
Abstract: One hundred and fifty educators
across five school Direct Instruction implemen-
tations were provided with a seven-question
survey and asked to identify the level of super-
visory support found most effective in the
acquisition of new teaching behaviors. In addi-
tion, these educators were asked if these newly
acquired behaviors had maintained over time.
Of the 150 educators, 113 (75.3%) completed
the survey in its entirety. Results showed that
the majority of teachers identified the team-
teach method of coaching wherein the coach
and/or supervisor directly intervenes during
the lesson, provides a short demonstration of a
particular strategy or method, gives a ration-
ale, and then has the educator immediately
replicate the intervention as the most effective
when acquiring new teaching techniques. In
addition, all respondents noted that teaching
behaviors acquired during the coaching expe-
rience were implemented over time. 

There are four key principles that determine

high quality professional development for teach-

ers [American Federation of Teachers (AFT),

1999]. First, teachers require training that

includes recent research findings relevant to the

field of education. Second, consultation and

demonstration of validated instructional pro-

grams should be accessible to every teacher.

Third, teachers should receive continuous pro-

fessional development that has “topical continu-

ity, practical application, and opportunities for

collaboration with peers” (AFT, p. 25). Finally,

such professional development should be linked

to frequent in-class supervision.

In order for continued professional development

to be most effective, the focus should be on

changing both teacher and student behavior

(National Reading Panel, 2000). This means

that teachers must adopt new ways of teaching,

and corresponding changes in student behavior

should take place as a function of this teaching.

In addition, the preparation of teachers requires

extended training and ongoing support.

While in-service workshops and scheduled class-

room observations conducted by school princi-

pals have been the traditional means of provid-

ing instruction and support to teachers, Joyce

and Showers (1995) propose that these

approaches are not always the most effective in

causing lasting change in teaching practices.

This is in large part because teachers are often

isolated and do not receive regular supervision

when they return to their classrooms and

attempt to use the new strategies, practices,

and methods they learned in the workshop set-
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ting. In fact, the absence of follow-up is the sin-

gle most profound challenge in the professional

development of teachers (Fullan, 1993).

“Inadequate and insufficient professional sup-

port helps explain why so many attempts to

improve student learning have failed” (Worrall

& Carnine, 1995, p. 15). 

When teachers are taught to implement teach-

ing practices accurately and effectively, the aca-

demic outcomes of students can improve

(Carnine, Grossen, & Silbert, 1995). Coaching

within a supervision model is a method to aid in

the accurate and effective acquisition of teach-

ing practices and behaviors.

Coaching has been defined as:

a confidential arrangement between peers

that includes a focused classroom observa-

tion and feedback on that observation. It

is not evaluation; it does not certify a

teacher’s effectiveness. Instead, coaching

provides teachers a means of examining

and reflecting on what they do in a psy-

chologically safe environment where it is

all right to experiment, fail, revise, and try

again. (Raney & Robbins, 1989, p. 37)

Joyce and Showers (1995) described the impor-

tance of coaching to mastery of the knowledge

presented in workshop settings as well as to skill

acquisition and behavior change in the classroom.

Several investigations have noted the efficacy of

coaching within a supervision model. Snippe

(1992) and Fuchs, Fuchs, Hamlett, and

Ferguson (1992) noted the comparative value of

coaching within classrooms compared to work-

shop models of professional development. A

workshop format does not include supervisory

follow-up in the classroom. Snippe and Fuchs et

al. found that coaching is a vital component in

the professional development of teachers and

can be very effective in altering both teacher

practices and student achievement.

Interestingly, Snippe reported that as few as

two supervisory sessions with a teacher, either

with or without the teacher having attended a

previous workshop, can enhance the effective-

ness of the teacher in the classroom.

During coaching the coach/consultant helps

teachers provide effective instruction so that

both they and the students can be more suc-

cessful. This means that the ultimate focus of

the observation is on student learning. In order

to improve student learning teachers must be

provided feedback on their performance in the

classroom. McLaughlin and Pfeifer (1988)

defined feedback as the process of giving back

information for the purpose of bringing about a

change in the behavior of the person receiving

it. The characteristics of effective feedback

include: timeliness, specificity, clarity of pur-

pose, and credibility of the source of feedback

(McLaughlin & Pfeifer). 

Further, French (1997) noted that feedback

should be descriptive rather than judgmental

and should be directed toward performance not

toward the personal characteristics of the

receiver. “Teachers must communicate the find-

ings of their observations to classroom personnel

in a way that establishes their credibility, focus-

es on quality ideas, provides depth of informa-

tion, encourages changes in performance, and

offers suggestions useful in improving instruc-

tion” (Morgan, 1997, p. 8). Moreover, the meth-

ods of feedback should reflect and promote dia-

logue about classroom events and should begin

with the idea that information is the basis for all

instructional decisions (Karant, 1989).

Along these lines, Gleason and Hall (1991)

found the use of in-class feedback on the acqui-

sition of teaching behaviors was more efficient

and effective than after-class feedback. In-class

feedback provides teachers an opportunity to

practice the recommended changes and/or alter-

ations immediately with their own students. In

addition, when in-class feedback is provided,

teachers are not required to wait until the next
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day to execute the changes, thus the amount of

time that elapses between the feedback and the

implementation of the changes is minimal.

Coulter and Grossen (1997) reported that “in-

class feedback resulted in faster acquisition of

target behaviors than after-class feedback or no

feedback” for all participants (p. 27). In addi-

tion, the in-class feedback method resulted in a

higher level of performance for these partici-

pants. This in-class feedback involved com-

ments and prompts provided to the teacher

during the lesson. For example, the team-teach

method of coaching was employed wherein the

supervisor directly intervened during the lesson

(modeled aspects of the lesson) and had the

teacher replicate the procedure with the stu-

dents. Additionally, this study explored teach-

ers’ responses to the in-class feedback method.

Teachers reported that in-class supervision did

not threaten or undermine the teachers’ author-

ity or credibility with the students; teachers

found the in-class feedback to be of great value.

Maintenance of effects after coaching should

also be examined. In a study conducted by

O’Reilly et al. (1992), in-class feedback versus

after-class feedback was compared to determine

whether teaching behaviors were retained over

time. Three student teachers placed in elemen-

tary, middle, and high school classrooms partici-

pated in the study. The participants were

taught one or two teaching techniques. The in-

class feedback consisted of the supervisor

immediately identifying the error made by the

student teachers during instruction. If they did

not know how to correct the teaching error, the

supervisor verbalized and modeled the proce-

dure. The student teachers were then instruct-

ed to continue teaching and to implement the

targeted teaching behavior(s). In addition, the

supervisor and the student teachers met after

class where additional feedback was provided.

In the after-class only model of feedback, the

student teachers were provided feedback only

in a conference-like setting after school. The

results from this study indicated that with in-

class feedback, two of the three participants

exhibited enhanced performance on the target-

ed teaching behaviors. In fact, O’Reilly et al.

noted that on observations conducted several

weeks later, the student teachers correctly

implemented the requisite teaching behaviors.

In contrast, the after-class only feedback method

resulted in only 62% of the occasions when the

student teachers were able to implement the

targeted behaviors in a correct fashion.

Staff development plans need to support teach-

ers in their quest to apply effective teaching

strategies in their classrooms. However, much of

the training conducted on the implementation

of Direct Instruction programs consists of work-

shops wherein teachers are provided with a the-

oretical framework, a demonstration, guided

practice, and feedback. Then staff return to

their classrooms and are not typically provided

with a source of on-going support. In the cases

where continuing support is provided, there are

significant differences in the types of support

they receive (more workshops, observations

with interventions, observations without

interventions, etc.).

Therefore, the purpose of this investigation was

to survey educators involved in Direct Instruction

implementations on (a) which type of supervisory

support was most effective in the acquisition of

new teaching behaviors, and (b) which level of

support had the most impact on the retention of

these acquired teaching behaviors.

Method 
Survey 
To assess both the degree and level of supervi-

sory support that was most effective in improv-

ing teacher behaviors when working with educa-

tors in a classroom setting and the retention of

these behaviors over time, a seven-question sur-

vey was developed by the author. This survey

was developed based on a review of the research

Journal of Direct Instruction 7755



7766 Summer 2001

Grade Level Taught: _________________________Your Age: ______________________________

Position: ___________________________________Sex:  ❑ Male    ❑ Female

# of Years in the Profession: __________________

Please circle one answer for each question.
1. On average, in the past school year how many times have you received an observation from a

consultant and/or a peer coach?

a) 1–3 b) 4–6 c) 7–9 d) more than 10

2. Of the following, which do you feel is most effective in helping you acquire new teaching

techniques?

a) A demonstration lesson conducted by the coach/consultant and observed by the teacher.

b) Following an observation, in which no intervention occurs, the coach/consultant and the

teacher meet after school to discuss possible changes/adaptations.

c) Various verbal prompts, hints, or reminders from the coach/consultant while the teacher is

providing instruction to his/her students.

d) A side-by-side/team-teach strategy in which the coach/consultant intervenes during the les-

son, provides a model and a rationale for the change/adaptation, etc. and then the teacher

teaches the same format/material again.

e) Attending after-school workshops/training sessions that focus on various teaching strategies

that can be utilized in the classroom.

f) None of the above.

3. Please describe your reason(s) for the answer to question #2.

(Table 1 continues)

Table 1

Survey
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4. What level of intervention do you think has the most significant impact on retention of these

teacher behaviors over time?

a) A demonstration lesson conducted by the coach/consultant and observed by the teacher.

b) Following an observation, in which no intervention occurs, the coach/consultant and the

teacher meet after school to discuss possible changes/adaptations.

c) Various verbal prompts, hints, or reminders from the coach/consultant while the teacher is

providing instruction to his/her students.

d) A side-by-side/team-teach strategy in which the coach/consultant intervenes during the les-

son, provides a model and a rationale for the change/adaptation, etc. and then the teacher

teaches the same format/material again.

e) Attending after-school workshops/training sessions that focus on various teaching strategies

that can be utilized in the classroom.

f) None of the above.

5. Please describe your answer to question #4.

6. If changes/adaptations, etc. were provided by the coach/consultant, do you implement these

over time?

❑ Yes    ❑ No

7. Why or why not?

Table 1...continued

Survey



literature on Direct Instruction, supervision,

and feedback models in teacher training as well

as discussions with administrators, consultants,

university faculty, and teachers who used Direct

Instruction programs. Four of the questions

required the respondents to circle the response

that best answered a question. The remaining

three questions required them to write a

descriptive answer. Table 1 shows the survey

used in this investigation.

Schools
Five school sites were selected by the author to

participate in the study based on their school-

wide implementation of Direct Instruction pro-

grams and use of at least three different out-

side (not within district) consultants in their

training regime. These sites also had received

various levels of coaching intervention (see

Table 1 for the levels of intervention).

One site was a small rural school of 365 stu-

dents in the western United States. It included

a pre-kindergarten through fifth grade school

population; the minority population of this

school was 14%, and the percentage of students

on free and reduced lunch was 62%. This

school had implemented Direct Instruction

programs for 6 years. Two sites in the same dis-

trict in the southern United States also partici-

pated. One was an elementary school and one

was a middle school located in a mid-sized rural

school district (student body = 5,804) serving

students in kindergarten through twelfth grade.

The percentage of students who received free

and reduced lunch was 37%, and the percent-

age of students from minority populations was

3%. They were in their first year of implemen-

tation. The fourth site was a charter school

located in a large urban school district in the

west that served a total population of 3,797

students. The school had an enrollment of 291

students and served those in grades kinder-

garten through eighth grade. The percentage of

students on free and reduced lunch was 27%

and the minority population was 6%. This site

had implemented Direct Instruction programs

for 3 years. Finally, the fifth site (located in the

southern United States) had an enrollment of

5,100 students and served students in grades

kindergarten through twelfth grade. The per-

centage of students who received free and

reduced lunch was 51%, and the minority popu-

lation was 60.7%, of which 18% were students

who had English as a second language. This

urban site had used Direct Instruction pro-

grams for 6 years.

Respondents
A letter describing the purpose and the confi-

dentiality of the study was developed and

attached to the survey. For three sites, the

author presented the survey and letter to those

individuals who were present at a school-wide

training session and had received coaching some

time in the past. These individuals were told to

complete the survey and return it in 1 week to

the principal. For two sites, the principal pre-

sented the survey in a staff meeting and

requested its completion within 1 week. 

Out of the 150 surveys distributed across sites,

113 (75.3%) were returned. Six of the 113 sur-

veys were received 2 to 3 weeks after the 1-

week deadline and were included in the analy-

sis. Eight (5.3%) of the surveys were not com-

plete (e.g., all questions were not responded to

or multiple responses were provided on ques-

tions that involved one answer) and were dis-

carded. Of the 113 surveys returned, 104 teach-

ers, 7 instructional assistants, and 2 counselors

were involved. Of these, 77 respondents (68%)

taught at the elementary level, 26 (23%) taught

at the middle school level, and 10 (9%) taught

at the high school level. Approximately 43% of

the respondents had over 15 years of teaching

experience. All respondents were involved in a

Direct Instruction implementation that included

a consultation and in-class coaching model.
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However, all five sites received consultation/

coaching services at various frequency levels and

from various coaches. 

Results
Recall that Table 1 provides the survey questions

used in this investigation. On Question 1,

respondents addressed “on average, in the past

year how many times have you received an obser-

vation from a consultant and/or peer coach?” The

majority of respondents (43.4%) noted they had

received 7–9 observations, 26.5% noted they had

received 1–3 observations, and 22.1% reported

4–6 observations conducted in the past. Less

than 1% received more than 10 observations.

On Question 2, respondents identified which

level of support was most effective in helping

them acquire new teaching behaviors. The

majority of respondents (61.1%) preferred a

side-by-side/team-teach strategy where the

coach/consultant intervenes during the lesson,

provides a model and a rationale for the

change/adaptation, and then has the educator

teach the same format/material again (Choice

D). Approximately 22% of respondents identi-

fied a demonstration lesson (Choice A) as the

most helpful technique in acquiring new teach-

ing techniques. An after-school meeting with

the coach/consultant (Choice B) was identified

as the most effective technique for 10.6% of

respondents. Finally, verbal prompts, hints, and

reminders from the coach/consultant during the

lesson (Choice C) and after-school workshops

and training sessions (Choice E) were identified

by .04% and .02% of respondents, respectively.

On Question 3, respondents were asked to com-

plete a written response describing why the par-

ticular level of support was chosen. These

responses were categorized according to the

similarity of their responses. When Choice A (“A

demonstration lesson conducted by the

coach/consultant and observed by the teacher”)

was selected, the most common response

(95.8% of the respondents) was that they felt at

ease watching and observing a model provided

by an “expert” and that the visual example

allowed them to understand the strategy/tech-

nique better. Similarity across the other

responses was not found.

When Choice B (“Following an observation, in

which no intervention occurs, the coach/con-

sultant and the teacher meet after school to dis-

cuss possible changes and adaptations”) was

selected, 78.5% of the respondents indicated

that this level of intervention was preferred, as

it allowed time for discussion with the coach

without any distractions. Only one teacher

reported that it was the preferred level of inter-

vention because feedback should always be

given in private. Similarity across the other

responses was not found.

When Choice C (“Various verbal prompts, hints,

or reminders from the coach/consultant while

the teacher is providing instruction to his/her

students”) was selected, three out of the four

respondents (75%) reported that they were com-

fortable with this type of partnership because it

was the minimal amount of intervention. 

For those respondents who selected Choice D

(“A side-by-side/team-teach strategy in which

the coach/consultant intervenes during the les-

son, provides a model and a rationale for the

change/adaptation, etc. and then the teacher

teaches the same format/material again”), 57%

noted that immediate feedback provided a

“hands-on” way to learn, therefore providing

powerful shifts in the learning process; it was

experiential rather than theoretical; and it limit-

ed the long-term effects of errors. The second

most common response, reported by 32.8 % of

the respondents, was that the side-by-side/team-

teach strategy provided an opportunity to see

what works with students as well as allowed

them to practice the technique to mastery.

Interestingly, three educators (.04%) reported
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that although they thought this level of inter-

vention was the most effective, it was not the

most comfortable. Recall that most respondents

(61.1%) selected a side-by-side/team-teach strat-

egy as the most effective coaching technique.

On Choice E (“Attending after-school work-

shops/training sessions that focus on various

teaching strategies that can be utilized in the

classroom”), only one response was noted (i.e.,

“after-school workshops provide an opportunity

to refine teaching techniques and engage in

open discussion”).

On Question 4, respondents were asked to iden-

tify which level of support had the most signifi-

cant impact on retention of teacher behaviors

over time. The levels of support were the same

as the choices for Question 2 (see Table 1).

Overall, the majority of educators (62%) pre-

ferred a side-by-side/team-teach strategy in

which the coach/consultant intervenes during

the lesson, provides a model and a rationale for

the change/adaptation, etc., and then has the

educator teach the same format/material again

(Choice D). For Choice B, 17% identified that

following an observation, in which no interven-

tion occurs, the coach/consultant meets after

school to discuss possible changes/adaptations. A

demonstration lesson conducted by the

coach/consultant and observed by the teacher

(Choice A) was identified by 10% of respon-

dents. Finally, verbal prompts, hints, and

reminders from the coach/consultant during the

lesson (Choice C) and after-school workshops

and training sessions (Choice E) were identified

by .08% and .03% of respondents, respectively. 

On Question 5, respondents were asked to com-

plete a written response describing why the par-

ticular level of support on Question 4 was cho-

sen. These responses were categorized accord-

ing to the similarity of the response. On Choice

A (“A demonstration lesson conducted by the

coach/consultant and observed by the teacher”),

44.4% of the respondents who selected this

response indicated that a demonstration provid-

ed a helpful model. Eight educators claimed

that they preferred a demonstration because an

intervention used during teaching can be con-

fusing. Similarity across the other responses was

not found.

On Choice B (“Following an observation, in

which no intervention occurs, the coach/con-

sultant and the teacher meet after school to dis-

cuss possible changes and adaptations”), 76.4%

of those who selected this response stated that

an after-school meeting allowed time for discus-

sion, clarification, reflection, and input from the

teacher and that they preferred privacy for con-

structive criticism. Similarity across the other

responses was not found.

On Choice C (“Various verbal prompts, hints, or

reminders from the coach/consultant while the

teacher is providing instruction to his/her stu-

dents”), 77.8% of the respondents who selected

this answer stated that verbal prompts were

helpful because they were an immediate

reminder of what was to be done during the les-

son. In addition, 22.2% of the respondents

claimed that they thought this type of interven-

tion was helpful because it provided the stu-

dents an opportunity to hear what changes

should be made, thus being involved in the

entire learning process.

For Choice D (“A side-by-side/team-teach strat-

egy in which the coach/consultant intervenes

during the lesson, provides a model and a

rationale for the change/adaptation, etc. and

then the teacher teaches the same format/mate-

rial again”), 80% of the respondents who select-

ed this choice (again, the most common

response made by 62% of respondents on the

previous question) indicated that the side-by-

side/team-teach strategy was the most powerful

level of intervention because the model pro-

vides immediate feedback and correct modeling

of behaviors; confirms understanding; and pro-

vides the teacher with an opportunity to prac-
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tice, receive guided practice, and make the

strategy/technique permanent. In addition,

12.8% claimed that the team-teach model

allowed for individualization because the coach

was a team player in the classroom, providing

teachers with much needed support. Similarity

across the other responses was not found.

Finally, for Choice E (“Attending after-school

workshops/training sessions that focus on vari-

ous teaching strategies that can be utilized in

the classroom”), 60% of the respondents who

selected this choice noted that an after-school

setting allowed for time to discuss the rationale

for various teaching strategies; 40% noted that

after-school sessions allow for active involve-

ment and note taking.

On Question 6, respondents were asked to

identify whether the changes/adaptations were

implemented over time. All respondents identi-

fied that if changes/adaptations were provided

by the coach/consultant, they were implement-

ed over time. Finally on Question 7, respon-

dents were asked to identify the reasons why

the changes/adaptations provided by the

coach/consultant were or were not implemented

over time. The most common response, report-

ed by 70.8% of the respondents, was that the

changes and adaptations provided by the coach

were implemented over time because the

changes were productive and beneficial for the

students and that the suggestions helped the

teacher be more efficient and effective. In addi-

tion, 19% of the respondents indicated that the

coach was the “expert” and they had faith in

suggestions offered by the coach. Similarity

across the other responses was not found.

Discussion
This study examined the level of supervisory

support that was most effective in improving

teacher behaviors and practices when working

with educators in a supervisory manner in a

classroom setting. In particular, this study

explored the specific levels of supervisory inter-

vention that were most effective in helping

improve teacher behaviors and examined

whether these behaviors were retained over

time. The results from this study support the

conclusion that teachers prefer a side-by-

side/team-teach strategy in which the coach/con-

sultant intervenes during the lesson, provides a

model and a rationale for the change/adaptation,

and then has the educator teach the same for-

mat/material again. Furthermore, the results sup-

port the proposition that immediate in-class

feedback is more effective than the traditional

after-school meetings in which teachers receive

feedback about the lesson that was observed.

These findings are consistent with those of

Gleason and Hall (1991), Morgan (1997), and

O’Reilly et al. (1992). 

In particular, this study supported the findings

of Coulter and Grossen (1997) where in-class

feedback was found to be more effective than

after-class or no feedback—the team-teach

method of coaching was also employed wherein

the supervisor directly intervened during the

lesson (modeled aspects of the lesson) and had

the teacher replicate the procedure with the

students. Coulter and Grossen noted that the

teachers did not feel threatened or undermined

and found the in-class feedback to be of great

value. Thus, this study speaks to the impor-

tance of the team-teach model of coaching

when educators are actively engaged in lesson

presentations.

In-class coaching and immediate feedback is not

a model of supervision and coaching that is

commonly practiced. Due to the intrusive

nature of the coach being in the teachers’ class-

room working side-by-side with them, there are

often concerns about the possibility of this type

of method being intimidating and undermining

the authority of the teacher. However, the writ-

ten responses from the respondents clearly indi-

cate that the team-teach coaching method does
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not threaten or undermine teachers nor does it

dismantle the credibility that they have estab-

lished with their students. Rather, an over-

whelming number of educators expressed that

the team-teach model was powerful due to its

experiential nature and that the immediate

feedback allowed for a positive “hands-on”

approach to learning.

Even though teacher-training programs typically

do not utilize the side-by-side/team-teach

model nor do teachers experience this type of

professional development once they enter the

classroom, the results of the study suggest that

educators could acquire new, specific teaching

behaviors and practices if they experienced this

type of coaching model. This does not imply

that after-school workshops and traditional

means of observation are not an important train-

ing method. Rather, the implication for practice

is that the team-teach model improves both

teacher and student performance and is per-

ceived as helpful and effective for educators.

The team-teach model can provide an immedi-

ate demonstration of a particular technique or

strategy while students are present, providing

an opportunity for educators to link the teach-

ing behavior to the students’ behavior. In con-

trast, the out-of-classroom model can provide

the opportunity for further self-analysis on the

part of educators and can allow for discussion

about application of theory. Both models appear

to be necessary for the professional develop-

ment of educators. Thus, an ideal teacher-train-

ing model should incorporate both models of

supervision and coaching.

The team-teach model of coaching can provide

both frequent feedback to teachers as well as

promote long-term changes in teacher behavior;

in turn improving instruction in the classroom.

In addition, offering assistance in the classroom

environment in a consultative and participatory

manner allows both the teacher and the

coach/supervisor to work through problems and

challenges in a meaningful, concrete way. As

teachers if we are to stimulate students to be

continuous learners, then we as a profession

must pursue lifelong learning as an essential pro-

fessional goal. If our learning consists of one-day

workshops and trainings that occur in an envi-

ronment where we are disconnected from our

students then it is not surprising that what we

are taught does not generalize to the classroom,

nor are the practices maintained over time. Yet,

if we as a profession engage in active learning

activities such as coaching, we can continuously

seek, assess, learn, apply, and communicate

knowledge throughout our teaching careers.

Despite the interesting findings noted in this

investigation, several limitations exist. First, as

with other research conducted using survey

methodology, it is not clear if the results repre-

sent what teachers actually did in the classroom.

Future studies should include direct observations

of teacher performance on such variables as use of

teaching behaviors over time. Second, only five

schools across four districts in two areas of the

country (south and west) were involved in this

study. Future studies should extend this survey by

including more schools across all geographic

regions. Third, schools were not randomly select-

ed from all possible Direct Instruction implemen-

tations. Future studies should include random

selection of schools. Finally, although the author

was not the primary consultant in these sites, she

had provided consultation to each site in the past.

Future studies should examine Direct Instruction

implementations across consultants. 

It would also be interesting to determine the

effects of the various levels of intervention on

the academic outcomes of students. As many

teachers identified that the suggestions and

strategies offered and demonstrated by the coach

had a positive impact on students, it would be

important to identify if the students’ academic

behaviors improved. In addition, due to the fact

that the respondents had various individuals who

conducted the observations, it would be useful to

have educators determine what specific behaviors
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and personality characteristics the

consultants/coaches had to determine if some of

the same characteristics are consistent across

individuals. This information could then be uti-

lized when training others to serve in this role.

In summary, this study is an initial step in the

direction of determining teacher preferences

with regard to levels of support and coaching

provided in schools. Findings should help direct

future investigations in this important, albeit

under-studied, research area.
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