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Purpose of the Research StudyPurpose of the Research Study

To examine an existing professionalTo examine an existing professional

development model, the Mentoreddevelopment model, the Mentored

Implementation Program (MIP), and determineImplementation Program (MIP), and determine

its effects on teachersits effects on teachers’’ collaborative collaborative

interactions and student achievementinteractions and student achievement



Research QuestionsResearch Questions
1.      How does the MIP provide support for teachers1.      How does the MIP provide support for teachers’’ collaborative collaborative

interactions?interactions?

1.1.  How do teachers perceive the peer partner conferencing1.1.  How do teachers perceive the peer partner conferencing

experience?experience?

1.2.  How do lead mentors perceive the peer partner1.2.  How do lead mentors perceive the peer partner

observation/conferencing experience?observation/conferencing experience?

1.3  What do MIP participants experience during MIP post-1.3  What do MIP participants experience during MIP post-

observation conferences?observation conferences?

1.3.1.  What do participants do?1.3.1.  What do participants do?

1.3.2.  What do participants talk about?1.3.2.  What do participants talk about?

1.3.3.  Do teachers reflect upon and analyze their own classroom1.3.3.  Do teachers reflect upon and analyze their own classroom

instruction as they work with their peer partner during the instruction as they work with their peer partner during the 

post-observation conference?post-observation conference?

2.   2.   Will student achievement improve during one year of implementationWill student achievement improve during one year of implementation

of the MIP as it is measured through a pre/post-test model?of the MIP as it is measured through a pre/post-test model?



Total Participants within the Individual Study

       307       307        11        11TotalTotal

44441177ExperimentalExperimental66

16161188ControlControl66

51511188ExperimentalExperimental55

30301177ControlControl55DD

37371199ExperimentalExperimental44CC

23231199ControlControl33

70703388ExperimentalExperimental22BB

36362288ControlControl11AA

StudentsStudentsTeachersTeachersGradeGradeControl/ExperimentalControl/ExperimentalSchoolSchoolDistrictDistrict



School and District InvolvementSchool and District Involvement

Four school districtsFour school districts

6 individual schools6 individual schools

–– 4 middle schools4 middle schools

–– 2 high schools2 high schools

2 middle schools each had 1 teacher in the2 middle schools each had 1 teacher in the

experimental group and 1 teacher in theexperimental group and 1 teacher in the

control groupcontrol group



Combination of Quantitative andCombination of Quantitative and

Qualitative Research MethodsQualitative Research Methods

Quantitative:Quantitative: Research on Student Research on Student

Achievement using a pre/post-testAchievement using a pre/post-test

Qualitative:Qualitative: Research on Teachers Research on Teachers’’

Perceptions of the MIP through questionnaires,Perceptions of the MIP through questionnaires,

audio-taped post-observation conferences, andaudio-taped post-observation conferences, and

lead mentor datalead mentor data



The Heart of the StudyThe Heart of the Study

ResultsResults



Results from the Likert PortionResults from the Likert Portion

of Peer Partner Assessmentof Peer Partner Assessment

Scale:Scale:

5 5 –– Strongly Agree Strongly Agree

1 1 –– Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree
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Results from Open-endedResults from Open-ended

ResponsesResponses

Participants were asked to give examples ofParticipants were asked to give examples of

the following:the following:

Positive aspects of the peer partnerPositive aspects of the peer partner

conferenceconference

Aspects of the peer partner conferenceAspects of the peer partner conference

which need improvementwhich need improvement

““BarriersBarriers”” or  or ““roadblocksroadblocks”” encountered by encountered by

this peer partner teamthis peer partner team



Positive Aspects of the PeerPositive Aspects of the Peer

Partner Conference (N = 57)Partner Conference (N = 57)

57 (100.00)Total responses

2 (3.51)Supporting one another

11 (19.30)Discussion or communication with another

teacher

13 (22.81)Observing another teacher

14 (24.56)Getting feedback and the perspective of

another teacher

27 (47.37)Sharing of ideas, techniques, and/or strategies

n (%)Category



Aspects of the Peer PartnerAspects of the Peer Partner

Conference Which NeedConference Which Need

Improvement (N = 30)Improvement (N = 30)

 30 (100.00)Total

1 (3.33)More discussion

1 (3.33)Same school peers

2 (6.67)Scheduling

  3 (10.00)Response related more to summer institute

  3 (10.00)Time

  7 (23.33)Stated the conference was smooth,

positive, or great

13 (43.33)None or not applicable

n (%)Category



Barriers or RoadblocksBarriers or Roadblocks

Encountered (N = 36)Encountered (N = 36)

             36 (100.00)Total

1 (2.78)Getting a substitute

3 (8.33)Timing

 5 (13.89)Distance

14 (38.89)Scheduling

14 (38.89)None or not applicable

n (%)Category



Relationship Between IndividualRelationship Between Individual

QuestionsQuestions

A high correlation existed between theA high correlation existed between the

majority of individual statements on themajority of individual statements on the

peer partner assessment form.  Thispeer partner assessment form.  This

suggests that the peer partnerssuggests that the peer partners

consistently rated the MIP peer coachingconsistently rated the MIP peer coaching

experience positively.experience positively.



Results from the Likert PortionResults from the Likert Portion

of the Lead Mentor Assessmentof the Lead Mentor Assessment

Scale:Scale:

5 5 –– Strongly Agree Strongly Agree

1 1 –– Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree
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Lead Mentor Reports Lead Mentor Reports –– May 2006 May 2006

Lead mentors were asked to report overallLead mentors were asked to report overall

on the following items:on the following items:

Greatest benefits of the MIPGreatest benefits of the MIP

Greatest barriers in the MIPGreatest barriers in the MIP

Recommendations/suggestions forRecommendations/suggestions for

improving the MIPimproving the MIP



Greatest Benefits of the MIPGreatest Benefits of the MIP

9 (100.00)Total

          3 (33.33)Supporting one another

          3 (33.33)Observing another teacher

          3 (33.33)Sharing of ideas

9 (100.00)Communicating, networking, and

collaborating of teachers

n (%)Category



Greatest Barriers of the MIPGreatest Barriers of the MIP

 9 (100.00)Total

1 (11.11)Teachers having a change in

position

4 (44.44)Teachers not responding to their

email

4 (44.44)Distance

5 (55.56)Timing

7 (77.78)Scheduling

n (%)Category



Suggestions for Improving the MIPSuggestions for Improving the MIP

9 (100.00)Total

1 (11.11)Having teachers complete a more

comprehensive information sheet to aid

in scheduling (class schedule, district

breaks, home and school phone

numbers, etc.)

2 (22.22)Making sure teachers clearly understand

their roles in the MIP or possible

contract

3 (33.33)Continued emphasis on schools sending

teams of teachers from the same grade

level and content area to the institutes

5 (55.56)Additional follow-up meetings for peer

partners and lead mentors

n (%)Category



Analysis of Post-ObservationAnalysis of Post-Observation

ConferencesConferences



LM2Lead Mentor 2

Observer/Observee9-12T2.4   Teacher 2*

Observer/Observee8T1.4Teacher 1144

LM1Lead Mentor 1

Observer/Observee8T2.3Teacher 2

Observer/Observee8T1.3Teacher 1  73

LM1Lead Mentor 1

Observer8T3.2Teacher 3*

Observer8T2.2Teacher 2

Observee7T1.2Teacher 1132

LM1Lead Mentor 1

Observer9-12T2.1Teacher 2*

Observee9T1.1Teacher 1191

Observer/ObserveeGradeIdentificationParticipant   Length of

Conference

(min)

Group



Conferencing ExperienceConferencing Experience

Average conference time - 13.25 minutesAverage conference time - 13.25 minutes

Average number of  topics discussed - 12Average number of  topics discussed - 12

Overall Topics:Overall Topics:

–– Organization of learning or classroomOrganization of learning or classroom

managementmanagement

–– Mathematics content or pedagogyMathematics content or pedagogy



Types of Interactions During Post-Types of Interactions During Post-

observation Conferenceobservation Conference
QuestionsQuestions

Group 1 Group 1 –– 8.8% 8.8%

Group 2 Group 2 –– 5.5% 5.5%

Group 3 Group 3 –– 12.6% 12.6%

Group 4 Group 4 –– 8.6% 8.6%

StatementsStatements

Group 1 Group 1 –– 88,8% 88,8%

Group 2 Group 2 –– 85.5% 85.5%

Group 3 Group 3 –– 83.0% 83.0%

Group 4 Group 4 –– 91.3% 91.3%

ComplimentsCompliments

Group 1 Group 1 –– 2.3% 2.3%

Group 2 Group 2 –– 8.6% 8.6%

Group 3 Group 3 –– 4.2% 4.2%

Group 4 Group 4 –– 0.0% 0.0%



Group 1: SummaryGroup 1: Summary

Length of Conference Length of Conference –– 19 minutes 19 minutes

Number of Interchanges Number of Interchanges –– 76 76

Number of Topics Discussed Number of Topics Discussed –– 18 18

Grade Level TaughtGrade Level Taught
–– Observee - 9Observee - 9thth

–– Observer -  10Observer -  10thth    –– 12 12thth

Peer Partners in the Same SchoolPeer Partners in the Same School

Overall DiscussionOverall Discussion
–– Organization of Learning and ClassroomOrganization of Learning and Classroom

Management Management –– 44.44% of Discussion 44.44% of Discussion

–– Content and Pedagogy Content and Pedagogy –– 50.00% of Discussion 50.00% of Discussion

–– Other Other –– 5.56% of Discussion 5.56% of Discussion



Group 2: SummaryGroup 2: Summary

Length of Conference Length of Conference ––   13 minutes   13 minutes

Number of Interchanges Number of Interchanges –– 39 39

Number of Topics Discussed Number of Topics Discussed –– 13 13

Grade Level TaughtGrade Level Taught

–– Observee -  7Observee -  7thth

–– Observers - 8Observers - 8thth

Peer Partners in the Same School DistrictPeer Partners in the Same School District

Overall DiscussionOverall Discussion

–– Organization of Learning and ClassroomOrganization of Learning and Classroom
Management Management –– 38.46% of Discussion 38.46% of Discussion

–– Content and Pedagogy Content and Pedagogy ––  61. 53% of Discussion  61. 53% of Discussion



Group 3: SummaryGroup 3: Summary

Length of Conference Length of Conference ––  7 minutes  7 minutes

Number of Interchanges Number of Interchanges –– 20 20

Number of Topics Discussed Number of Topics Discussed –– 7 7

Grade Level TaughtGrade Level Taught

–– Observee/Observer -  8Observee/Observer -  8thth

–– Observee/Observer -  8Observee/Observer -  8thth

Peer Partners in the Same SchoolPeer Partners in the Same School

Overall DiscussionOverall Discussion

–– Organization of Learning and ClassroomOrganization of Learning and Classroom
Management Management ––  14.29% of Discussion  14.29% of Discussion

–– Content and Pedagogy Content and Pedagogy ––  85.71% of Discussion  85.71% of Discussion



Group 4: SummaryGroup 4: Summary

Length of Conference Length of Conference –– 14 minutes 14 minutes

Number of Interchanges Number of Interchanges –– 125 125

Number of Topics Discussed Number of Topics Discussed –– 10 10

Grade Level TaughtGrade Level Taught
–– Observee/Observer - 8Observee/Observer - 8thth

–– Observee/Observer -  10-12Observee/Observer -  10-12thth

Peer Partners in the Same School DistrictPeer Partners in the Same School District

Overall DiscussionOverall Discussion
–– Organization of Learning and ClassroomOrganization of Learning and Classroom

Management Management ––  50.00% of Discussion  50.00% of Discussion

–– Content and Pedagogy Content and Pedagogy ––  10.00% of Discussion  10.00% of Discussion

–– Other Other ––  40.00% of Discussion  40.00% of Discussion



Themes and Patterns in the DataThemes and Patterns in the Data

Description vs. AnalysisDescription vs. Analysis

Positive Tone and SupportPositive Tone and Support

Proportional Patterns of TalkProportional Patterns of Talk

Breadth, not Depth in DiscussionBreadth, not Depth in Discussion



Analysis of Pre-Post ContentAnalysis of Pre-Post Content

Knowledge TestKnowledge Test

Number of Students in the Experimental Group - 202Number of Students in the Experimental Group - 202

Number of Students in the Control Group - 105Number of Students in the Control Group - 105



Experimental GroupExperimental Group

Scores slightly decreased for two subgroupsScores slightly decreased for two subgroups

Average pre-test scores ranged from 30.94% toAverage pre-test scores ranged from 30.94% to

50.50%50.50%

Greatest positive difference in average scoresGreatest positive difference in average scores

from the pre-test to the post-test was only 6.58%from the pre-test to the post-test was only 6.58%

Highest percentage of scores to increase for anyHighest percentage of scores to increase for any

given subgroup was 61.54%given subgroup was 61.54%

Lowest percentage of scores to increase for anyLowest percentage of scores to increase for any

given subgroup was 33.33%given subgroup was 33.33%



Control GroupControl Group

Scores decreased slightly for one subgroupScores decreased slightly for one subgroup

Pre-test scores ranged from 29.10% to 50.44%Pre-test scores ranged from 29.10% to 50.44%

The greatest positive difference in averageThe greatest positive difference in average

scores from the pre-test to the post-test wasscores from the pre-test to the post-test was

7.29%7.29%

Highest percentage of scores to increase for anyHighest percentage of scores to increase for any

given subgroup was 62.50%given subgroup was 62.50%

Lowest percentage of scores to increase for anyLowest percentage of scores to increase for any

given subgroup was 33.33%given subgroup was 33.33%



Further Results from theFurther Results from the

Descriptive StatisticsDescriptive Statistics

Majority of the students increased their scores overMajority of the students increased their scores over

the course of the semester.the course of the semester.

Actual change in scores tentatively shows noActual change in scores tentatively shows no

significant difference between the two groups.significant difference between the two groups.

The two groups, experimental and control, wereThe two groups, experimental and control, were

very similar.very similar.

Mean test scores for both groups were low.Mean test scores for both groups were low.

Mean pre-test and mean post-test scores for theMean pre-test and mean post-test scores for the

experimental group were higher than the controlexperimental group were higher than the control

group.group.



Multiple Regression toMultiple Regression to

Determine InferentialDetermine Inferential

Conclusions Regarding StudentConclusions Regarding Student

AchievementAchievement

Two TestsTwo Tests



First TestFirst Test

Tested for interaction to determine if theTested for interaction to determine if the

MIP (treatment) effects were dependentMIP (treatment) effects were dependent

on studentson students’’ previous mathematical previous mathematical

knowledge and/or ability.knowledge and/or ability.

The The INTERACTIONINTERACTION variable did not have variable did not have

a significant effect.a significant effect.

Therefore, a second test was run.Therefore, a second test was run.



Second TestSecond Test

A second test was run without theA second test was run without the

INTERACTIONINTERACTION variable to determine if the variable to determine if the

intervention (MIP) had an effect on the meanintervention (MIP) had an effect on the mean

test scores.test scores.

Thus, the mean effects associated with theThus, the mean effects associated with the

variables, variables, PRE-TEST-SCOREPRE-TEST-SCORE and  and EXPCONTEXPCONT,,

were interpreted through this second test.were interpreted through this second test.

Can infer through multiple regression that thereCan infer through multiple regression that there

was no significant difference in the results of thewas no significant difference in the results of the

experimental group and the control group.experimental group and the control group.



ResultsResults

Results would seem to indicate that theResults would seem to indicate that the
MIP did not have a direct effect on studentMIP did not have a direct effect on student
achievement.achievement.

For the intervention group of students,For the intervention group of students,
multiple regression analysis revealed thatmultiple regression analysis revealed that
peer coaching had no significant on thepeer coaching had no significant on the
Programme For International StudentProgramme For International Student
Assessment (PISA)-based standardizedAssessment (PISA)-based standardized
achievement test that emphasized real-lifeachievement test that emphasized real-life
mathematical skills rather than mastery ofmathematical skills rather than mastery of
a particular school curriculum.a particular school curriculum.



DiscussionDiscussion



Principal FindingsPrincipal Findings

The overall experiences for the teacherThe overall experiences for the teacher

and lead mentor participantsand lead mentor participants

The effects on mathematics achievementThe effects on mathematics achievement

for participating studentsfor participating students



Overall ExperiencesOverall Experiences

Both peer partners and lead mentors indicated that theBoth peer partners and lead mentors indicated that the
MIP was a positive experience.MIP was a positive experience.

Statistical analysis consistently supported participantsStatistical analysis consistently supported participants’’
positive responses.positive responses.

Post-observation conferences indicated the nature ofPost-observation conferences indicated the nature of
teachersteachers’’ collaborative interactions. collaborative interactions.

Discussions wereDiscussions were
–– relatively briefrelatively brief

–– not necessarily completed on the same day as the classroomnot necessarily completed on the same day as the classroom
observationobservation

Teachers did not challenge or question each otherTeachers did not challenge or question each other’’ss
practices.practices.

The role of observer or observee was not clearly definedThe role of observer or observee was not clearly defined
during the post-observation conference.during the post-observation conference.

The lead mentor served as a facilitator during theThe lead mentor served as a facilitator during the
discussion.discussion.



Student AchievementStudent Achievement

Comparison of the experimental and controlComparison of the experimental and control
groups using multiple regression found that peergroups using multiple regression found that peer
coaching as implemented through the MIP hadcoaching as implemented through the MIP had
no significant effect on a shortened version ofno significant effect on a shortened version of
the Programme For International Studentthe Programme For International Student
Assessment (PISA) mathematics achievementAssessment (PISA) mathematics achievement
test emphasizing real-life mathematical skillstest emphasizing real-life mathematical skills
rather than mastery of a particular curriculum.rather than mastery of a particular curriculum.

The short duration of this particular study mayThe short duration of this particular study may
account for the lack of improvement in studentaccount for the lack of improvement in student
achievement.achievement.



Link to the LiteratureLink to the Literature



Collaborative InteractionsCollaborative Interactions

Peer coaching through the MIP did notPeer coaching through the MIP did not
have the following characteristics thathave the following characteristics that
have been shown through research tohave been shown through research to
promote collaborative interactions:promote collaborative interactions:

–– ““Feedback requestFeedback request”” in which teachers are in which teachers are
encouraged to critique each others thinkingencouraged to critique each others thinking

–– ““Reflection and rethinkingReflection and rethinking”” as defined in as defined in
WengerWenger’’s (1998) s (1998) ““Communities of PracticeCommunities of Practice””

Collaboration included discussion that wasCollaboration included discussion that was
more descriptive and less analytical.more descriptive and less analytical.



Mentor vs. CoachMentor vs. Coach

Within the Mentored ImplementationWithin the Mentored Implementation

Program (MIP), peer partners fit theProgram (MIP), peer partners fit the

definition of coach more closely thandefinition of coach more closely than

mentor.  Their primary responsibility wasmentor.  Their primary responsibility was

to to ““provide supportprovide support”” for one another as for one another as

they implemented materials from thethey implemented materials from the

summer institute.summer institute.



BarriersBarriers

This study agreed with many others on theThis study agreed with many others on the

following factors that restricted the effectivenessfollowing factors that restricted the effectiveness

of coaches:of coaches:

–– TimeTime

–– SchedulingScheduling

Peer partners often found it difficult to schedulePeer partners often found it difficult to schedule

a convenient time to not only observe but toa convenient time to not only observe but to

conference.  Conferences did not always followconference.  Conferences did not always follow

the classroom observation.the classroom observation.



Role AmbiguityRole Ambiguity

This study supports the literature on roleThis study supports the literature on role
ambiguity.ambiguity.

The role of the coach is not always clearlyThe role of the coach is not always clearly
defined.defined.

In two of the four post-observationIn two of the four post-observation
conferences, the role of observer (coach)conferences, the role of observer (coach)
and observee was unclear.  Peer partnersand observee was unclear.  Peer partners
were trying to discuss two classroomwere trying to discuss two classroom
observations during one conference thatobservations during one conference that
did not even follow either observation.did not even follow either observation.



Characteristics Common to PeerCharacteristics Common to Peer

Coaching ProgramsCoaching Programs
Non-evaluativeNon-evaluative

Based on classroom observation with feedbackBased on classroom observation with feedback

Intended to improve instructional strategies orIntended to improve instructional strategies or
techniquestechniques

Peer coaching through the MIP exhibited thePeer coaching through the MIP exhibited the
first two characteristics.  However, canfirst two characteristics.  However, can
teachers improve instructional strategies orteachers improve instructional strategies or
techniques if they do not evaluate or actuallytechniques if they do not evaluate or actually
assess the instruction they are observing?assess the instruction they are observing?



Greater Classroom ImplementationGreater Classroom Implementation

Joyce and Showers (2002) indicated thatJoyce and Showers (2002) indicated that
teachers who had received continued technicalteachers who had received continued technical
support through coaching by an outside expertsupport through coaching by an outside expert
or peer were more likely to achieve greateror peer were more likely to achieve greater
classroom implementation.classroom implementation.

Having the MIP as a follow-up to the summerHaving the MIP as a follow-up to the summer
institutes provided accountability for theinstitutes provided accountability for the
teachers.  When observed by a peer partnerteachers.  When observed by a peer partner
and/or lead mentor, teachers were expected toand/or lead mentor, teachers were expected to
implement strategies and techniques from theimplement strategies and techniques from the
summer institute.summer institute.

Does peer coaching make teachers moreDoes peer coaching make teachers more
accountable regardless of the expertise of theaccountable regardless of the expertise of the
coach?coach?



Positive Teacher ResponsesPositive Teacher Responses

Like other studies involving coaching,Like other studies involving coaching,

teachers were very positive about theteachers were very positive about the

benefits of the MIP.benefits of the MIP.



How was this study different?How was this study different?

Went beyond classroom observations andWent beyond classroom observations and

teacher interviews to collect empirical datateacher interviews to collect empirical data

on the collaborative interactions of theon the collaborative interactions of the

peer coaches during the post-observationpeer coaches during the post-observation

conference.conference.

–– Analyzed actual conversationsAnalyzed actual conversations

Analyzed the effects of the MIP on studentAnalyzed the effects of the MIP on student

achievement.achievement.



Limitations of this StudyLimitations of this Study



VolunteerismVolunteerism

Participation in this study for both theParticipation in this study for both the

experimental and control group wasexperimental and control group was

voluntary.voluntary.

Therefore, the researcher could notTherefore, the researcher could not

control, for example, the relative years ofcontrol, for example, the relative years of

experience of the teachers participating.experience of the teachers participating.



Years ExperienceYears Experience

Experimental GroupExperimental Group

–– Female Female –– 2 years 2 years

–– Male Male –– 4 years 4 years

–– Female Female –– 2 years 2 years

–– Female Female –– 10 years 10 years

–– Male Male –– 16 years 16 years

–– Female Female –– 3 years 3 years

Combined yearsCombined years

experience experience –– 37 years 37 years

Control GroupControl Group

–– Female Female –– 32 years 32 years

–– Female Female –– 0 years 0 years

–– Male Male –– 22 years 22 years

–– Male Male –– 2 years 2 years

–– Female Female –– 9 years 9 years

Combined yearsCombined years

experience experience –– 65 years 65 years



TimeTime

Does the short duration of this particularDoes the short duration of this particular

study account for the lack of improvementstudy account for the lack of improvement

in student achievement?in student achievement?

A more in depth longitudinal study of peerA more in depth longitudinal study of peer

coaching as it is implemented through thecoaching as it is implemented through the

MIP and through other professionalMIP and through other professional

development models is needed!development models is needed!



Policy ImplicationsPolicy Implications



How does this study have policyHow does this study have policy

implications for teachers?implications for teachers?

Teachers are held accountable for mathematicsTeachers are held accountable for mathematics

achievement at both the achievement at both the statestate (Kentucky Core (Kentucky Core

Content) and Content) and national national (No Child Left Behind)(No Child Left Behind)

level!level!

Through HB 93, Kentucky has already made aThrough HB 93, Kentucky has already made a

commitment to training mathematics coaches.commitment to training mathematics coaches.

Determining how to link coaching to improvedDetermining how to link coaching to improved

student achievement:  For example, can morestudent achievement:  For example, can more

““collaborative interactionscollaborative interactions”” involving in depth involving in depth

analysis ultimately translate to improved studentanalysis ultimately translate to improved student

achievement?achievement?



Policy Implications for the MIPPolicy Implications for the MIP

Structural Regulations:Structural Regulations:

Requiring coaching and mentoring training by anRequiring coaching and mentoring training by an
““expertexpert”” for lead mentors and both teachers in a for lead mentors and both teachers in a
peer partner relationship.peer partner relationship.

Training that involves more role playing to helpTraining that involves more role playing to help
bring clarity to the role of each peer partner.bring clarity to the role of each peer partner.

Training that encourages and illustratesTraining that encourages and illustrates
collaborative interactions.collaborative interactions.

Requiring teachers to videotape the observedRequiring teachers to videotape the observed
lesson if the post-observation will not occurlesson if the post-observation will not occur
during the same day.during the same day.



More Stringent RegulationsMore Stringent Regulations

Attendance to the AMSP institute with a peer partnerAttendance to the AMSP institute with a peer partner
from the same school or district.from the same school or district.

Written agreement by both the teacher and principal thatWritten agreement by both the teacher and principal that
the teacher will fulfill his or her MIP requirements.the teacher will fulfill his or her MIP requirements.

Attendance to the coaching and mentoring training whichAttendance to the coaching and mentoring training which
is imperative to the success of teachersis imperative to the success of teachers’’ collaborative collaborative
interactions during the post-observation conference.interactions during the post-observation conference.

Completion of a minimum of two classroom observationsCompletion of a minimum of two classroom observations
as an observer followed by the corresponding post-as an observer followed by the corresponding post-
observation conferences.observation conferences.

Completion of a minimum of two classroom observationsCompletion of a minimum of two classroom observations
as the observee followed by the corresponding post-as the observee followed by the corresponding post-
observation conferences.observation conferences.



Regulations ContinuedRegulations Continued

A substitute teacher during the scheduledA substitute teacher during the scheduled

classroom visit and post-observation conferenceclassroom visit and post-observation conference

to alleviate time constraints.to alleviate time constraints.

Formative evaluation and feedback so that theFormative evaluation and feedback so that the

peer partner has a basis for reflection andpeer partner has a basis for reflection and

examination of his or her own practices.examination of his or her own practices.

An instrument that would help guide improvedAn instrument that would help guide improved

performance and focus the discussion during theperformance and focus the discussion during the

post-observation conference.post-observation conference.



Recommendations forRecommendations for

Further ResearchFurther Research



For Further ExaminationFor Further Examination

What would be considered an appropriateWhat would be considered an appropriate

number of observations, conferences,number of observations, conferences,

informal discussions, etcinformal discussions, etc……??

What types of training would help teachersWhat types of training would help teachers

to truly be collaborative and moreto truly be collaborative and more

analytical about their work?analytical about their work?

Is there a difference between teacher-Is there a difference between teacher-

mentor relationships and peer coachingmentor relationships and peer coaching

relationships?relationships?



What have we learned?What have we learned?

Peer partners and lead mentors perceivePeer partners and lead mentors perceive

the MIP as a positive experience.the MIP as a positive experience.

Teachers collaborative interactions lack inTeachers collaborative interactions lack in

depth analysis.depth analysis.

Further longitudinal research is necessaryFurther longitudinal research is necessary

before discounting the benefits of peerbefore discounting the benefits of peer

coaching on student achievement.coaching on student achievement.


