Instructional Dialogue
M. Duncan

Literacy Coaching: The Essentials
K. Casey

Literacy Coaching: A Handbook for School Leaders
D. E. Moxley & R. T. Taylor

The Literacy Coach’s Desk Reference: Processe®argpectives for Effective Coachin
C.A. Toll

Responsive Literacy Coaching: Tools for Creatind &ustaining Purposeful Change
C. Dozier

2007
Coaching for Balance: How to Meet the Challengessiteracy Coaching
J. M. Burkins

Differentiated Literacy Coaching: Scaffolding fdu@ent and Teacher Success
M. C. Moran

The Effective Literacy Coach: Using Inquiry to Sogpd eaching & Learning
A. Rodgers & E. M. Rodgers

Hands-On Literacy Coaching
N. N. Boyles

How to Coach Teachers Who Don’t Think Like Youngiiteracy Strategies to Coach
Across Content Areas
B. M. Davis

Lenses on Literacy Coaching: Conceptualizationsidiions, and Outcomes
C.A. Toll

The Literacy Coach: Guiding in the Right Direction
E. A. Puig & K. S. Froelich

Reading Specialists and Literacy Coaches in thé Weald, 2" Edition
M. E. Vogt & B. A. Shearer

2008
The Fundamentals of Literacy Coaching
A. Sandvold & M. Baxter
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2008, cont'd
A Guide to Literacy Coaching: Helping Teachers &ase Student Achievement
A. B. Jay & M. W. Strong

The Literacy Coaching Challenge: Models and MetHod&rades K-8
M. C. McKenna & S. Walpole

Surviving But Not Yet Thriving: Essential Questiand Practical Answers for
Experienced Literacy Coaches
C. A Toll

2009
Effective Literacy Coaching: Building Expertise an@Qulture of Literacy
S. Frost, R. Buhle, & C. Blachowicz

Literacy Coaching: Learning to Collaborate
B. J. Walker

The Literacy Coach's Game Plan: Making Teacherdbaltation, Student Learning, and
School Improvement a Reality
M. Sadder & G. Nidus

Practical Literacy Coaching: A Collection of TodtsSupport Your Work
J. M. Burkins

In summary, the body of literature is growing, tautlate, still contains significant

gaps, especially in the areas of the effects afftiag on student achievement and the nature

of actual coaching interactions. What is known aleffective professional development,

learning transfer, professional learning commusijteand school reform supports the idea of
coaching, and because of this, as Bean (2004} stdte concept of a literacy coach makes

sense” (p. 59). Whether the coaching is describeddnnical, peer, peer expert, reciprocal,

or collegial, there are common themes that conitinaase in the literature and intersect
with the themes of adult learning theory and scheiarm: trust, collegiality, community,

support, learning, reflection, and feedback.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Research Design

Quialitative inquiry provides the vehicle to explore the complexities of the
coaching interactions and to consider possible meanings that may be interpratédoefr
use of language (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996). Specifically, a phenomenological approach
situates this inquiry in its context and recognizes that only those who coach and are
coached are able to offer insights into the nature of the experience (TCré&9a8).

From an ontological perspective, | believe that the reality of coaclesglitside the
perception of any single individual and can be identified only through an analysis of the
interactions and perceptions of those who participate.

A phenomenological stance is consistent with this belief in that it holds that an
essence of the phenomenon exists and can only be derived through the analysis of the
interactions of those who have experienced it firsthand (Moustakas, 1994). “In
phenomenology, perception is regarded as the primary source of knowledge, the source
that cannot be doubted” (Moustakas, p. 52). Thus, a phenomenological approach values
the perceptions of participants, while, “The method of reflection that occurs throughout
the phenomenological approach provides a logical, systematic, and coheverdeadsr
carrying out the analysis and synthesis needed to arrive at essentipltidescof

experience” (p. 47). Phenomenology provides a stance and a methodology that is well



suited to provide “rich descriptions of the nature of the coaching relationship" that
Denton, Swanson, and Mathes (2007) propose are needed (p. 588).

Furthermore, my belief that the language used is revealing, not in an isolgted wa
that values only the denotations of the words employed, but in a way that is
interpretivist—taking the context of the dialogue, of each participant, and of thevebs
as co-interpreter of the meaning is also congruent with structures ofrpéeological
inquiry (Schwandt, 2000). As Freire (2000) states,

Consistent with the liberating purpose of dialobeziucation, the object of the
investigation is not persons (as if they were anatal fragments), but rather the
thought-language with which men and women refeeadity, the levels at which they
perceive that reality, and their view of the wortdyhich their generative themes are
found. (p. 97)
Relationships are the focus of this inquiry, and language provides evidence of the
underlying perceptions that frame those relationships.

The qualitative paradigm was selected because it serves the purpose of the inquiry
at hand and honors the voices of those who are engaged in the experience under study.
First, the nature of the overarching research question demands a holistic lapipabac
embraces and allows for the inherent complexities (Creswell, 1998; Schram, 2003).
Second, the research questions seek to understand the meaning of a phenomenon as it
occurs within the natural setting, and this too is a fundamental characterisic of t
gualitative paradigm (Schram). Third, Newkirk (1991) argues that a qualitédivees
gives voice to teachers’ experiences, and honors the knowledge gleaned thraugh thei

work, observations, and collected stories. In this study, through the exploration of the

interactions of literacy coaches and teachers, | am seeking to understaneaning and
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nature of those interactions to the participants. Shank (2002) points out, “the pursuit of
such meaning is a valuable goal in itself and on its own terms” (p. 194).

| am passionately interested in developing a better understanding of coaching
relationships. Each participant brings perceptions about what the coachingmrcges,
and then in the process of the interaction, the meaning of the coaching experience is
constituted. My personal history as a teacher who has been coached and myasiator
coach have led me to think deeply about the meaning of a coaching experienceol want t
be able to better understand and describe the experience of coaching, givingrdios att
to the context of the adult learning theory that supported its development.

| sought to identify the perceptions that each participant brings and consider the
interplay of those perceptions in the coaching interaction. The meaning then, could be
compared to a tapestry. | did not yet know the picture (the essential wholk¢ameg to
do so by identifying some of the threads (the parts or themes from various peespecti
and beginning to see the patterns they created. Thus an interpretivist stanicat one t
holds that human action is intentional and understanding the intentions requires an
attempt to take the full context into account, was consistent with my philosopHie#d be
and with the purpose of this study (Schwandt, 2000).

Interpretivism, as an epistemological stance, holds that the parts cannot be
understood without the whole and the whole cannot be understood without the parts
(Schwandt, 2000). Phenomenological sociology is one of what Schwandt describes as the
three interpretive traditions. Within this tradition, there is an emphaskgeantentions
of social actors and the proposition that the meaning of a given action must jetater

in light of those intentions (Schwandt). The life world “is constituted in conversation and
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interaction” (p. 192). Gubrium and Holstein (2000) point out that from this perspective, a
common understanding of reality or “intersubjectivity is...a social accompdstinp.
489). Because of the social context of their perspectives, fundamental differences i
teacher and coach perceptions might exist, yet through their sociatiittershe
essence of the coaching experience is created. Thus, only through an iexpidrétese
interactions can an understanding of their meaning be gained.
Lakoff and Johnson (1999) propose that, “mind is part of the very structure and

fabric of our interactions with our world” (p. 266), and if the meaning of interacsaas i
be explored and understood, this cannot be ignored. The meaning is trapped in the words
because our thinking is trapped in our physiological processes, thus our words quite
literally share our thinking. Lakoff and Johnson (1980) further propose that a metphor i
not simply a way to translate our thoughts, but that our thinking and our actions are
metaphorically bound. A metaphor, then, in the sense that Lakoff and Johnson use it, is a
“metaphorical concept,” a way of thinking (p. 6). Therefore, within the courseiof the
professional dialogue, the language that teachers and coaches useaffi@néy a view
of the patterns of language, but also a glimpse into the thinking, the cognitive @odess
negotiated meaning of coaching.

Through the study, | am seeking a deeper undersofirelationships, namely the
relationships between literacy coaches and elemaigi@chers. Those relationships consist
of the meaning that participants make of theiraxtBons, and so, those interactions provide
the most direct window into their understandinis,tery nature of the relationships. | trust
the interactions because | believe that the worblepveonsidered in context, represent the

very thinking of the actors who choose them. | hayeown literacy coach-teacher
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relationships, and | am seeking to set the undetistgs of my personal experiences with
those relationships aside, exploring the relatigrsstf others to gain a deeper
understanding of the many forms that such relatipestan take in an endeavor to tease out
the common threads. | do not believe that | cdwy flo so, that | can be truly and

completely objective, but | hold to the belief tbaty through the process of trying, can |
rise above the tendency to oversimplify coachitatianships by allowing my own
experience to stand representative of all coacllagionships. | value my own experiences
and knowledge, and bracketing them out is an emdeast to purify the study of them as if
they were contaminants to contained, but to sepénain in the interest of holding them up
to the light. In gaining a deeper understandingtioérs, | will better understand self, and as

| better understand self, | will gain a deeper usidading of others.

Subjects/Participants
Samples for qualitative studies are typically smaller and purposeful (Patton,
2002). | selected a criterion sampling approach to increase the focus agliflamoke
commonalities (Patton). The first criterion established is that a coach raustepon-
site, one-on-one coaching in the area of literacy in an elementary school irodvder t
included. Whether the coach is called a literacy coach or an instruateae is not

relevant, provided that the coach functions in this role. The second criterion is that the

coach must have been coaching in the school for a minimum of one full school year prior

to the study in order to ensure that the relationships under study have beem8yfficie

established.
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| began by gathering as much information as possible through websites, looking
for systems that employ literacy coaches. Initially when neggdsawntacted the
superintendent, assistant superintendent, or curriculum director of each sydtem a
conduct an informal interview by phone or email to inquire concerning the system’s
procedure for granting approval to conduct research and to ensure that there raeye lite
coaches in the system who met the criteria. Later, when | appliedBaxgproval to
increase the pace of recruiting, | sent recruitment packets if thatevelfered evidence
that the elementary coaches might meet the criteria.

| followed the appropriate protocol for system approval when one was
established. In two cases this required additional IRB approval. In theafsest the
system required that principals give consent before they would consider approval.
sought and received approval for an amendment to change the order of recruiting in such
cases. Secondly, | sought and received amendment approval to email the coatsct lett
when appropriate rather than mail them.

Typically, | mailed a recruitment packet to a system leader (most oéten th
superintendent) that included the system contact letter (Appendix A). That intngduct
packet also included a copy of the form that | would be sent to a building level
administrator (Appendix B) if the system required that the principal gramigson as
well. The packet also contained copies of the letter that would be sent to ltesmtyes
(Appendix C), the letter that would be sent to teachers (Appendix D), the interview
protocol for literacy coaches (Appendix E), the interview protocol for tea¢Apendix
F), the follow-up interview protocol for all participants (Appendix G), and the consent

form (Appendix H). Except in the case outlined above, once the system granted approval,
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| sent a packet to the building level administrators within that system contaopres of
the letter that would be sent to literacy coaches (Appendix C), the letterliiad sent
to teachers (Appendix D), and the consent form (Appendix H).

Upon system approval and building level approval (when required) | sent the
letter outlining my research interests and inviting literacy coadkgsefidix C) to
participate. This packet included only the letter of recruitment/invitation aetf-a
addressed stamped envelope for participants to respond. Initially, | followqsayste
step process, but this approach to recruiting proved to be sorely inefficient, ancedupdat
my recruitment letters to indicate that sets of participants would be addedsina f
respond basis. Once these updates were approved by the IRB, | sent the packets out in
mass mailings, sending as many as | could effectively research andecatrgpiime.

Once | have a positive response from a literacy coach, | sent letters (dpperio all
the teachers with whom the literacy coach worked. | accepted thiviirs¢achers to
express a willingness to participate.

The goal was to have a total of twelve participants, one literacy coach@nd tw
teachers within each of four schools. This provided eight coaching sessions aed twel
in-depth interviews for analysis along with the reflexive journal. | usetptzie data sets
(one coach and two teachers from the same school). The first data set collvegdse

a pilot.

Pilot Study

The first set of data collected (from Triad A) was used as a pilot for the

recruitment, transcription, and analysis process. The pilot was not completed in its
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entirety before proceeding with the study, rather it ran concurrently atah the study,

and each phase of the study was tested and refined through the pilot data set. The data
from the pilot was not included in final write-up, but conducting the pilot was an
indispensible aid to the quality of the study.

In the recruitment process, | encountered issues that would arise again. For
example, rather than follow my recruitment procedures as | had outlined in my proposa
the building administrator gave the packet including sample letters to the coach, and the
coach in turn asked two teachers to participate, and | received a paokéhifee
participants eager to participate. Because this was not the way | had emvisione
recruitment taking place, | consulted with my advisors and methodologist anchidetr
that the way that it had occurred was still in keeping with criterion-convengampling
and did not pose a problem from that perspective. | also discussed the issue with someone
from the IRB and was told that | cannot control what others do, only that | muselie tr
what | said | would do. This was also an issue that would arise again as only one set of
my three remaining were recruited the way the | had outlined.

The pilot offered a valuable lesson in logistics as well. There was a ctadfuim
the recording of the coach’s interview. As | was listening to the tapentectibe, it
suddenly fell completely silent. | became physically ill at the shock ahd after
discussing it with my advisors, determined that | would paraphrase whatrhiesres
from the interview. This was difficult because | had not taken notes to the dadeht t
expected. | had found that extensive note taking distracted me from reatintiste
what was being said. It was also at this point that | realized true “thsckipgigon” was

only possible in the video recordings, but that maintaining an effort toward it in the
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interviews was still beneficial (Patton, 2002; Creswell, 1998; Carspecken, 1996). Her
particularly, as | worked to paraphrase the participant’s responsestleanegh

epoche. It was difficult to filter for what | expected to hear without the vierba
transcript. This experience was invaluable with regard to my own understandngg of t
importance of each step in the data collection process.

When | returned for the follow-up interview, | shared what | had written with the
coach and she indicated that she liked my wording better. This was simultaneously
flattering and deeply discomforting. My goal was to really hear whatsmarehers were
trying to share, and while | embrace that | am a part of that process|tths ifd had
overtaken it. Paraphrasing made me feel that my perceptions overshadowetthaathe
interpreted those of the study participant. | did not complete analysis ofahargil all
data had been collected. | was concerned that the process would make my stance of
epoche more difficult rather than facilitate it.

As | transcribed the pilot interviews, | found that my interview protocol edable
me to tap into the kind of information that | was seeking. Following the cassetteler
malfunctioning, | took two recorders to every interview to prevent this situatam fr
occurring again. | still encountered a few instances of statementgdfeatost due to
overlapping voices (two people talking at once) or quiet statements that were
imperceptible in the recording, but nothing to the extent of the data lost in the pilot

interview.
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Ethical Concerns

The process of approval through an Institutional Review Board (IRB), no matter
how thoughtfully entered, cannot allay all ethical concerns in the researchspiboes
approach I took, using in-depth interviews rather than surveys, manifests an &hical s
to “treat [participants] as people” (Fontana & Frey, 2000, p. 668). | trust the self-
reporting process and desire to offer participants the opportunity to telltthreassand
clarify any ambiguities that arise. Yet the in-depth interview prosessly one data
collection method within the study, and it alone is rife with additional ethical owce
such as compensation, neutrality, and manipulation (Patton, 2002).

Of these three issues, the one that initially concerned me most was thaf issue
neutrality. | am a naturally caring person with a background in teaching aciurogpat
may be difficult to be non-evaluative in my demeanor. | need to be open and receptive to
whatever line of thinking the interviewees share. | will need to consistemtiynanicate
interest and a receptive attitude, as a negative response on my part couldhiehibit
interviewee’s willingness to be open. The issue of ethics was another factpr in m
selection of the standardized open-ended interview approach. As a novice interviewer it
serves to support my thinking through potential ethical concerns in advance as | gain
experience in the field.

| sought to gain entry into a realm that the literature indicates requisesnt
order to be effective, and | asked coaches and teachers to reveal their dedmes f
about the nature of the coaching relationship. Confidentiality was crifigerticipants
had shared information that could be perceived as negative in any way, whether it is

about themselves or others, the information could have caused harm. Within local arenas
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especially, changed names and locations afford little protection (Chrj2z0(3).
System names will not be shared, and general descriptions will be used. Thssimeake
use of pseudonyms more effective. Nothing more specific than the accoadigion in
which the schools fall was used to help ensure that systems could not be identified
through unique demographic characteristics. Sharing candid comments with research
participants could seem innocent enough in the moment, yet even if the commentator
were not identified, shared comments could potentially harm previously ds¢ablis
professional relationships. Such comments hold the potential to undermine collegial
relationships as well as supervisory ones. Balancing this need for cautiorffigak ds
| sought to build rapport.

As the researcher, | have an ethical obligation to minimize any rik to t
participants. The risks inherent in the design are minimal, and steps witienetta
ensure that even the slightest risk is addressed. | will use a documente@dhémmsent,
which helps ensure participants that confidentiality will not be breached ngllayi
concerns that might cause a degree of stress for some participants eBeréapants
volunteer, it is less likely that they will experience any discomfort thatidoe:l

associated with self-disclosure and reflection.

Location/Setting for the Research
A criterion sampling approach was selected to increase the focuso&ed for
commonalities, thus each of the schools selected empdtsedntary literacy coaches as
the first criteria (Patton, 2002). | used Interregrshes to review school and district

websites as well as followed up on leads from perisand professional contacts to identify
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systems that employ literacy coaches. The schools weessable geographically. | began
by contacting the appropriate central office staff in four systems to taqgt@snation
concerning the protocol to apply for permission to conduct research. Once my @mmitt
and the Human Subjects Review Board approved the study, | began to mail maruitm
packets.

Once | received system approval, | followed the protocol established by the
system to contact possible participants, which sometimes included acquiringgp@nm
from principals before contacting coaches. When required and when not specifed, |
the letter to contact the principal (Appendix B). Participants selecsge in which they
felt comfortable for the interviews, and the vidgmd coaching sessions were conducted in
the typical setting within the respective schobigovided all materials necessary for
videotaping. It was important that data be coll@atethe least invasive way possible. Since
so much depended upon the trust participants placeé as the researcher, it was also
important that | demonstrated that | valued theeds and respected their wishes.

Once | had a coach and two teachers with whom thehoworked to express
interest, | contacted them to set up a consent femew session. All consent form review
sessions were completed with all three participantsce, except in one case where one
participant was absent on the date we had seldctest. with her separately at a later date.
All videotaping and interviews took place withirethchools. All schools were public
elementary schools and fell within the accreditajigisdiction of the Southern Association

of Colleges and Schools (SACS).
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Data Collection

Recruitment was challenging. It was difficult to identify systé¢inag had coaches
who met the criteria | had established and to navigate the many differenthady
systems receive research proposals. | went through several amendgitieiRB to
accommodate the process as outlined by systems. | was initially onlitirecin as
many systems as | needed at a time, but after an extended period of piplied for an
amendment with IRB to increase the pace of recruiting. In the end, | sent cathyas m
packets as | could prepare at a time. Often it was ten to twelve packetaibata
collected beginning May 2009 and ending June 2011.

In three of the four schools, the participants altered the recruitment process.
two cases the building administrator gave the samples of the recruitmenst te the
coach, and I received an envelope with all three potential participantssrgneserest.

In one other case, the coach began to ask teachers if they were intdtessteagreed

to participate. In this case | had already received a letter expyestrest. | asked the
coach if any teacher would be bothered by not being included, and she indicated that it
would not be an issue. | enrolled the teacher from whom | had received a letter afd one
the teachers the coach had invited into the study.

Including the pilot, the data collected consisted of in-depth interviews with four
coaches, in-depth interviews with eight teachers, and videotaped coadsiogsevith
each coach-teacher pair. These three sources of data served to strémegtitedy
through triangulation, assisting me in ascertaining a clearer concegtiaaliof the focal
point, in this case the teacher-literacy coach relationship, by explofiognitmultiple

perspectives (Patton, 2002). The videotaped coaching sessions allowed me toess as a |
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intrusive observer collecting interactions that occur (Patton). | sajntessive because
the presence of the equipment and the knowledge that the session is being regitded mi
alter to some extent what the coaches and teachers choose to say. In my personal
experience with coaching; however, the presence of another individual sigtyfiaksers
the dynamics of the conversation. The video camera is more likely to fade into the
background than | would be as an intrusive observer.

The in-depth interviews provided the researcher with access to the pmrsepti
and perspectives of the study participants (Patton, 2002). As Fontana and Frey (2000)
point out, as the researcher | have an influence on the context, and to some degree, all
interviews result in a negotiated text. Because | am a novice in the intervieaggrbc
selected a predominantly standardized open-ended interview approach (Patton).

Using a standardized open-ended interview protocol for coaches (Apperidix E)
and teachers (Appendix F) afforded the opportunity to give careful considerati@n to t
wording and order of questions that | designed in advance and served to keep me, as the
researcher, highly focused, as well as the data collection more consistent)(Hée
standardization piece ensured that | attended to every question on the protocol. | did not,
however, hesitate to probe for additional information or clarification.

There is a trade off for every decision made in research design, and in ¢his cas
the trade off resided in the possibility of over-structuring the interview textent that
relevant data were inadvertently missed. To counter this possibility, | apted limit

my use of follow-up probes, and | have include a paraphrasing of Patton’s (2002) final

" Appendix E and F are modeled closely after Appendix 7.2 (Patton, 2002) available on
pages 423-427. The questioning techniques that were relevant were adapted to the
content of this study.
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qguestion (p. 379), which provides an unstructured component at the conclusion of the
interview to increase the probability of gaining a deeper understanding adrtiexity
of the participants’ perceptions (Fontana & Frey, 2000). The final question prdrapts t
interviewee to share a question that | as the interviewer should havebaskid not. In
this way, the interviewee has the opportunity to take the conversation in a direction that
the structure of the standardized interview might have otherwise limeésh asked if |
might turn the recorder on again if participants began to share additional thdteghits a
had completed the interview protocol.

Original data files were stored in a locked filing cabinet in the reseresdiome
office. Signed permission and consent documents and video and audio recordings were
particularly guarded. These had the highest potential for participant idetifi. The
home office was selected as the more secure location given that thehessavork
office is in a public section of the elementary school in which | teach. Colleagtess
and exit freely throughout the day, often with groups of students, to check out and return
materials for classroom use. | assigned a capital letter beginitméwo the coach of
each school in the order that the data is collected. Each teacher then recditeddtye
coach’s capital letter and a numeral in the order that the data wasembllecg. Al, A2).
Audiotapes were labeled with codes only. A linking list was created and kept throughout
the transcription process, and it was destroyed after all initial inteaune video
transcripts were verified. If during the course of the interview, a gatitused
identifying information such as the name of other colleagues in the study oratierloc
of the school, brackets were used to insert a pseudonym or generalized termsrto furthe

ensure that participants cannot be inadvertently identified through transcripts.
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Other IRB amendments included approval to follow a different order of
recruitment when the system required that | do so, approval of the correction of a
typographical error, approval to recruit via email, approval of the changencffaii
Investigator when my co-advisor transitioned to a new appointment at a diffelegec
Upon defense, signed consent forms in a sealed envelope with my name, the name of the
study, and the IRB number assigned to the study were submitted to remain locked in a
file with the Graduate School for a minimum of three years. Audio and video recrding
will remain in a secure location within the researcher’'s home office fonianomm of

three years. Once three years have passed, the recordings will beedestroy

Analysis

Epoche is not a step, but an adopted stance, an on-going process of remaining
committed to uncovering and disclosing biases and suspending judgment (Patton, 2002).
| do not hold a naive belief in my own ability as the researcher to filter caftraly
biases and presuppositions, as | know that it will be a rigorous and continual endeavor. |
must be as committed to analyzing my own processes and beliefs as | amzmgriaby
perceptions and interactions of the coaches and teachers | interview and obsgge. |
the notion of a positivist objectivity in this arena, yet | “believe that abjgcts worth
striving for” in the quest to understand as accurately as | can the meaningdedsby
others (Patton, 2002, p. 93).

Within the context of this stance, | transcribed the interviews and the observations
verbatim and took them with me to the follow-up interview to have participants verify

accuracy. Reissman (1993) describes the process of transcribing datarasetive” for
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the way in which | determine to represent it can alter it (p. 13). Reissman (1993)
compares the role of the researcher to that of a photographer, for theheissalects

the angle or perspective of the snapshot taken. Just as Lindfors (1999) proposes in an
educator’s work with children that “The challenge is to hear through the words to the
intention that lies behind them and gives birth to them” (p. 64), so is the challenge of
analyzing the interview and observation transcripts.

While phenomenological analysis is not a singular construct, | selected
Moustakas’ (1994) transcendental phenomenological model to guide the analysss proce
since it is congruent with the purpose of the study, namely to determine thegnea
nature/essence of literacy coach-teacher relationships. | seleetenodel that
Moustakas patterns on the work of van Kaam. The first step of this process as Moustaka
outlines it, was preliminary grouping or horizonalization, which involved listing the
phrases that were relevant to the experience under study. The second stemgaitcordi
Moustakas, was Phenomenological Reduction, which consisted of identifying the
invariant constituents and eliminating redundant or vague phrases. As | engdged in t
process, | also removed verbal pauses and clarified casual or colloquiaphrase

Once the invariant constituents were identified, | clustered them into themes, and
then | validated or checked invariant constituents and themes against tladl@ation
transcript or to the original transcript if necessary. Once verified, theethand
invariant constituents were used to create an “individual textural descripfitimé
experience (Moustakas, 1994, p. 133). Then | created an “individual structural
description” that focused on the “underlying dynamics of the experience” (p. 135). Prior

to this step the focus was on “what,” but here the focus is shifted to “how,” because the
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underlying structures might have facilitated the development of the phendima¢maere
being considered (p. 98).

| then created a “composite textural description” considering all of the dhuili
textural descriptions (Moustakas, 1994, p. 137). After that, | created a “composite
structural description” (p. 141). Finally | engaged in the process of “texdtrtedtural
synthesis” in which | attempted to arrive at the essences of the expahemnggh
intuition, drawing upon the insights gained through the previous steps of the analytical
process (Moustakas, p. 144).

In keeping with the emergent nature of qualitative research | sought to be
“comprehensive and systematic, but not rigid” in my approach (Coffey & Atkirk996
p. 10). Coffey and Atkinson emphasize that there are myriad options for analyzing data
and it is imperative that “research methods...be used in a disciplined manner” (p. 13).
Therefore, | outlined and recorded my decision-making process for the puitposef
bricolageof strategies and making the rationale explicit as it relates to thallover

research design (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000).

Trustworthiness/Authenticity
One method of verification that | sought to employ was that of “detailed thick
description” (Patton, 2002; Creswell, 1998; Carspecken, 1996). | attempted to record the
full context of the videotaped coaching sessions in the transcript, making note of the
nuances of physical stance, proximity, and facial expressions. Thick descriftied he
me ensure that | was attending to the context in which the interactions weddeahbe

the context that interacts with and co-constructs the meaning of the acchess’

56



exchanges. While it was not possible to capture every nuance, | also madeceffands t
thick description as | interviewed participants, noting the visible, physiolagispbnses
that added color and light to the words chosen. The tone, intonation, and hesitation that
were captured on the audiotape provided some descriptions that facilitated cuvateac
interpretation along with the notes concerning body language and fgmiaksions that |
took during the interview process. The process of transcribing thick descriptionvalso g
me an opportunity to record my own thinking which further assisted me in my endeavor
to bracket my presuppositions. | incorporated three different types of data (pettota
observations, in-depth interviews, and a reflexive journal) in order to strengthen the
study’s trustworthiness through data triangulation (Patton). Furthermmrg in an
opportunity for participants to review their data transcripts as a memiairoge

procedure in an effort to verify authentiéitand the reflexive journal assisted my efforts
to clarify researcher bias (Creswell). Finally, | consulted withaayisor and

methodologist to review my decision making process for peer debriefingpéChes,

1996).

Discussion
| continue to be deeply interested in understanding the meaning of literacy coach-
teacher relationships as experienced by teachers and coaches and thgtiiopsrof its

impact on student achievement. This qualitative study of the coaching expérence

8 patton, predominantly drawing on the work of Lincoln and Guba (1986), describes
authenticity as “reflexive consciousness about one’s own perspective, appneoiathe
perspectives of others, and fairness in depicting constructions in the vatuascdayird
them” (p. 546).
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the interpretivist perspective and in the phenomenological tradition was desigjad to
access to the essential nature of literacy coach-teacher relatiolxégbes and their
colleagues need role clarification and administrators need the lantguei@ectively
describe the coaching relationship in order to provide coaching as a powerfusipredes
development context in an era of accountability. Stakeholders need an accurate
description and those who would conduct future research need a clearer picture of the

literacy coach-teacher relationship. This study provided insights tohasd £nds.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
In this study | explored the nature of literacy ¢doand elementary teacher

relationships as experienced by coaches and teatthkrsk for patterns in their
interactions that offer insight into that natuneg & examine the metaphors they use to help
describe the relationship and experience to othérs.chapter is divided into four sections.
The first section discloses some potential bids&ts discovered as | reviewed my reflexive
journal and self-interview. The second sectionioesl the results and is subdivided into
three sections to explore the relevant findinge#mh of the three inquiry domains that
frame the research questions. The third sectidimneothapter is a summary of the findings,

and the final section is the conclusion.

Researcher’s Perspective
In an effort to help bracket my assumptions albel fimy potential biases, | developed
a reflexive narrative by “interviewing” myself (El& Bochner, 2000). Using the in-depth
interview protocol for literacy coaches (Appendix E), the in-depth interpi@tocol for
teachers (Appendix F), and the follow-up interview protocol for all participants
(Appendix G), | wrote my responses over a period of thmesing to clarify and elaborate
on my thoughts. This format structured my explorabbmy own beliefs and experiences

as | entered the analysis phase and created antaiteto compare with my findings and
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critically question my conclusions. Just becauseld a belief and then | found it to be true
for others does not invalidate it. In my reflexieejnal | wrestled with this concept.

| cannot rule out themes that emerge in the data that | expected, to do so would be
just another way to silence the voices of those | am seeking to understand, seeking to
give voice to. | think epoche is about avoiding pre-judgments...avoiding fast
interpretations rather than reflective and thoughtful ones. | am seekintgasideeor

quiet my own inner voice to allow the others to rise and be heard unfettered,
uncluttered. If, when | raise the volume of my own again, it happens to harmonize
with the myriad others, it will not mean that | have failed. Because | too s$teare t
experience of coaching, it is in fact likely. | silence my own voice, | ligiezath

distinct other, and then | listen to the chorus. | am listening for the melodysemst r

from the collective to capture the song that is coaching.

Thus, the self-interview does not serve as a sergenly allowing those themes that do not
match my own to filter through. Rather, it servegiale for critical review, to highlight my
own beliefs and reveal the areas where | need mads¢ guarded and certain that | am
allowing the data to speak.
| am an advocate for coaching. As a teacher logashed, and | valued it so much that
| became a coach when the opportunity arose. | cariwaiie in myriad ways that | believe
in the power of coaching. This is quite evidentiyp self-interview.
| am very concerned in these economic times that the coaching positions will be
among the first cut (in fact | already know of such instances), and | thini ihat
a grave mistake for the long-term growth of a school. | believe that parehts
legislators often assume that only the people who are in direct contact with a
group of students daily make a difference. | believe in the power of teachers to
make a difference in the lives of their students, and | believe in the power of a
coach to help them be more effective toward that end. | believe we need to ensure
that all stakeholders are aware of the coach’s role.
Along with this deeply entrenched belief, | am also an optimist by nature tend to
frame observations and intentions in a positive way. As | engaged in the apelgsiss,

| asked myself continually if | were remaining true to the coaleteer’s intent, and

cautiously considered whether | was glossing over or over-simplifgmegxtpressed
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meanings. | had to remain committed to accurate representation regardibethar the
data supported the benefits of coaching or not.

An example of an issue of remaining true to the participant’s intent arose whe
one of the co-researchers was describing the process of building relationshgisrigy
to know teachers and what approaches might be effective with them, “I hate tssay thi
it's almost manipulative, but [...] sometimes manipulation can be a positive thiryg.” M
response was somewhat visceral, an internal flinch of sorts. | did not have tifficul
monitoring my reaction during the interview, but as | analyzed the data, | suggh
this statement on several levels.

First, | could relate to the comment, and | didn't like that | could. It reminded me
that | had felt manipulative at times in my early coaching, and that fdedichgnade me
uncomfortable. Second, on the one hand, this similar experience from my own past made
me feel that | understood what the co-researcher meant, and yetpldskdmyself if |
was trying to “soften” the comment for my own benefit, to make it like my own
experience and decrease the discomfort it created for me. Third, | sttwgth the
perceptions others might have about this co-researcher’'s comment, and Iristtrent i
to protect the co-researcher. If | silenced the comment, and | did so due to my own
discomfort and not the protection of the co-researcher, it would be unethical treatment of
the data. If | disclosed the comment regardless of any potential risk tarticgopat, |
would be neglecting my ethical responsibility to minimize the risk. Utehgareading
and rereading the context of this statement and working though my own feelings about i

allowed me to move past the initial response and accept it into the collectiveflutzdg o
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neither under nor over representing it. Experiences such as this helped me remain
vigilant in my efforts toward epoche during the process of analysis.

Additional effort toward a stance of epoche is also evident in the way in which |
chose to code the transcripts and clarify meanings when | selected quotesades |
efforts to incorporate thick description, | had to create a pattern to separatardiseof
participants, environmental notes, and the more subjective meanings | gathlered as
sought to understand the intended meanings of co-researchers. In the next section

outline a key of the visual cues or coding | assigned for clarification.

Coding

Throughout the chapter quotes from the origiraadgcripts or horizonalizations will be
included. The coding used to designate meaningmiitte quote and highlight alterations
from the original transcript as verified by the map@ant is outlined here. | used ellipsis
throughout the original transcripts to show thevessational flow, thus un-bracketed
ellipsis were in the original transcript. | used [...] whent®ns that were not germane to
the meaning were removed after the transcript had been verified. These seetjons
have included pauses, verbal pauses, repeated words, and/or incomplete Pbldses.
indicates that the word/phrase was stated withcpéat emphasis. Complete phrases were
substituted for the shortened conversational phrases. For ex&mghkewas replaced
with kind of Any grammatical or spelling errors not detected by the researctier or
participant during the transcript review process were also correctede3uaekets that
were used in the original transcript contain comments in italicized prinm\&he

grammatical change was made to remain true to the participant’s totéeqgin a



sentence with a capital letter that was not in the original transcript, orwdrels were
added for clarification these changes were also noted in [] square brackeis fiomu.
To guide my analysis of the interviews, | used the phenomenological methods
outlined by Moustakas (1994), specifically the adapted van Kaam approach. As each
theme that emerged from the interviews is explored, the textural-strustothesis,
which is a composite of the experience for all co-researchers, will be ptasde
summary of the description of that theme (Moustakas). For the video role arialesss
initially guided by Carspecken (1996), and | added two frames: Killion andsdaisi
(2006) coaching roles and Anderson et al.’s (2001) Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy,
specifically the Cognitive Process Dimension. The exploratidheohigher order levels
of thinking will follow the role analysis, and then the metaphors will be explordafi_a

& Johnson, 1980).

Participants

Abigail, Carol, and Matrtina, the three coachesket in the study, had been coaching
from four to six years at the time they were intewwed, and they had all remained in the
same school system since they began coaching. Br@necruited into the coaching
position and one sought the position after beikg@dd she knew anyone who might be
interested. They all hold at least master’'s degteeshold specialist degrees, and they all
have reading endorsement. Two received extensiageor their coaching role. One
indicates, “We [...] receivedomuch training, it was unbelievable.” The other describes a
yearlong training that included fieldwork. The thaoach received a three-day course

through a local educational service agency, andrwaghly meetings within her system.
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The six teachers enrolled in the study included @pdane, Julia, Kaleigh, Kay, and Susie.
Among the teachers the number of years teachitigg dime of interviews ranged from six
to twenty-one. All participants were certified thars working in a public school system
within the accreditation jurisdiction of the Southéssociation of Colleges and Schools

(SACS).

Results
Inquiry Domain One: The Essence of the Coachingtielship
Empirical Question:
What is the nature of literacy coach-teacher relationships?
Theoretical Direction:
From a phenomenological perspective, coaching relationships have an essence, and tha
essence can only be determined by analyzing the interactions and pascepthose

who experience the phenomenon (Moustakas, 1994).

The in-depth interviews with three coaches andesighers were transcribed and then
analyzed using Moustakas’ (1994) adaptation of#ftreKaam method of phenomenological
analysis. Through this process, six themes emeidetithemes are interrelated, yet there
are some marked distinctions that prevented me from combining them further. Two of the
themes include supporting themes that are more specific and help clatdygire
theme. Because the sub-theme of metaphors inforgqusry Domain Three: Self-

Reported Perceptions of Coaches and Teacheafter the textural-structural synthesis

here, but | reserve the full treatment for that section. Following a desargdteach
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theme, the textural-structural synthesis is given to provide a summasy rdtilre of

that experience for the co-researchers. As outlined in Chapter 3, thaltsktuctural

synthesis was created as the final step in the phenomenological analydipravides a
“synthesis of the meanings and essences of the experience” for adlecoeleers

(Moustakas, 1994, p. 144). The exploration of each theme opens with an introduction and
ends with the textural-structural synthesis. A summary of the themessollow

Theme One: Context of the Relationship

How long a coach and teacher have worked together, the focus of their work, and
the culture and climate in which the work is situated are all explored withithénse.
Relationships do not develop in a vacuum, and understanding the context is essential to
understanding the development and experience.

The foundation for this theme might be better understood through the coaches
because they speak more globally to all coach-teacher relationships luiltkirgs, not
only those with the teachers included in the study. Martina expressed the lack of
established relationships when she first became a coach. “My firsatyas school, it
was a brand new school, [...] so we had teachers in the county who came from lots of
other schools in the county.” When Carol first came to her current school, teaclters “ha
never had a literacy coach before, and | really created the role.” Amag#ired the
clean slate experienced in the beginning by most participants:

| had to work to be accepted number one, because this was a brand new school,

[...] they did not put any of the coaches in a school that they had been in[...]

prior, so this was a [...] brand new school, brand new teachers, brand new
principal, | mean, | had to learn everything.

65



Newness seems to be embedded in the role change as much as the change in venue. Even
the coach and teacher who had worked together for two years previously in another
school experienced a sense of newness because of the change in roles.
Three teachers had no previous literacy coaching experiences. JuliasgXpla
didn’t even know they [literacy coaches] existed.” She later had a coach in ldendpuil
but did not have the opportunity to work with her. Three teachers had experienced
coaching relationships prior to their current ones. Kay describes how differealetiod
the previous coach was compared to her current coach:
It's a big difference though in the school that | came from before here besaus

never had that kind of experience with our literacy coach. She mainly monitored
us [...] in the classroom and [...] she ordered materials for us, and things like that.

Teachers seem to either not have had expectations at all because of thetaek of
experiences or because the prior experiences were quite different.

This theme creates a frame of reference for the circumstancesistat when
the coaching relationships began. The commonalities and differences emerg&eand t
together they provide a contextual basis for exploring the relationships asdhey a
currently experienced.

Textural-Structural Synthesis

All three coaches had not taught previously in their current schools, so the
relationships were new, and the building of relationships was the central focus. In one
case, the coach had worked with one of the teachers previously, but in another eapacity
a support teacher. This level of knowing each other gave them a steppingstone, but their
new relationship was to be very different. They began their current relationstkimgy
together for almost half of the day for a year. This was far more tine¢ghtergthan any

other co-researchers had experienced.
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One of the three coaches works only with the primary (K-2) teachers in her
building, and the other two coaches work with K-5. The K-5 coaches are alone in their
role in the building, and the K-2 coach has a building partner who shares an office. Two
of the three coaches indicate that there is little teacher turnover in thdingsil
Because they have few new teachers, they typically have opportunities topoave|
maintain the same relationships over time. Half the teachers had no pdbingpa
experiences, and half had worked with a different coach before coming to the their
current schools. Two co-researchers indicated that the coaches they had knogn befor
served in roles that were fundamentally different from the coaches with videym t
currently work, but they did not seem to carry any negative expectations from those
experiences.

The number of years that coaches have worked in the schools ranges from four
and a half to six years. Topics that the coaches and teachers have focused on include
writing, guided reading, interactive writing, and how to integrate sciendesocial
studies into the balanced literacy framework. One of the coaches had @xpadgnced
a role transition from literacy to instructional, and one was beginning to wdrk wit
teachers in areas other than literacy. One co-researcher had begtotmiplement
balanced literacy before she began working with the coach, and this may account for

some of the early resistance to coaching that she describes.

Theme Two: Relationship Progression

This theme addresses how the feelings and interactions were experetiveg a
began and how they are experienced currently. This is a portrait of the evolution of the

relationships under study. The clean slate of the context was not completelyepgsit
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void of expectations leaves a vast amount of space for fear of the unknown to occupy. To
understand the unsettled, fearful nature of the beginning of the relationship is to wonder
how they could ever survive, much less thrive. Kaleigh captures the earty angs

[Y]ou know when you first meet somebody, and they’re in her position, you

might be [...] nervous and or worried...Oh, | don’t know what they’re thinking?

Are they [...] just going teritique me all thetime? Or are they actually going to

be considerate and [offer] constructive criticism?
Kaleigh had not worked with a coach previously, and she didn’t know what to expect, but
not knowing what to expect is only one of the sources that induces the discomfort that
characterizes early coaching relationships. Donna describes how theoeating felt
like being corrected or judged.

| guess maybe at the beginning, we were a little bit [...] as a statiabit

resistant to her because [...] we had tried to do it on our own, and we thought we
were doing it right.

The degree and source of the anxiety that marks early coaching may vary, but al
participants experienced it to some extent.

The relationship develops and these early anxieties tend to fade with time and
give way to comfort. Kaleigh offers a glimpse into the development of thieoredhip
indicating that she doesn't feel anxious with the coach now. “We know each otlier a lit
bit better personallgnd professionally. [...] [J]Just knowing each other better, | feel more
comfortable around her.” Susie’s description indicates that the comfort legetiexnto
a sense of safety. “| feel really comfortable with her giving mélfaek [...] because
[...] she really says it in a way that’s non-threatening.” Abigail even usesrthe t
“relaxed” to describe the current feelings associated with coaching €tBoes, | don't

even realize that [...] it's happening.” Within this theme how the coachiatiaeship
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progresses from apprehension to satisfaction through time and shared experiences is
explored.

Textural-Structural Synthesis

A few participants characterize the early relationships as involving some
resistance, but most describe a period of time marked by nervousness, self-doubt, worry
or fear. Many feelings were connected to unclear expectations eithermiogcthe
coach’s role or implementation of literacy practices. For the most psegms to be the
thought of what coaching might be, a fear of the unknown that tends to evoke these
feelings rather than the coaching itself. One co-researcherlessarondering whether
the coach was “going to pick me apart.” Fears included worrying about being abserve
about doing the right thing, about whether the coach would like what you're doing in the
classroom. One co-researcher describes early coaching sessioas/agetve-racking,
because | thought, I'm not doing anything riglaughg [as if amused at the reflection].”

All three coaches describe an early focus on building relationships. For these co-
researchers relationships are experienced as the fundamental firstfwoaching and
building them includes getting to know learning styles, learning personatties a
differentiating the approach accordingly, and a willingness to help in infovana. The
relationships are purposeful, a pathway to the work ahead. Establishing the coalehing r
and setting expectations were part of this process as well. For cliesthgsar
interactions were marked with demonstrating and modeling, presenting aase'self
partner,” and building credibility as a fellow teacher. One participantidesahe early
coaching as feeling “artificial,” and one described a sense of tedtbsting” her with

difficult situations. Most coaches describe little interest on the pagtohers that first
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year, but when they helped those teachers, the success created additi@salihaer
spread. There weren’t many coaching sessions during year one for theseawiners.
There were interactions, but the interactions did not meet their definitions ofrogachi

All co-researchers experience the current relationships as having garnen m
comfortable, better, or deeper over time. Coaches experience most cuaterigieips
as positive or pleasant and all teachers describe the coaching relationstsies,
great, awesome, or friendly. One participant describes conversationseaaatbentic”
and “deeper.’ The relationships tend to be driven by an intense craving for professiona
growth, and a desire to give or receive help. Whether that hunger is a practioa
moment need or a long-range desire to improve varies, but the experience of c@aching i
gratifying, and so it continues. Over time the mutual work provides shared exjesrie
and positive results with students, and this builds trust and excitement. The relpsions
and work seem to spiral outward and upward, like a growing tree expanding in several
directions simultaneously.

Time is a recurring theme for all participants. As it relates to thehawgc
relationship, time is required for their growth. For all participants thehoogc
relationships are different now than they were in the beginning. For most thty drade
subsided. Even the one co-researcher who still experiences nervousness whermthe coac
observes her experiences increased self-esteem and confidence aftEnevard.
relationship has progressed to the extent that being coached is marked wg#é afse
reciprocity, eagerness, and dependability. Some describe coaching aspragimessed
from “instructive,” focused in professional literature, and about initial stepsrd more

“supportive,” collaborative, and collegial work. Coaching is extremely mytiaa
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delicate balance of push and pull. To be coached is to be safe enough to ask any question,
share any weakness and expect that the expressed need will be mdutlspect

Theme Three: Coaching Definitions and Contexts

This theme addresses what happens during coaching and what modes of
interaction are typical of coaches and teachers. The eclectic natuscbhingpis evident
in the myriad descriptions of the co-researchers. There is a strongp$ehseing and
dynamic flow. Sometimes the expectations for the structure of the intersetie well
established, but even when this is the case, there still tends to be an informahéeel. J
captures this overarching tone when she describes the pre-conference, observation, and
post-conference cycle of her typical one-on-one coaching context.

[M]ost of the time [the coach] will email me and ask me if there’s anytinag

[...] Ifeel or | can come to her but [...] anything | need to work on. [...] [F]or
example, this past time, [...] | felt like there was a writer | needec $wip with
because he was &igh [...] has learned everything | taught this year and just
really ran with it [...] I felt like I just wasn’t doing enough to lift him as ater.

[...] | told her that | needed help with that, so she offered to come in, [...] of
course, and [...] we always have a pre-conference, [I] kind of let her know what'’s
going on, [...] what it is that | would like for her to help me with. [...] [T]hen she
gives me some ideas that | can try [...] then I'll [...] schedule a time faoher
come in [..] to observe me [...] teach the lesson or to conference or whatever it is
[...] that she’s discussed with me. [...] [A]fter we've done that [...] she may step
in and help some, or she might just [...] stay back and just listen and observe.
[...][T]hen we’ll meet again afterword, and discuss [...] how things went and if
we thought that they wemtell [high pitched with emphagifstated as if she

wished she could say it always goes well, but that isn’t realistic], loeriéts
something else we need to tiiyat type of thing.

Jane casually shares the essence of the purpose of each step in the prpezetsdbut
there is no sense of restrictiveness associated with it.
Julia and Jane work with different coaches, and both coaches captured

conversations before and after the teaching as examples of typical caadhiegideos.
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The informality of the coaching context that is evident in Jane’s descripgathoed in

Julia’s comments:
[W]hat she usually does at the beginning of the year is she will send out a needs
list, what do you [...] feel is your greatest need, [...] and how can | help you. And
then we will fill that in, and then [...] we will sit down, and we will meet usually
after school, and we will talk about how she can help us. And then she will come
into our classroom [to help].

Julia’s explanations highlight the informal feel, and they also bring ancdh@mon

thread to the surface, that of working together in and around classroom settings. The

theme of coaching contexts and definitions explores the how, where, and when of the

experience of coaching.

Textural-Structural Synthesis

Coaching contexts and definitions are numerous. For all participants, coaching at
least began with a focus in literacy. Coaching tends to have a specificdoeugdriod
of time, and that focus is sometimes set by the system, sometimes ba¢hearwd
sometimes by the teacher. Teachers typically initiate coachingatitars, but
sometimes coaches contact teachers. For the most part even when tepexia
focus, the teacher still sets the coaching agenda, at least in part, withottisatThe
goals of coaching are often “layered,” and they may include goals fonssudeals for
teachers, and goals for the school. Teachers have professional learnirgwahadh.
This may take the form of courses, classes, or book studies, but for the most part they
tend to consider coaching the interactions that take place outside of timaft €&wtaching
for most co-researchers follows an expected format, but even among those co-

researchers, coaching is often experienced as informal.
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Informal coaching is described as “quick,” perhaps “unplanned,” or “castiad.” |

characterized by teachers “dropping-in” or “stopping-by.” It often hapipethe

hallway, the lunchroom, the coach’s office, or the bookroom. On the opposite end of the

continuum, coaching is experienced as formal with more rigid expectations and norms
that guide the types of interactions. Even for the majority of co-reseanehe

experience the coaching process as including a conversation beforekeged a

lesson, a time spent with the coaching in the classroom either teachingremapae
lesson, and a conversation after the lesson, the experience seems to fall ddtée mi
along the continuum of informal to formal. The structure guides the flow, but it doesn’t
appear to restrict it. Informal and formal coaching interactions ofkengiace in the
classroom.

Coaching is conversation. It is experienced as questions and answers, sharing
ideas with or bouncing ideas off one another, planning, and giving and receiving
feedback in positive ways. Coaching is collaborative. It is described akif\gavith,”
collegial, an opportunity to learn and work “through the hard parts.” The frequency of
this work varies. Students are a focal point of coaching. Questions might center on
specific students and the work is often grounded in student data. One co-researcher

describes coaching as “looking at specific kids, [...] really helping kidsl"amother

considers the coach someone who comes in as another teacher and helps you to look at

students and student learning. For several of the participants coaching is coramonpla
Their colleagues and/or friends in the profession often have coaches in theis shool
well. In a few cases coaching is experienced as the coach reldestegther from the

duties of her classroom to observe a peer followed by a discussion of the observation.
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Sub-Theme Three A: What the Coach Does

Within this theme the numerous tasks in which the coach engages are outlined.
The coach’s day is filled with more than coaching. For example, the coach neay ord
materials or plan for and teach a course. These tasks may or may not talduplag
what is considered coaching and they may or not directly support what theppatsci
consider coaching to be, thus this exploration of the larger role of the coachsitifigm
definitions and contexts of coaching, but the tasks included here are not limited to that
realm. Some of the data that inform this theme are more global charamies zatd
some read like a To Do list.

Kaleigh provides a global statement that sums up what the coach’s job is, “to me
the role of the literacy coach is to assist us in any means, any ways pwossible
implementing balanced literacy [...] and improving literacy instruction.” dvislent
from Kaleigh's view that there are countless tasks that could fall withirodEhts
domain. Julia also outlines what the coach does in similar broad strokes:

| think that the literacy coach'’s role is to be an aide to the teacher to help the

teacher in any way [...] that she needs it, [...], teaching a new strategy, [...] being

able to present a lesson [...] in a new and fresh way, giving ideas, giving

feedback, [...] and sometimes we get bogged down in the way we do things and a

new and fresh perspective [...] is better, and [...] | think that’s where thaciter

coach comes in is to help us with [...] what we have existing and help us become

[...] better language arts teachers.

Julia’s comment illustrates how the ordering and organizing of materiedading to
learn about new strategies may not actually be coaching yet tasks suebeasdly
support coaching. The tasks outlined as part of this theme are numerous. In fact, the role

of the coach is considered expansive, almost all encompassing as the list unfolds. Ca

shares:
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[There are] all sorts of little things that | do that really aren’t on a
schedule...conversations | have with teachers [...] things that they need to know,
and I'll find out for them...I'll call someone and do that [...] Also, | help with
RTI...help the teachers set goals, and find appropriate interventions.

Carol’'s comments more specifically illustrate some of the actvitiat Julia’s

description suggested. The sense that there isn’'t anything you cannot ask of the coach

pervades in this theme.

Textural-Structural Synthesis

Coaching is experienced as helping. Coaches help teachers with instracéion; i
few cases, it might be in “life skills,” math, science or social studiesnbubst cases
they help in balanced literacy. Coaches help teachers find and use resowscry s,
and interventions for RTl Coaches help teachers choose starting places, set goals, and
stay focused. The coach may help with implementation, change, or completing
assessments. They may help use those assessments along with other datadkehel
decisions about grouping or instruction. Coaches plan and prepare with teachers for their
work with students. They plan and prepare for their work with teachers as welh, whi
includes being a learner, researching to find answers to questions, new reswureas
strategies. One coach describes part of the role as helping t¢asbeesforward,” and
about half of the participants describe what the coach does as being connttted wi
professional growth. Almost half of the co-researchers experience wieatatie does as
uplifting, encouraging, affirming, validating, or empowering.

Coaches model, demonstrate, and observe. Much of their work is done in the

classroom. Coaches work with students and teachers, but mostly their work is with

® Response to Intervention (RTI) is the process by which students who are notachievi
academic success receive additional support.
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teachers and focused on improving instruction. They have conversations, many, many

conversations. They provide feedback, constructive criticism, ideas, adviigss, ior t

ways that are “nonthreatening.” One coach struggles with wanting to talk too much, and

strives to listen well. Monitoring is embedded in the coaching tasks, and one coach

describes evaluating even though she isn’t an evaluator. This same cohersearc

experiences some conflict in her role when teachers aren’t implemeanthg is her job

to help them. Coaches often collect data and monitor implementation and improvement.
Two of the three coaches include several tasks in their descriptions that most of

the teachers do not. They schedule work with and among teachers. They often document

how, where, and when they work. Two of the coaches also include walkthtdagipsrt

of their experience. A few of the co-researchers include ordering, sortingr and/

organizing materials as part of the coach’s role.

Sub-Theme Three B: Explicit and Implicit Metaphors

An overview of the comparisons that coaches and teachers make to help others
understand their experiences is offered here. Some of these descriptionseetre dir
responses to questions calling for concrete comparisons (Appendix E & F), and some
arose in the course of the interview. In some cases co-researchers dxplairtbey
chose the metaphor. Martina goes a step beyond sharing the illustration or purpese of t
comparison to sharing some of the context that she believes may contribute to the
construction of the metaphor:

[B]lecause I'm [...] a little bit older [...] 'm in my early fifties, a lot dfe
teachers here are my daughter’'s age. Some are [...] in their thirties{l €pay

19Walkthroughs are typically unscheduled, brief observations in the classrodme for t
purpose of data collection.
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forties. [...] [SJometimes [...] they'll call me monhajughs heartily so, [...] it's
more of a nurturing kind of [...] feel, | guess, in a lot of ways, although [...] | can
be direct, [...] and they've received that okay. | guess, like a morsinaadd
laughtei.
Martina’s description offers insight into her conceptualization of the nature cioga
and raises questions concerning how her conceptualization might affect ¢ims abe
takes as a coach.
The implications of the metaphors will be fully exploredriquiry Domain
Three:Self-Reported Perceptions of Coaches and Teachbes. are included here

because as a sub-theme, they further illuminate the definitions and contexdsimhg.

Textural-Structural Synthesis

The metaphors that co-researchers use to share their experiences of andche
coaching are rich and varied. Most participants shared several metaphors. Gty one
not indicate any metaphor other than coaching explicitly or implicitly.chaehing
relationship was described as being like a mother/child relationship. Theremwas
indication of condescension in this comparison, and it originated from two co-
researchers, one coach and one teacher. The anchor seemed to be in the concepts of
nurturing and growing. Also connected to these key concepts is one participant’s
metaphor of the coach as a gardener. These metaphors seem to rise frys éédleing
valued and protected.

Two co-researchers also described the coach as a guide. One descibaslthe
as “a bridge” to “kind of help” teachers “get where they need to go.” The coreptarice
movement and journey connect this comparison to that of the coach as guide. There is an
underlying expectation here that the coach has some knowledge of the journely and w

be able to help the teacher navigate it more effectively and/or effictbatiyhe/she
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could alone. Two participants describe the coach as a cheerleader, with onerapmpari
the relationship to a “pep talk.” Inherent in this comparison is the idea of being
encouraged, excited, or energized.

One participant compared the relationship to that of a mentor/mentee, and this is
similar to the comparison that two others made to that of a teacher/student, with one of
them specifying that the coach is “a more experienced teacher.” Anothewhat
connected metaphor was the coach as a counselor. One participant used coaching, but
specified a baseball or football coach. She went on to describe coaching asr‘@wbthe
in the toolbox to help me [...] become a better teacher.” Another tool comparison was the
coach as “a mixer or blender.” In this metaphor the coach is something “eXtta [
make things easier.” Other comparisons include coach as a scaffold and a sounding
board. Coaching is compared to having an extra set of hands or an extra pair of eyes.
Embedded in these comparisons is the sense that the coach is practical, useful, and
helpful. Sounding board goes one step further, however, and indicates that the coach is
viewed as safe, and she helps you clarify your own thoughts and ideas.

One participant described the coach as “salt and sugar” because “she evinahes
we do.” These items are thought of as kitchen staples; they are essergiiemigr One
considers the coach like sandpaper. She can help “smooth out” the “rough spots.” It is
interesting to note in this comparison that the teacher is also considered sandaper, a
the goal is to be smooth and flat. It's the coach and teacher working togetleze thes
the smoothness in the metaphor. Collegiality is inherent here. One implied mesaphor i
that of the coach as an artist or architect. She “has a bigger picture of howaratiolal

literacy works together from kindergarten through fifth grade, so she qau$put the
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pieces where we are into place.” Again the coach’s knowledge base or exquertese
into play.

Theme Four: Coach/Coaching Perceptions

Within this theme the definition of what a coach is and how the coach and
coaching are perceived by the participants are examined. Jane ilki8teaferception
that it's safe to tell the coach when something isn’t working. “[I]f | tonjething that
she suggests] and say, ‘That didn’t work,” she comes right back and says, ‘Okayy let’
something different.” Her comment further demonstrates that she pertatvesach to
be flexible and responsive to her observations and requests. The perceptions also
illuminate the position of the coach within the culture and climate of the school.

Textural-Structural Synthesis

The coach is an approachable and available resource to whom you can turn when
you need ideas, answers, or help getting out of “a rut.” The experience is positive.
Coaching feels relaxed, easy, and even friendly. The co-researchdrs seadh as
someone with knowledge, training, and/or experience. The coach is simultaneously a pe
and something more. Two co-researchers describe the role of coachinggasbei
between teachers and administrators. Coaching is experienced as |earpinging,
and growing. There is a sense of safety to disclose one’s weaknesses and thest that
needs expressed will be addressed in ways that are flexible and resplectuér‘feel
[1] need to be fixedl{ght laugh or [light laugH [as if amused by the question] anything

like that.” The coaching role is seen as challenging, busy, and evolving.
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Sub-Theme Four A: What Coaching Is Not

Within this sub-theme, the role of the coach is more clearly delineated thitoeig
sharing of what a coach is not or does not do. These perceptions were often shared in
response to questions about misconceptions of others (Appendix E & F), and sometimes
they arose as part of the contrast provided to illustrate a point. Susie eeticeib
misconception that she believes others have and that she held at first, “Thatdbg li
coach is coming to watch you to find something wrong with what you're doing.” Kay
speaks to the misconception that coaches are “ trying to come in and see iflight're
laugh| [as if it's a ridiculous notion] doing your job or not doing your job.” Awareness
of what participants believe about the misconceptions of coaching offers additiona
insight into what they consider the coach and coaching to be.

Textural-Structural Synthesis

Some participants emphasized the distinction between the coach and an
administrator. The coach doesn’t have “authority.” A few co-researclaifed that
coaching is not evaluative. Some spoke to the misconception that the coach is out to get
you or coming in to find something that you are doing wrong. The coach is not an
informant. One pointed out that the work of a coach isn’t “busy work.” One participant
drew a distinction between coaching and other meetings, sessions, or classeg’that a
productive and can be anxiety inducing. One co-researcher highlighted thaates
not just a data collector. Two participants shared that the coach doesn’t have all the
answers. One co-researcher emphasized that the coach is not there to “dongvienythi

you.
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Sub-Theme Four B: Perceptions or Reports of Others

This sub-theme speaks to what the participants believe or have been told about
how others perceive coaching. Naturally, some misconceptions arise hex asdra
few overlap. Those misconceptions outlined previously, however, related more doectly
the coach or coaching. These perceptions tend to be broader in scope or more specific to
how coaching makes others feel. Kaleigh offers an example of a broadenceiston.

“I think a lot of people think it's [an] easy job.” This comment sheds light on one facet of
her school culture, but it is explored here rather th&8uimTheme A: What Coaching Is
Not because it doesn’t necessarily add clarity to a definition of the coach or gpachin
role.

Jane speculates about the feelings of colleagues, “if the coach comes in a lot,
maybe they feel like they’re not doing what they’re supposed to be doing, or they think
that the coach thinks that.” This is an example of a comment that is more spebiic to t
feelings that might be associated with coaching rather than a definitidmabBwatually
occurs during coaching.

Textural-Structural Synthesis

The co-researchers shared numerous examples of what they believe others
perceive about coaching. Several of these perceptions of what others belirggative.
For some participants, the perception of how some of their colleagues feel aboutgoachi
includes apprehension as if “they’re under a microscope,” or the fear thaiitteroight
“tell on them.” Early on, one co-researcher perceived the coach was ceadive
cautiousness and hesitation from others. A few report that others still perceigketas

administrative or evaluative, and some are still resistant to work with thie.cdae
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co-researcher believes that teachers fear data are being usetptre them. One
believes that others think the coach is trying to tell them what to do, and she has had
teachers express to her “that they just don’t really think that the county should be
spending the money for” coaches. One expresses that teachers seeas soathone
who isn't “in the trenches anymore.”

A few co-researchers believe that some colleagues have in the past or dontinue
view the coach’s role as easy or fun, a job to be desired. A few co-resedesh¢hat
their colleagues understand the coach’s role. One expressed the betbethat her
colleagues implement balanced literacy correctly now. One participargssed that
she believes her work in the classroom with children and teachers is “probablyyhat m
principal considers to be the most important thing that | do.” One co-researcher
perceives that others’ feelings about coaching have improved. One perbaivbe t
coach enjoys coming in to work with her. Another perceives that the teachershweith w
she works know and accept that she will likely push them to meet with her. One co-
researcher believes that teachers might be nice on surveys becaudetheiiiknow
we're going to read them.” A few patrticipants believe their colleaguethsaemach as
either an expert or someone who had received more training, and they know they can go
to her for help and support.

Theme Five: Evidences/Credits

Within this theme the positive outcomes that coaches and teachers believe resul
from coaching are explored. Abigail demonstrated the joy that often accasplaese
perceptions of success when she spoke to data that indicated increased student

achievement even before being asked in the interviewith'hands cupped around

82



mouth and quieted enthusiasi®]ur third and fifth grade scores were awesome!
[researcher lauglsSo, laughing softly I'm excited! Go balanced literacy!” Like
Abigall, other co-researchers expressed delight concerning the bafeittaching.

While Abigail connected the benefit directly to student achievement andestate t
scores, Susie’s descriptions of the benefits of coaching were more anecdotal and
embedded in the daily work of teaching and learning.

I’'m going back to that first year when | had Martina in my room, and | was the

host teacher [...] oh wow, there’s so much the students gained and | gained from

that experience. [...] seeing two teachers communicate [...] Martina would coach
me in front of the students. Seeing that communication between two teachers right
there in front of them. That language that we used, [...] they were hearing it wa

right in front of them. And [...] knowing that sometimes teachers have to talk and
[...] make decisions about the best way to teach you.

Susie’s observations are not grounded in numerical data, yet they hearkeratgehe |
goal of creating a climate of lifelong learning through modeling it inygaéctice.

Donna proposes that student achievement is impacted through coaching in an indirect
way, “while she[the coach] hasn’t directly impacted their [students’] achievement, she
has taught me ways thiatan impact their achievement.” Kay brings the issue of the
coach’s impact on teacher development to light, “I think she [the coach] hashedpby

me grow as an educator. [...] [S]he’s really broadened, [...] the stratagikthings that

| use.” The perceptions coaches and teachers have concerning the impact o@athin
the evidence they cite that supports those perceptions offer significant instght in t

nature of coaching.
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Textural-Structural Synthesis

All co-researchers experience increased student achievement as parttohg.
One associates rising scores with coaching and the implementation of tditnaey.
One co-researcher believes student achievement rises because cergongrs
teachers to impact student achievement. One believes it's because coagsmydwetie
more individual attention, more ideas, and another perspective. Another believes the
growth is made possible because of new instructional strategies, andiamtgher
believes it's because coaching provides resources for teachers andunatsupports
students. Although giving themselves credit for the improved student achievensent wa
only specifically expressed by one co-researcher, a sense of tediclaeye$ manifest
in all of these beliefs. The belief that desired outcomes can be achieved|daals t
effort.

Almost half of the co-researchers cite improved state test perfoenaarevidence of
increased student achievement. One named a specific student case. A couple of
participants named improved writing as evidence, and one named improved reading a
improvements on school administered assessments. A few did not reference dity speci
data examples. A few of the co-researchers cite the benefit of co&mhihg staff or
specifically for themselves. One participant cites the modeling of@ingarelationship
by the coach and teacher as a benefit for students. Student achievemeniss lautaa
a wide variety of ways.

Theme Six: Values/Opinions

Within this theme the beliefs participants hold about the importance or purpose of

coaching or any related issues are brought to light. While they may lrelates with
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those perceptions of the outcomes of coaching explorédeme Five:
Evidences/Creditghese perceptions tend to be much broader in scope. For example, Kay
was one co-researcher who credited coaching with a positive impact on students a
teachers. Kay’s perception of those outcomes was addresBednre FiveWithin the

current themeTheme SixKay’s opinions about the qualities of a good coach that may
contribute to those outcomes are explored. Kay believes it's important, “not justta ha
coach, but to have a coach in the school that is supportive.” The opinions and values
explored here are diverse, and they provide a glimpse of some of the nuances of the
beliefs about coaching that co-researchers hold as well as the contéxthrtivose

beliefs are situated.

Textural-Structural Synthesis

Coaching for most co-researchers is an avenue for professional grdoetit. A
half of the co-researchers experience friendship or friendliness betwematteand
teacher. The best aspects of the coaching relationship all center on leanriegadhes
the best parts are being able to observe so much good teaching, to continue learning, and
to see teachers grow. One coach believes it is not possible for evesy tieeldke her.
She is sometimes tempted by the thought of returning to the classroom, yet siheslesc
the coaching role as rewarding. All coaches relate the importanceoghizing and
honoring the differences in the teachers with whom they work. For teachers, the best
aspects are the accessibility of help, support, and ideas from someone whaas famil
with current resources and research and can lead you in the right directionytourelp

students while saving you time.
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All co-researchers value the benefits they receive from coachinyg.ekipeess
joy, gratitude, or a sense of good fortune for their coaching experiemties their
learning and growth. They all believe coaching and coaching relatiorsskig®portant
for teachers and students. “I guess that's the bottom line is to [...] help childten [
reach their potential.” The co-researchers experience a high sendesfficaey,
commitment to growth, and professionalism. A few of the co-researchers enephtrs
increasing demands currently placed on teachers. One even indicates thatniaesks de
make the coach’s role necessary. If teachers “didn’t have on-the-job trdidomt
know that” the type of instructional practices required today “would be eféetti

When it comes to changing the relationships, a couple of co-researchers wouldn’t
change anything. One is concerned that she might be a little too closetiorstaa
times, and she desires “a little bit more” distance and objectivity. A feveiparits
simply want more time with the coach. One even jokes that she would like to “clone her.”
One co-researcher would like to see that the role is clarified to be sucedlchts are
not expected to act as “police.” Another would like to see structures in place te ensur
that everyone makes use of coaching opportunities. One believes that the coach would
benefit from returning to the classroom for a period of time to “reconnectiveth t

pressures that are on teachers.”

Summary of the Themes
The six themes describe the structure of the phenon of coaching as experienced
by coaches and teachers. Coaching has a beginmimghmat is followed by the

development of a relationship that progresses testative/nervous to safe/fulfilling.

86



Coaching occurs in a variety of ways and in mudtigbntexts, but it is consistently
grounded in conversations and collaboration. Wtolgching is not evaluative in a
supervisory way, it is a rich source of ideas, @i, and constructive criticism. Coaches
are expected to do much more than coach, and tsedan support or interfere with
coaching. The metaphors used to describe coactenguanerous, but they tend to be
connected to core ideas of nurturing, growth, ptaia, efficient/effective work, and
learning as a journey.

The way that coaching is perceived and enactedfisately interconnected with the
culture and climate of the context in which it occwklthough specific data may or may not
be named, the experience of coaching has strongectians for co-researchers to student
achievement and teacher growth. Coaches and tedatld numerous values and opinions
that shape the context in which coaching occurgamdde a snapshot of the personal
fulfillment they experience through it. Togetherdbehemes provide a vivid description of

what it means to be coached.

Inquiry Domain Two: Coaching Interactions

Empirical Question:

What language patterns emerge during literacy coaching interactionshahdoathose
patterns indicate about the nature of coaching relationships? To what extent does the

language include references to increased student achievement and data?
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Theoretical Direction:

Meaning is socially constructed as actors play out their roles. Theidiplogess offers
insight into the role sets, and thus it provides one window into the essence of the

coaching relationship (Carspecken, 1996).

| transcribed six videotaped coaching sessionsdsetwhe coach and each of the two
teachers in the triad. The coaching session forofvile triads (four of the videos) consisted
of a conversation that took place before the olagervand a conversation that took place
after the observation. In one triad (two of the vglehe coaching session consisted of a
single conversation.

To engage in role analysis | examined and labekettéimscripts that recorded the
interactions of the participants as they engagedanaching session (Appendix J). After
completing the phenomenological analysis and raagthe roles that had emerged, |
returned to the literature. | reviewed the rolesattined in several coaching texts, and |
found in Killion and Harrison (2006) a set of rothat brought together a great deal of the
literature. | had initially thought that | wouldezte labels for each of the roles that |
identified as | analyzed the videos, but when Istered the roles that emerged in the
phenomenological analysis, all of them were takémaccount within one or more of
Killion and Harrison’s definitions. At the time thiamade this decision, | had only identified
one role that was mentioned, but perhaps not gingple treatment according to the results
of this study. | labeled this roencouragerand | will address it fully in the sub-section
entitledRole 4: Encourageas | discuss how it was evident in the analysismained open

to the emergence of additional roles that did m¢hé selected definition set.

88



Additionally, | selected Anderson et al.’s (200Evigion of Bloom’s Taxonomy,
specifically The Cognitive Process Dimension, eniify the level of thinking that was
evidenced during the coaching interactions. | kethelach segment of conversation
(separated by turn-taking) with the highest levahofight expressed (Appendix J) by
teachers and coaches. Some expressions were sienpdl affirmations that moved the
conversation along, and some were verbal expressiaratitude or response to something
shared that did not contain enough informationetadtegorized; thus, they were not labeled
according to the level of thinking.

Additionally, a section of meaningful text mightieebeen split and so there were
instances where the level of thinking could noabsigned because the thought was
incomplete. When this occurred, | coded with thedvoontinues” to indicate that the
thought continues below. Once the highest levétioking had been evidenced and labeled,
| coded with the word “continued” to indicate tifa¢ full expression of the thought
continued from above.

Due to the nature of the data collection the teagties were limited in scope and were
not labeled. Within the one-on-one coaching contexer study, every teacher selected
something to work on or discuss with the coachs teuery teacher essentially came to the
table as a learner, a seeker of ideas or advidd,@mly labeled the level of thinking that

was evident.

Introduction to Roles and Levels of Thinking

Killion and Harrison (2006) outline ten rolesTiaking the Lead: New Roles for

Teachers and School-Based Coachéke definitions provided here are from the text. In
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the following section entitleRoles Played and Levels of Thinkihgyill outline how the
roles were applied in the study and the connotations that emerged in the process. The
roles are listed here in the order that they are presented in the Killion arabh§2006)
text. Not all of these roles were found in the analysis of the videotaped coaclkiogses
They are included here to facilitate a later discussion of what was not obsethed i
videos.

Resource Provider When serving in this role, coaches help “locate information,

resources, materials, equipment, and examples of best practice, delivestywadtion,
assessment of student learning, organization, or management of the claspr@&in” (
Data Coaclk+ Coaches who “help teachers use data most effectively and to

facilitate their understanding of data” (p. 35).

Instructional Specialist Coaches who seek to “ensure that teachers implement
effective, research based instructional strategies” (p. 47)

Curriculum Specialist Coaches who help “ensure implementation of adopted

curriculum” (p. 41).

Classroom Supporter Coaches who work “directly with teachers in their

classrooms” (p. 53). The work tends to follow a progression from
modeling/demonstrating toward co-teaching, and then observing and giedizatk on
instruction or management (p. 53).

Mentor— In this role, a coach is working “to increase the instructional skills of the
novice teacher and support schoolwide induction activities” (p. 59).

Catalyst for Change Coaches “create disequilibrium with the current state as an

impetus to explore alternatives to current practice” (p. 81).
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Learner— Coaches strive to “model continuous learning, keep current, and to be a
thought leader in the school” (p. 87).

Learning Facilitator Coaches “coordinate a wide range of learning opportunities

for teachers to develop teachers’ knowledge, attitude, skills, aspirations, and lshavior
(p. 67).

School Leader “to work collaboratively with the school’s formal leadership to
design, implement, and assess school change initiatives to ensure alignmentiarmhf

intended results” (p. 75).

Levels of Thinking

In accordance with Anderson et al.’s (2001) degtigns of the Revised Bloom’s
Taxonomy, the overall level of thinking is assigredumber according to the following
scale: Remember 1, Understand 2, Apply 3, AnalyZevdluate 5, and Create 6. Within
those designations, Anderson et al. provide mageisp verbs that are coded using
decimals. For example, Checking 5.1 falls withinEBvaluate 5 level of thinking. 1 listed
the verbs in the document with the number designaticluding the decimal for ease of
reference, and | often added a description to resbsdl assigned a particular level to a
section of text. Coding to the finer increment addilag the description allowed me to
double check the whole number level of thinkinggasaent more easily, but the
increments are too fine to see the overall picflinerefore, the summary of the levels of
thinking that follows the outline of the roles pdalyis categorized by the whole number to

better facilitate the discussion.
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Roles Played and Levels of Thinking
The roles that were evident in the analysis atined below. They are listed
beginning with those that were evident during &the videotaped sessions and then in
order of decreasing frequency. When two roles hadame number of coaches engaged in
them, as was the case wittstructional SpecialisitndLearning Facilitator both of which
were evident in all six videos, they are arrangptatetically. The levels of thinking
evident in the role analysis will be explored follog/the descriptions of the roles played.

Role One: Instructional Specialist

Coaches acted &sstructional Specialists all six coaching sessions. The role
typically was played simultaneously with other sotather than in isolation. Within this
role, the coach was most often sharing possibéet@fe strategies or critiquing the
teacher’s use of or planning for an effective stygtas seen in Table 4.1 following. The
nature of this role requires that the coach havwenaerstanding of a range of effective
instructional strategies to share.

Table 4.1 Excerpt from Role Analysis — InstructionaSpecialist Example

Possible Claim(s) Role(s)/Bloom’s Level
Martina Brown: And so, to me, [...] you
have to think [quickly] on your feetdacher
laughg [as if in amused agreement] [...] in Classroom Supporter

a conference like that when you have a godlthink the choice you Instructional Specialist
set for a kid, and then it's not going there,| made here is valid. It fit§ / Evaluate: Critiquing
you've got to kind of know something elsg what we know about 5.2 (validating the
maybe to do that you could teach him. quality instruction. teacher's decision)

Role Two: Learning Facilitator

The role ofLearning Facilitatorwas also evident in all six coaching sessionsal
most often played through the coach providing ekggbaching, simply giving the teacher

information relevant to the topic. Sometimes it \pkes/ed via questioning that promoted
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reflection and higher order thinking for the teacl@d sometimes it was played as the
coach clearly demonstrated the planning of a plassittion for a future lesson as in the
example in Table 4.2 following. While the coach dat appear to have arranged this
opportunity to teach about how to model in ordesdaffold learning, she did seize it, and
because she has knowledge of the overall learmaly @nd the teacher’s background
knowledge and experience in a given area of ingaig is uniquely positioned within her
school to do so. Thus, | elected to assign theafdiearning facilitator in such instances.

Table 4.2 Excerpt from Role Analysis — Learning Fatitator Example

Possible

Claim(s) Role(s)/Bloom’s Level
Carol Johnson: And I think if | were you, |
would probably modell¢aning away to see Classroom Supporter /
chart] where it says, “I liked the way,” | can’t segl have Instructional Specialist /
around the chairdqughs lightly and leans in the| something to | Learning Facilitator /
other direction “I liked the part when Michelle,” | add that | Create: Generating 6.1 A
[...] “dressed Moka up like a girl,” | might even | think might creating a possible
model for them adding a [...] sentence to that. | be helpful. option for the lesson

Role Three: Curriculum Specialist

The role ofCurriculum Specialistvas played in five of the six coaching sessiohg T
curriculum specialist role was typically evidentaferences to state standards and
awareness of the standards above and below the lgnaal where the conversation was
focused. As a curriculum specialist, the coachmast often directing the teacher’s
attention to the standards and how to use themy&s quite common for curriculum
specialist and instructional specialist roles t@laged simultaneously. An example is
shown in Table 4.3 below. Additionally, in mosttlbé coaching sessions where the
curriculum specialist role was played, the stanslarere mentioned specifically, but in one,
the coach’s understanding of the expectations détdredards is evident even though the

standards are not named.
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Even in the videos where a direct link to the afleurriculum specialist could not be

justified in the transcript, it is likely that tle@ach’s understanding of the state standards was

still guiding the conversation, and the role ofrmulum specialist was running beneath the
surface. Even when playing the role of Resourceiéeo, the coach must be aware of
whether the resources are a good fit instructigraedt in terms of curriculum standards.

Table 4.1 Excerpt from Role Analysis — Curriculum $ecialist Example

Possible

Claim(s) Role(s)/Bloom’s Level
Carol Johnson:...I want to do[both pause Classroom Supporter /
to take notgsAre there any other standards Curriculum Specialist /

that you want me to [...] bring into the lessonWe must focus | Understand: Interpreting
that you really think we need to work on? | on the standards| 2.1 - Clarifying

Role Four: Encourager

The role ofEncouragemwas also played in five of the six coaching session
Encourageiis not one of the ten roles outlined by Killion addrrison (2006). Within the
role of School Leader, which essentially has a school-wide focus, Killion amddtar
specified, “Through informal conversations, the coach champions school and teacher
successes” (p. 76). This cursory reference was insufficient to define émsiggtdisplay
of enthusiasm and celebrations evident in the dataEmbeuragerrole emerged in the
analysis process. References to the coach as leaéer,” references to the conference as a
“pep talk” and descriptions of the support thatatws provide in the in-depth interview
analysis led me to consider adding the role of lc@sc‘cheerleader.” After engaging in role
analysis and considering the manner in which ceafthflled this role, | settled on the term
Encourager. The use of the role was extensive. At times the Encourageasoplayed

in isolation, but in most cases it was played simultaneously along with the role of
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Resource Provider, Classroom Supporter, Curriculum Specialist, Instructional Sgecialis

and/orLearning Facilitator.See Table 4.4 below.

Table 4.4 Excerpt from Role Analysis - Encourager Eample

Abigail Schultz: ...but [...] what...I think maybe

[...] we've determined conferencing the way you're
doing it is right. | mean the ones that ss&¢eps hang
from left to righ} to a certain level we've already got
them there. It's not that we don’t want to conferen

with them...

Role Five: Classroom Supporter

Possible
Claim(s)

here's why.

You are on the| Encourager /
right track, and| Understand:

Role(s)/Bloom’s
Level

Instructional
Specialist / Learning
Facilitator /

Explaining 2.7

This role was evident in four of the six coachiegssons. Because those four coaching

sessions were structured around an observatidratadsclassroom experience) the

Classroom Supporteple was the overarching role that coaches pldpetie conversation

before the observation, coaches assisted the teathglanning for the lesson. Whether

the coach or teacher taught, the lesson was plamotietdoratively. After the lesson, the

discussion focused on reflection (Table 4.5), faelband planning for next steps. In one of

the two cases where the role@fssroom Supporteras not played, the teacher requested

theClassroom Supporteple take place for a later session.

Table 4.5 Excerpt from Role Analysis — Classroom Syporter Example

Martina Brown: And so, [...] that was our goal | share your goal

[...] during that conferencé&o, during the
conference, | noticed that he was pretty
determined that he was going to write about
ninjas.

Possible
Claim(s)

| will name the
things | noticed.
(other pair of
eyes)

Role(s)/Bloom'’s Level

Classroom Supporter /
Analyze: Attributing 4.3

(the student's performance

h

~
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Role Six: Resource Provider

In three of the coaching sessions, the role alures provider was played. The coach
typically provided the actual resource and somdange to help the teacher use it. The
coaches did not plan the lesson with the teachttese cases, but they did generate possible
lesson ideas. The role of resource provider aastplayed in this study was interesting
because there was a sense that the coach wasgptishieacher toward increased
independence. In this way, it seems to have agstiaki with the metaphor of coach as a
scaffold, which will be explored imquiry Domain Three: Self-Reported Perceptions of
Coaches and Teachers.

Table 4.6 Excerpt from Role Analysis — Resource Pvider Example

Possible Role(s)/Bloom’s
Claim(s) Level
Abigail Schultz: And one thing | want you to understand
too, is that determining importanaed synthesizing are in Resource Provider
the [...]same chapter because they [a Ipt of times they Learning Facilitator
go hand in handnhfiaking eye contact and using hand / Understand:
gesturek Exemplifying 2.2

Role Seven: Data Coach

The role of data coach was played in two coackasgions. | limited the assignment of
data coach to those examples in which the actualvdas in front of the coach and teacher
at the time and the interpretation and instructionplications of the analysis were
explicitly discussed. Data sources were referentethier coaching session conversations,
but they were not explored collaboratively. In bataching sessions in which the data
coach role was played the data being analyzed stedent writing samples. See Table 4.7

following.
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Table 4.7 Excerpt from Role Analysis — Data Coach»@ample

Role(s)/Bloom’s
Possible Claim(s) | Level

Abigail Schultz: [extending hand toward mini book and | see something | Data Coach /

pointing And here, you notice, she’s also been able tg you haven't Analyze:
spread [...] her words across different pages... mentioned yet. Differentiating 4.1

Role Eight: Learner

The role ofLearnerwas identified in one video transcript. The referewas quite
brief, but it seemed a powerful example of how th&ct remains a colleague. Even though
she may be perceived as having a certain levelperése, she models that teachers are
always learners. This role not only sets an expentand climate for ongoing learning, it
also creates a sense of safety to learn becauseable doesn’t have all the answers either.

Table 4.8 Excerpt from Role Analysis — Learner Exarple

Possible Claim(s) Role(s)/Bloom'’s Level
Carol Johnson: ...I know, and I'm excited to Learner / Classroom
see what | come up with because | don’t really Supporter / Evaluate:
know [hearty shared laughter as coach leans inl will learn, and | Critiquing 5.2 - judging the
toward teachdrright now. But, it'll be a value the chance to plan something
challenge... opportunity to learn.| new and grow as positive

Roles Not Played

The three roles identified in Killion and Harris(#006) that were not evident in the
role analysis werévlentor, School LeadegndCatalyst for ChangeMentor by definition
would not have been evident due to the fact that it requires a new teacher, and no new
teachers were included in the study. It is possibleGaslyst for Changeaot being
evident in the videotaped coaching sessions is related to the fact that in thedcaptur
coaching sessions teachers were already seeking assistance anchagthugehere was
no need under these circumstances for the coach to serve in this capacity,. $Fchalby

Leaderis a school level role and would likely not be captured through an exploration of
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one-on-one coaching. While it did not manifest in the role analysis component of the
study, there was extensive evidence in the in-depth interviews that the coches
served as co-researchers engage in this role.

Levels of Thinking

In order to examine the levels of thinking | began a new document and copied and
pasted from the role analysis document each example of higher order thinking
demonstrated by the teachers into one column on the left and the description of the
coach’s role(s) and level(s) of thinking that immediately preceded it orgtiite ri
(Appendix K). | then took each of the three levels of higher order thinking (Analyze 4,
Evaluate 5, and Create 6) as outlined by Anderson et al. (2001) and considered all of the
roles and the level of thinking in which the coach engaged immediately prior. For a
combined summary, see Table 4.9 below.

Table 4.9 Higher Order Thinking and Roles Played
Level of Thinking Role(s) Played Prior

Levels of Thinking Prior

(Teachers) (Coaches) (Coaches)

Analyze 4 Classroom Supporter Remember 1
Curriculum Specialist Understand 2
Data Coach Analyze 4
Instructional Specialist Evaluate 5

Create 6

Evaluate 5 Classroom Supporter Understand 2
Curriculum Specialist Analyze 4
Data Coach Evaluate 5
Encourager Create 6
Instructional Specialist
Learning Facilitator
Resource Provider

Create 6 Classroom