
Tcoc/'lng & T~(Jc"~r Education, vol, 6, 1'10,3, pp, 227-241. 19'JO
Printed in Greal Btilain

l)7A\~-4SIX/'.lo ~J,OOTO,OO
© 1990 Pergamon Pre." pic

PATHS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: CONTRIVED
COLLEGIALITY, COLLABORATIVE CULTURE, AND THE CASE OF

PEER COACHING

ANDY HARGREA YES and RUTH DAWE
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Abstrac:l - The paper defines and analyses the differences between collaborative culture and
contrived collegiality as forms of joint work and interaction among teachers. It uses the case of peer
coaching, especially one variant kno•••..n as technical coaching, to investigate and interpret these
differences. Collaborative cultures comprise evolutionary relationships of openness, trust, and
support among teachers where they define and develop their o•••..n purposes as a eommunity.
Contrived collegiality consists of administratively contrived interactions among teachers where
they meet and work to implement the curricula and instructional strategies developed by others.
Collaborative cultures foster teacher and curriculum development. Contrived collegiality
enhances administrative control. Peer coaching of the technical kind, it is concluded, fosters
implementation rather than development, education rather than training, contrived collegiality
rather than ccllaborarive culture.

The professional isolation of the classroom
teacher has become one of the commonplaces
of modern educational research (Lorrie, 1975;
Zielinski & Hoy, 1983; Elklit & Friis, 1979;

, Zahorik, 1987; Flinders, 1988). So has the per-
u\:: J sistcnt failure at classroom level of most efforts

\; ,)to secure curriculum implementation and plan-
'vrYJ ned educational change more generally (Huber·
. man & Miles, 1984). These two things, in fact,

have been seen as intimately connected. Class-
room isdlation has been held responsible for
teachers' anxiety about their effectiveness, their
fearfulness of external evaluation and their irn-
mersionin the immediacy of their own class-
rooms. This, in turn, has been felt to explain
teachers' reluctance to explore and embrace al-
ternative teaching approaches which may chal-
lenge or move beyond what they already know
and do (Lortie, 1975; Hargreaves, 1989). Re-
easing teachers from their isolation, "cracking
the walls of privatism" , as Fullan (1982) has put
'it, has, therefore, been regarded not only as a
beneficial move for teachers collegially, but also
as an essential prerequisite to securing educa-

tional change in any enduring sense.
This combination of research understandings

about the effects of teacher isolation and the
problem of curriculum implementation has
helped stimulate growing interest and initiative
in strategies of curriculum implementation and
professional development which brings
'teachers together in working relationships wit
each other. Building a professional culture 0 Ji'-;
teaching which is more responsive and receptive
to change has become an important managerial
priority for many schools and school systems
(Lieberman, 1986). Although still widespread,
teacher isolation, and the individualism that
comes with it, now appear to be in retreat in a
number of areas, in the face of a range ofinitia-
tives promoting more collaborative forms of
professional development within and between
schools (Lieberman, 1986; Niis et al., 1989;
Sickler, 1988).

The accumulated wisdom of research knowl-
edge and expertise regarding teachers' work
and educational change is, however, not itself
sufficient to explain the shift towards more col-
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Iaborative forms of teacher development as a
lever for change. Other factors, too, are playing
an important part in the particular formation
and functioning of collaborative teacher de-
velopment. These factors do not merely foster
collaboration in the abstract, but concoct it in
particular forms for particular purposes" that
merit careful inspection.

One of these factors is the urgent press to-
wards more centrally generated, bureaucrati-
cally driven forms of control in the initiation of
educational change. Examples of collaborative
professional development have admittedly
been sprinkled around school systems for many
years on a dispersed, sporadic, and localized
basis - in the Teachers' Centre movement, for
instance, or in numerous instances of school-
centred innovation in Britain in the late 1970s.
But across the West, recent years have 'tVit-
nessed increased support from school systems
and their administrators for better coordinated
and more enduring arrangements concerning
collaborative professional development. Ironic-
ally - and paradoxically perhaps ~ this sup-
port for localized teacher collaboration has run
alongside parallel movements towards the cen- .
tralization and standardization of control over
curriculum and instruction (Hargreaves, 1989).
In NOIWay,teachers are being granted one hour
per week of time away from class to work
together on the interpretation and implemen-
tation of National Curriculum guidelines.' In
Britain, movements away from course- based in-
service education to short, intensive. programs
of school"or local education authority-based in-
service training have been accompanied by the
legislated introduction of a National cur-
riculum, nationally imposed initiatives in tech-
nical and vocational education, and central
reform of the .public examination system
(Hargreaves & Reynolds, 1989; Hartley, 1986).
In the United States, new-style professional
development programs have provided the con-
(ext, in many jurisdictions, for the introduction
of standardized models of effective teaching
and learning strategies - most dramatically
through administratively supported effective
teaching initiatives being promoted by Hunter
(1984), And even liberal Ontario, where many

boards have granted their elementary teachers a
minimum of 120 minutes per week or more of
preparation time, with the intention that some
of this at least be used for purposes of staff col-
laboration, has shown no signs as yet of releas-
ing its powerful administrative grip on the tight
specification of curriculum guidelines at provin-
cial and school-board level (Fullan & Connelly,
1987).

These cross-national developments mark a
significant trend towards the centralization of
bureaucratic control, the tightening of adminis-
trative surveillance over both curriculum con-
tent and pedagogical process in the state school
systems of most Western societies (Fullan &
Connelly, 1987; McNeil, 1986). These develop-
ments are driven by powerful social forces
which have been described in detail elsewhere
but which might be summarized as amounting
to fundamental crises of legitimation and belief,
and of motivation and purpose throughout
economically destabilized western societies -
crises which have occasioned state intervention
through the public schooling system to recon-
struct new forms of motivation and belief
among its most economically at-risk groups of
working-class and ethnic-minority students,
and among the state employees who must teach
them (Hargreaves, 1989). This socio-political
context is desperately important for under-
standing and explaining the particular forms
and functions taken by those modem teacher
development strategies which receive wide ad-
ministrative support. It helps explain the pecu-
liar paradox that teachers are apparently being
urged to collaborate more, just at the moment
when there is less for them to collaborate about.
It helps explain why most administratively sup-
ported initiatives in collaborative teacher de-
velopment take the form nQ.t of extended criti-
cal reflection or of action research, for instance ,
but of collective exposure to an t:;(Cternallyde-
signed process of instructional training in pur-
portedly new teaching strategies (Hartley,
1986; Smyth & Garman, 1989). The socio-polit-
ical context of teacher development we have de-
scribed here alerts us to the possibility and the
danger that collaborative forms of teacher de-
velopment may in many instances not be em-

II am grateful [0 Gunnar Handal of the University of Oslo in Norway, for sending me relevant details about these develop-
ments.
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powering teachers towards greater professional
independence at all, but incorporating them
and their loyalties within purposes and struc-
tures bureaucratically determined elsewhere.
They may be fostering training, not education,
instructional closure rather than intellectual
openness, dispositional adjustment rather than
thoughtful critique (Hargreaves & Reynolds,
1989).

And yet, at the same time as collaborative
teacher development has been tied to bureau-
cratically sponsored initiatives in instructional
training which might be seen to limit teachers'
opportunities for reflection and critique, it has
also become associated with a resurgence of in-
terest in and respect for the dignity, quality, and
sophistication of teachers' practical knowledge
and judgement, .

For a long time, the knowledge and thinking
of teachers was the subject of trenchant
sociological criticism. Because of their entrap-
ment within the culture of individualism, it was
argued, teachers privileged their own experi-
ence above educational theory in their judge-
ments about curricular and pedagogical issues.
They lacked a technical culture, a specialized
vocabulary for talking about their work
(Jackson, 1968). Due to their conditions of
work, they were afflicted by what Hargreaves
(1982, p. 201), following Waller (1932, p. 125),
called "peculiar blights" and "occupational dis-
eases" which led them to make "a sad and seri-
ous business of learning." Such interpretations
are still common, most recently in the form of
teachers being likened to odd-job workers or
"bricoleurs" who pragmatically define their
goals in terms of the scarce tools they have avail-
able rather than vice versa (Hatton, 1988). In
general, ir'seems, teachers' knowledge, think-
ing, and decision-making have come off rather
badly.when measured against the formal ration-
ality and intellectual coherence of the educa-
tional research community (Feiman-Nernser &
Floden, 1986)_

Against these "deficit" interpretations of
teachers' knowledge and thinking, however,
has emerged a set of studies and perspectives
which have sought to analyse teachers' knowl-
edge and thinking in its own terms and not
against the yardstick of the university seminar.
Through case studies and theoretical argument,
teachers' knowledge has been analysed here in
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terms of the purposes for which it is best suited
- those of practical reasoning and deliberation
(Elbaz, 1983; Clandinin, 1986; Connelly &
Clandinin, 1988; Reid, 1978). Judged in this
way, researchers have found a consistency and
coherence in teachers' knowledge which is well
suited to providing grounds for wise action in
the busy, rapidly changing environment of the
classroom (Buchmann, 1983). What was once
dismissed as mere experience muddling through
in the shadow of intellectual theory is now de-
scribed, with some dignity, in terms of personal
practical knowledge (Connelly & Clandinin ,
1988), pedagogical content knowledge (Shul-
man, 1987) or teacher creativity (Woods, 1988).
Legitimate criticisms can be made that this em-
ergent tradition does not just show appreciative
recognition of teachers' knowledge but also un-
critically endorses it, and that conclusions about
teachers' knowledge in general are drawn too
easily from atypical case studies with individual
(often early-elementary) teachers who have
pedagogical and ideological sympathies with
their researchers. (We have yet to see studies of
personal practical knowledge among sexist or
racist teachers, for instance, along with all their
interesting theoretical implications.) Neverthe-
less, these detailed studies of the properties of
teachers' knowledge have given teachers back
their voice in the research and professional de-
velopment community, restoring to th~_msome
respect for and recognition of the skill and
sophistication of their craft (Elbaz, 1988).

These emerging research understandings are
having important implications for strategies of
professional development. They lend support
for a shift away from university- or college-
based courses targetted at the individual
teacher, and intended to raise his or her level of
intellectual awareness and ability to reflect, to
more school-centred forms of professional
development which recognize, bring together,
and build upon the skills, experience, and in-
sights that teachers already have. They signal
and justify a shift from working on teachers to
working with them, from individual and per~
sonal forms of professional development to
collaborative and collegial ones.

One of these strands of professional develop-
ment is organized around the notion of reflective
practice. Reflective practice brings together the
principles of practicality, collegiality. and re-
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flection as a basis for professional development.
Following the influential work of Schon (1983,
1987) on the general principles of professional
knowledge, it recognizes the distinctive and
sophisticated forms of reasoning that are em-
bodied in professional action, and seeks ways of
passing on this knowledge and expertise from
skilled practitioners to novices. Reflection,
hitherto considered the prerogative of de-
tached, intellectual contemplation, is identified
within this area of research and professional de-
velopment as constituting the very heart of pro-
fessional knowledge and action. Given the con-
text of professional action as one of continuous
problem-solving, where choices between differ-
ent Courses of action may not be clear cut but
highly dependent on individual judgement,
Schon says that practitioners are constantly en-
gaged in reflection-in-action (thinking around
the problem at the very moment one is dealing
with it). Periodically, he says, they also engage
in reflection-on-action, once the action is over,
perhaps reconstituting the principles which will
guide their next action in similar circumstances.
Although difficult to describe, even by those
who exercise it, reflective practice is a sophisti-:
cated principle of skilled professional judge-
ment, and of improving that judgement.
Schon's work on the nature of reflective prac-
tice has been widely adopted within the educa-
tional research and professional development
literature, lifting teachers' knowledge from an
image of anti-intellectual habit and unques-
tioned experience to one of skilled and thought-
ful judgement exercised in practical situations.
It has associated collaborative professional de-
velopment not with the uncritical adoption of
"proven" technical procedures of effective
teaching introduced from elsewhere, but with a
practically guided yet thoughtful process of im-
provement among communities of professional
colleagues.

Collaborative professional development, we
can see, is therefore locked within two very dif-
ferent, contradictory forms of discourse. In the
one l it is a tool of teacher empowerment and
professional enhancement, bringing colleagues
and their expertise together to generate critical
yet also practically grounded reflection on what
they do as a basis for wiser, more skilled action.
In the other, the breakdown of teacher isolation
is a mechanism designed to facilitate the smooth

and uncritical adoption of preferred forms of
action (new teaching styles) introduced and im-
posed by experts from elsewhere, in which
teachers become technicians rather than profes-
sionals exercising discretionary judgement.

Given the contradictory meanings and in-
terpretations that we can see surround the pro-
cess of collaborative professional development,
it is not surprising that the intentions and impli-
cations of collaborative initiatives are often mis-
understood. In particular, collaborative profes-
sional development strategies are often pre-
sented and interpreted as empowering and
ernancipatory for teachers, when in actuality
they may well be fostering disernpowerment
and dispositional adjustment. The advocacy of
greater collegiality among teachers as a basis for
professional development is particularly sus-
ceptible to these shifting meanings. In this
paper, we want to explore how far some current
.efforts towards developing norms of collegiality
among teachers create critical and collaborative
teacher cultures which develop curriculum and
pedagogical reform from within the profession,
on the one hand, or forms of contrived collegial-
ity, which are administratively designed to
smooth the path of externally imposed innova-
tion, on the other. The case through which we
shall do this is the important professional de-
velopment and instructional implementation
strategy known in North America aspeer coach-
ing.

Forms of Coaching

Coaching is essentially a method of transfer-
ring skill and expertise from more experienced
and knowledgeable practitioners of such skill to
less experienced ones. As ..a,..modelof training,
it relies on more than mere explanation or
demonstration of the required skill.sthat are to
be learnt. Coaching, rather, consists. of an in-
tensive relationship between coach and student,
expert and novice, in which the coach works
alongside the student and engages in dialogue
with him or her as the student attempts to prac-
tise and develop the newly acquired skills. As a
form of training, coaching therefore has a highly
practical focus, is intensive and enduring in its
application, and depends on the development
of strong and trusting collegial relationships.
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There are a number of different varieties of
coaching within the professional development
of teachers. Garmston (1987) has helpfully
identified and defined three different forms:
technical coaching, collegial coaching, and chal-
lenge coaching. Technical coaching focusses on
the learning and transfer of new skills and
strategies into the existing repertoires of
teachers. Collegial coaching is directed more to
the context of teaching and to the processes of
self-reflection and professional dialogue among
teachers needed to improve practice and to alter
the organizational context in such a way as to as-
sist that improvement. Challenge coaching
evolves from one of the other two models and
addresses itself more to specific and persistent
problems in instructional ,design and delivery
which need attention. In this paper we will
describe and critically assess the first and most
widespread of these coaching alternatives,
while retaining throughout an awareness of the
comparative implications of the second.

Technical Coaching Described

The best-known and most influential form of
technical coaching has been developed by Joyce
and Showers (1980, 1981, 1982) in the United
States. As Shalaway (1985) noted, "peer coach-
ing as designed by Showers and colleagues is
now being used throughout the nation and
beyond" (pp. 6-7). Then, and even more so
since. coaching has been introduced in many
districts of the United States, Canada, and
elsewhere. In England, for example, Joyce and
Showers' work has very much influenced the de-
velopment and evaluation of experientially
based training programs in Active Tutorial
Work - programs for teaching personal de-
velopment courses with high school students
(Baldwin & Wells, 1981). This pattern of peer
coaching therefore amounts to a significant in-
tervention in the professional development of
teachers and in associated processes of imple-
menting curriculum reform and introducing
new approaches to instruction.

Joyce and Showers were among the first to
use the term "coaching" in relation to teachers
learning new skills. In 1980. they completed a 2-
year research study on the ability of teachers to
acquire teaching skills and strategies. This study
surrounds much of their later research and de-
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veloprnent work about inservice training. Joyce
and Showers (1980) maintain that although
teachers are good learners, they require certain
inservice conditions to improve their practice
and increase their teaching repertoires. They
describe how various components of training
contribute to teacher learning in relation to
these two purposes.

Presentation of theory, modelling, practice,
and feedback are the four components of effec-
tive training that they culled from their litera-
ture analysis. A training design using all or a
combination of these components, they say,
holds the promise that most teachers will be
able to master the skills associated with a par-
ticular teaching model, Joyce and Showers
(1981) enrich their analysis of effective training
by focussing on the often taken-for-granted as-
sumption that teachers will transfer their learn-
ing to new settings. By transfer, they mean the
influence of prior learning upon later learning
by generalizing new knowledge and skills either
to a new task of the same complexity. or to tasks
of a higher order. They argue that this integra-
tion of new skills into an existing teaching Teper-
toire involves a highly complex process of-learn-
ing. Their discussion of transfer points to the
skilful decision-making required of teachers in
this difficult endeavour.

Joyce and Showers (1981) suggest that
teachers need on-site coaching to integrate an
initially awkward innovation into their existing
teaching practice. They describe coaching as a
collegial approach to the analysis of teaching
and the integration of new teaching styles and
methods. It is a cycle of observation and feed-
back that helps integrate the mastered skills and
strategies from training into a personal teaching
repertoire within a specific context. Coaching
facilitates the challenging training process by
providing opportunities for teachers to interact
with and support each other during the transfer
period. Such opportunities for interaction are
important, Showers (1985) argues, because the
three fundamental purposes of coaching are to
build communities of teachers engaged in the
ongoing study of teaching, to facilitate the colle-
gial study of new knowledge and skills through
the development of a shared language and com-
mon understandings, and to provide a support
structure wi thin which teachers can develop
new teaching skills and strategies.
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Coaching is, therefore, a viral part of inser-
vice training that enables teachers to make sub-
stantial changes in their practice (Shalaway,
1985). In the comprehensive inservice model
developed by Joyce and Showers, these funda-
mental changes in practice are often centred
upon trying to master particular models of
teaching (Joyce & Weil, 1980; Joyce & Show-
ers, 1988). This is where the technical character
of coaching becomes most apparent. Coaching
teams are generally organized during training to
foster understanding of the teaching strategy or
curriculum innovation under study and to in-
crease the chances that teachers will transfer the
new knowledge required by this innovation to
their practice. In this training model, coaching
comprises a cyclical and collegial process of ob-
servation and feedback with regard to some par-
tic.ular knowledge or skill which teachers are
being asked to master. Peer coaches offer each
other companionship, technical feedback, and
analysis of how well and in what way the new
skills are being applied. Teachers who have al-
ready been trained as coaches during inservice
sessions are regarded as the most desix-able
coaching partners here, although it is also
acknowledged that self-coaching may some-
times be possible and that administrators or
consultants can fill the role too.

Coaching has two discrete phases that alter
the traditional shape of teacher training some-
what and coincide with the stages teachers go
through as they add new strategies to their cur-
rent practice. Teachers learn to use clinical as-
sessment' forms and to model feedback during
their training. These skills are particularly use-
ful to teachers when they begin to practise new
skills in their classrooms. Some weeks after
multiple practice sessions have taken place,
more training then occurs, but this time focus-
sing on the appropriate use of the newly mas-
tered strategies. Collegial dialogue now be-
comes the essential component of peer coach-
ing. In this second phase, teachers become
partners in experimentation and problem-solv-
ing. As teachers' repertoires expand, they must
select those areas of the curriculum that can be
organized and presented most meaningfully in a
way that incorporates the new dolls.

Claims about the effects of coaching fall into
two broad categories: improving the transfer of
training and developing norms of collegiality

and experimentation in schools. Showers (1985)
reports that coaching appears to contribute to
the transfer of training in five ways. Teachers
achieve greater skill with new strategies through
more frequent practice, they use new strategies
more appropriately, they exhibit greater reten-
tion and increased appropriateness of use of
new strategies over time, they are more likely to
teach the purpose and expected behaviors inhe-
rent in the new strategies to their students, and
they exhibit clearer cognitions about the pur-
poses and applications of new strategies. In ad-
dition, Showers reports that interview and anec-
dotal data suggest that coaching appears to fos-
ter the development of professional and colle-
gial relations in schools, making school struc-
tures more amenable to improvement in many
areas.

The model of peer coaching that has grown
from the work of Joyce and Showers can, there-
fore, be described as a technical process that
focusses on and builds upon particular skills de-
veloped in inservice training. Its chief purpose is
to help teachers transfer specific kinds of train-
ing to their classroom practice, while also de-
veloping mechanisms for professional dialogue
and collegial relationships in their schools. It is
important to register that, while often pre-
sented as a general model of training, in practice
technical coaching has been associated with the
implementation of particular and preferred
models of teaching and has been designed specifi-
cally to effect their successful implementation.

Technical Coaching Evaluated

The technical coaching model has .proved
helpful in drawing attention ...to the cognitive as-
pects of inservice training as an adult learning
process and in focussing on the collegial support
structures which are needed whenintroducing
new teaching skills. But, as a strategy of broad
professional development, it is undermined by
major weaknesses concerning meaning and con-
text. First, despite some appearance to the con-
trary, it is insufficiently attentive to the mean-
ings and understandings, the doubts and dis-
agreements that different teachers bring to the
training process. It fails to treat teachers and the
sources of their "resistance", in some cases, suf-
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ficiently seriously. Second, it underestimates
the real-world, contextual problems that
teachers have to encounter as they try to apply
their newly learned skills in a busy classroom
world that makes multiple and persistent
demands on their time and attention. Third,
the technical coaching model is uncritical and
neglectful of the conditions of its own existence,
of the political and ideological forces which
enhance its adrninsitrative appeal. These major
weaknesses combine in various ways to produce
a number of specific difficulties that are not iso-
lated, discrete or accidental but absolutely in-
tegral to the nature of peer coaching as a techni-
cal process within a standardized model of in-
structional delivery.

Time

First, is the ubiquitous problem for all inno-
vations of time. Joyce and Showers (1988)
themselves readily acknowledge that the time
demands on peer coaching are very great. To in-
troduce inductive teaching, for example, Joyce
estimates that there would need to be a 3-day
workshop, plus 3 follow-up days, and some-
thing like 30 trials for teachers to integrate the
model as a competent part of their repertoire
(as reported in Brandt, 1986). Against the
charge that this is an impossible expectation,
they retort that "anything worthwhile is
troublesome and is worth it" (Brandt, 1986,
p. l4).

However, they do go beyond this and offer
useful practical advice on the creation of release
time for coaching to take place - by principals
covering for teachers' classes, for instance.
They also.....speculate that the new models of
teaching and learning which are being coached
will encourage more independent study among
students, and thereby reduce the demands
made by discipline and classroom management
on teachers' time and energy. Even so, it seems
to us that the time implications of implementing
peer coaching are being treated a little disrnis-
sively here. For one thing, time demands extend
far beyond what needs to be made available for
coaching and practice itself to the continuing
simultaneous expectations for curriculum
coverage and the like with which teachers need
to deal during and beyond the implementation
stage. The rest of the classroom, the demands of
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the curriculum, will not go away or hold them-
selves in abeyance while new instructional
methods are being introduced. .

More important still is the way that this inno-
vation, like many others, treats time rather
naively as an objective, finite, technical re-
source to be managed, extended, moved
around, and reallocated according to newly de-
fined priorities. In doing this, it overlooks major
subjective differences in time perspective be-
tween the administrators of innovations and
those who are required to teach them (Har-
greaves, in press). In particular, as one of us
(Hargreaves, in press) has argued elsewhere,
the closer one is to the practical COntextin which
an innovation like peer coaching is to be im-
plemented, the more densely packed one's
work and time perspectives and pressures be-
come, and the slower is the preferred pace of in-
novation given the continuing multiple
demands of the classroom which teachers ex-
perience. Conversely, the more distanced the
administrator or sponsor of the innovation is
from the centre of practical action, the less
densely packed that context seems, the more
the needs and purposes of the single-Innovation
stand out trom other events and pressures and
the greater is the expected and desired speed of
implementation (Werner, 1988). In these
fundamental differences of time perspective can
be seen some of the seeds of administrative
impatience and tightening bureaucratic
pressure. They point to a need for more sensi-
tivity towards the meaning and context of
implementation for practitioners when educa-
tional changes like peer coaching are being in-
troduced.

Scope

A second issue of meaning and context in the
technical coaching model is that of scope. A
criticism of technical coaching and similar mod-
els of instructional delivery is that it focusses too
narrowly on the learning and application of par-
ticular skills, and does not address the sur-
rounding culture of the organization on which
the successful implementation of any new pro-
gram might ultimately depend. Fullan (1987,
pp. 218-219) has reviewed the commonly stated
advantages and disadvantages of what he calls
the "knowledge-utilization' approach to staff
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development, which also would apply particu-
larly well to technical coaching. The knowl-
edge-utilization approach, he says, has the ad-
vantages of being "concrete, specific and dear".
"The changes it can accomplish are significant,
although also somewhat limited." Its disadvan-
tages, he continues: .

... are that it places teachers in a relatively depen-
dent position, deals with only a small slice of their
total professional selves, fails to question critically
the knowledge being used, and fails to tackle directly
the nature of the institution and its relations to soci-
ety. (1" 219)

The criticism of limited scope in technical
coaching and the implied conservatism that ac-
companies it is a common one (Garmston.
1987). Joyce and Showers (1981, p. 166) them-
selves, in one of their earlier articles, acknowl-
edge that "if one wishes a huge degree of im-
plementation to occur", one must attend to-
ward "the organizational variables and the
macro-sociopolitical variables." These, they
say, are "unquestionably important". Having
said that, however, they then dismiss .thern by
asserting that they are "out of the scope of our
specific concern here."

In making these observations, Joyce and
Showers are effectively recognizing that wider
contextual issues are a legitimate concern for
those interested in change and implementation,
but that they cannot properly be addressed or
resolved within their own (technical) coaching
modeL Similarly, Garrnston (1987) argues that
administrators can choose between different
coaching models by identifying "the outcomes
they want to achieve and the resources they are
willing to commit" (p. 22). More generally,
after reviewing different approaches to staff de-
velopment, Fullan (1987) concludes that "the
field of staff development is best served by
promoting diversity" (p. 219). In our view, such
advocacy for a «mixed economy" of coaching
models, for a plurality of options of which tech-
nical coaching is just one, begs two important
questions which bear once more on the meaning
and context of coaching. These are questions of
balance, and of ideological distortion.

Balance

Promotion of diversity carries no guarantee

of balance. In principle, it sounds eminently
reasonable to suggest that technical coaching
has limited but legitimate applications which
can, and perhaps should, be addressed as part of
a range of coaching strategies. In practice,
though, as Pullan (1987) notes, other forms of
coaching and professional development which
address the organization and administrative
context of practice are less easy to understand,
slower to implement, less visible in being seen to
be implemented, likely to prove more critical of
administrators and their systems, and therefore
are likely to be more controversial. Given these
considerations, while in principle all forms of
coaching may be viewed as equal, in practice
technical coaching will almost certainly prove to
be more equal than the others. Technical coach-
ing fits excellently into an educational system
which is becoming ever more inclined to
bureaucratic forms of control over its em-
ployees in order to secure the implementation
of centrally-determined, standardized forms of
"effective" instruction (Darling-Hammond,
1985; NcNeil, 1986). Firmer guidance from de-
velopers and evaluators which is more alert to
the likely uses of and investment in technical
coaching within the wider political and adminis-
trative system would therefore be welcome.

Ideological Distortion

An even more fundamental criticism con-
cerning the meaning and context of technical
coaching is that the coaching process is deeply
suffused with elements of ideological distortion.
In this view, technical coaching and similar pro-
fessional development strategies reduced ques-
tions about ends, goals, and values in teaching
to questions of means, techniques, and proced-
ures. The nature of teaching as a profoundly
moral craft involving difficult and innumber-
able professional judgments about what and
how things are to be taught (Sockett; 1987); the
intensely personal dimensions of teachers'
knowledge and action which root the kind of
teacher one is and one wishes to be in previous
biography, unfolding values, and developing
life-interests (Goodson, 1980; Woods & Sikes,
1986); and all the varying contextual cir-
cumstances which set limits to and create oppor-
tunities for what can be taught and how (Con-
nell, 1985; Webb & Ashton, 1987; Hargreaves,
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1989)- all these essential features of teaching,
of what motivates and informs the teacher, are
ignored in the technical coaching model.
Ecological, contextual factors and personal,
biographical ones are absent. The person the
teacher is and the long-term, real-world context
in which he or she is to teach are ignored. They
are treated as if they are unimportant.

How is this so? From the outset, in the very
first:stage of the technical coaching model, the
parameters of what it is legitimate to discuss and
dispute are firmly drawn in. At this stage, the
theory and rationale of the preferred instruc-
tional model that is to be coached is simply pre-
sented, rather than discussed or debated. In
Britain, for instance, while the training pro-
grams for teaching Active Tutorial Work in sec-
ondary schools - programs which, as we noted
earlier, have many similarities to and connec-
tions with the Joyce and Showers model- usu-
ally leave some space for open discussion, the
time for this has normally been severely com-
pressed and (in ironic contrast to the experien-
tial part of the training) the discussion itself left
rather unstructured. Evaluators of the program
found that "the least successful activity was the
question session at the very end of the course
.. _owing to lack of time, the questions were li-
mited in number and several course members
did not get the opportunity to raise matters of
significance to them" (Bolam & Medlock, 1985,
p. 61). Many teachers who were interviewed
wanted fewer activity-based methods and more
discussion of the rationale.

In the United States, researchers investigat-
ing the implementation of the Hunter (1984)
model of effective teaching have pointed to
ways in wlJ,ichthat model:

_ .. structures collegial Interacticn in a ~8y that pre-
cludes reflection and critique .... The process itself
relies for its existence: upon a process of separating
those who organize or 'conceptualize' from those
who carry out or 'execute' the pedagogical process.
(Smyth & Garman, 1989, pp. 347-348)

A number of teachers who had thus been
"Hunterized" (Slavin, 1987) were dubious of
the research findings which the trainers pre-
sented as "indisputable') fact, and the basis for
which had not been made available to them so
the research could be discussed and evaluated.

Clearly, as these cases show, there are serious
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practical problems when the intellectual and
moral doubts and disagreements surrounding
purportedly effective instructional practices,
which teachers are being advised to adopt, are
withheld from those teachers. Instead, these en-
nobled practices are placed upon a pedestal of
change, to be revered as "pure" sources of in-
spiration and aspiration among the teaching
profession. Although Joyce and Showers and
other promoters of particular models of effec-
tive teaching and learning make confident
claims for the validity of the research findings
they have collected from the literature, which
they use to justify their programs, at best these
findings normally apply only to certain kinds of
lessons (often in the "basics"), and to particu-
larly controlled circumstances of a temporary
nature. Less attention is paid to issues involved
in conducting lessons in complex environments
(Little, 1984). Of course, advocates of technical
coaching may rightly retort that the process of
transferring new skills to complex environments
is precisely what the coaching process is sup-
posed to achieve. But we would add that
straight presentation of the findings, without
discussion of and debate about their limited ap-
plications in complex environments or particu-
lar curriculum areas, is a serious omission.

Allowing only a privileged few access to the
mysteries, the uncertainties of.research knowl-
edge, while the rest of the teaching body is
handed such knowledge as presented "fact" , is a
further worrying instance of the separation of
conceptualization from execution, of develop-
ment from implementation, which is a feature
not just of technical coaching in particular, but
of many other professional development strate-
gies too. Little (1984), for instance, records how
in collaborative professional development pro-
grams she studied, school principals were taken
out of school to receive and discuss educational
theory, with a brief to return to their own
schools to convey the gist of this to their staffs.
This separation of theory from experience
within such hierarchies of expertise will do little
to foster the kinds of critical reflection most
likely to change the teacher's practice from
within and to address those important issues of
context which lie without,

Teaching is a deeply moral craft, laden with
values in its purpose and implications ..To con-
struct imperatives for teacher improvement on



236 ANDY HARGREA YES and RUTH DA WE

the basis of apparently neutral, technical means
of scientific procedure is to neglect what is most
central to the practice of teaching and what
drives many aspiring teachers towards it - its
human and moral purpose in forming new lives
and creating new generations for the future.
Such purposes, concerned as they are with
human fortune and destiny, are inevitably un-
certain and properly contestable. To ignore all
this is to do a fundamental disservice to teaching
and to teachers, and to much of what gives
meaning and motivation to their work ..
Cooperative learning, active learning, inductive
teaching - the things in which teachers are to
be coached-are not merely different technical
procedures to be selected according to their
proven efficiency or inefficiency. They embody
particular and disputable educational purposes,
they suit teachers with particular kinds of per-
sonality and educational beliefs, and they are
more appropriate for some contexts than for
others. To suppress discussion of these things by
drawing in [he boundaries of debate at an early
stage and reducing possible disputes about ends
to technical discussion over means is to create
the conditions for private withdrawal and sub-
merged resistance at a later stage. No amount of
standardization will eradicate the meaning and
purpose of teaching from those who practice the
craft: It will simply drive them underground.

In these respects, the selection of coaching as
a metaphor to describe professional and instruc-
tional development may well be an unfortunate
choice. Joyce and Showers (1982) relate that
much of their initial inspiration for devising pro·
cesses for coaching teachers was derived from
the physical education field - in particular,
from their observations of tennis and American
football coaches. Now, some aspects of physical
education coaching may travel reasonably well
to the domain of inservice teacher training -
particularly the notion of applying and develop-
ing skills in real "game" contexts while still
under supervision. But there are serious prob-
lems in effecting a wholesale transplant of
coaching as a technical process from physical
education to inservice teacher training. In par-
ticular, what is to be coached in teaching is argu-
ably much more subject to value dispute than
what is to be coached in physical education.
Teachers are much more likely [0 disagree over
(he value, importance, and practicality of "ac-

tive learning", say, than aspiring tennis players
will disagree about the virtues of developing a
good backhand. What is to be coached in teach-
ing cannot be reduced solely (0matters of tech-
nical skill and competence, but involves choices
of a personal, moral, and socio-political nature.

The reduction of profound choices of valued
ends to technical choices of efficient means goes
even deeper than this. Physical education skills
- the paragon of ideologically neutral) techni-
cal virtue against which teaching skills are com-
pared - are less ideologically neutral than they
first appear. The sexism involved in the com-
petitive, "macho" emphasis of many physical
education sports and the ways in which they are
coached has been widely commented on by
feminist critics of physical educational teaching.
for instance (Hurnberstone, in press; Scraton,
1987). A more specific example will illustrate
the point even more clearly. Recently, one of us
served as a soccer coach to a team of 10-year-old
boys. There were problems with one of the
players. He had excellent ball control. He was
easily the side's top scorer. He had boundless
energy and running power. In almost every re-
spect, he was a "star" player. Yet, for much of
the time, he could not or would not pass the ball
to his team-mates. Indeed, in his eagerness to
gain possession of the ball, he would often actu-
ally take the ball from them or crowd them out.
The co-author of this paper, who was the coach,
tried many of the things a good coach is sup-
posed to do. To this player and the others he
stressed the importance of passing. He
explained the rationale for passing - that "we
have to give the ball away if We want to get it
back." He- demonstrated various kinds of pas-
sing and set up drills where they could be prac-
tised. He ran alongside players during practice
games, advising them when.topass and to whom
they should pass_ He praised successful passing
or worthy attempts at passing- W~n the skills
of passing were overlooked, he withdrew this
child or other children from the -game,
explained what was required, then put them
back in again to practise the required skills. De-
spite all these interventions. the player con-
tinued not to pass.

Only after extensive conversation with the
player and his father (also the team's cornmer-
cial sponsor and coach for another sidel) did it
become apparent that the boy was not short of



Contrived Collegiality or Collaborative Culture

passing skills at all but simply disagreed about
their importance within the game. For the
father and the son, the game of soccer was
mainly a game of individual skill and excellence.
For the coach, it was first and foremost a game
of cooperative teamwork. What appeared as a
technical problem of skill and competence re-
quiring coaching support was therefore a funda-
mental ideological problem rooted in disagree-
ments about the purpose and orientation of the
game being coached.

In physical education and teacher training
alike, therefore, there is a strong tendency for
coaching to dilute provocative ideological dif-
ferences of purpose and value into treatable,
technically manageable problems of skill and
competence. This translation of critique into
technique has important implications for the
kinds of collegial processes that came to be as-
sociated with technical coaching and for how
teacher resistance to technical coaching comes
to be structured and understood.

Resistance

Like any other innovation, coaching meets
with its measure of teacher resistance. The pre-
sence of such resistance is acknowledged by the
advocates of technical coaching but is viewed as
a personal and individual problem within the
teacher, not as an indicator of problems within
the system. Shalaway's (985) comments typify
this interpretation:

Apparently, even peer coaching is threatening
enough for some people. The coaching studies have
shown that a small number of teachers resist coach-
ing efforts. They can't seem to find time to schedule
meetings with their coach, or they are not receptive
to feedback and suggestions. (p. 7)

Joyce and Showers' research associate com-
ments that "in our culture, the norm is not to
work with others. It's just too threatening to
some people" (Shalaway, 1985, p. 7).

"Eyen peer coaching. . ." - the very phrase
suggests a quality of innoCiUOU1;nC:l15and benevo-
lence in peer coaching which is so self-evident
that resistance to it could not possibly be inter-
preted as anything other than evidence of per-
sonal weakness and vulnerability among indi-
vidual teachers. Yet in these evangelical models
of teacher development and instructional deliv-
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ery, where the message of pedagogical salvation
is presented almost as a divine truth, we have
argued that resistance may well be rooted in
more.deep-seated, structurally located, rational
objections to fundamental tenets of the
pedagogical belief system itself (Massey &
Chamberlain, 1988). This resistance may be
overt Or covert. It may take the form of articu-
late objection or inchoate unease. Whatever its

. form, though, teachers may have good reason
to demur from what is being asked of them. At
the very least, their reasons deserve a hearing.
Without such a context of critical openness and
reflection where, within a spirit of sincere colle-
giality, the trainers allow for change and revi-
sion in their own methods and messages as
much as they expect such change from their
"trainees" (Bird & Little, 1986), it is likely that
resistance will be pushed underground, driving
an emotional wedge (to mix metaphors) be-
tween the learner and what is to be learned.
This may take the form of overt objection. More
likely, beneath the tip of the iceberg of resis-
tance will be all kinds of strategic compliance
where teachers present an appearance of com-
pliance with the new instructional demands, but
hold this apart from their private beliefs which
underpin the rest of their practice. Responses of
two teachers exposed to the Hunter model illus-
trate this very well:

I can do a 45-minute dog and pony show twice a year-
... Then 1 close my classroom door and do what 1
know is good for (he children.

If my supervisor walked in unannounced, I would
switch to Hunter. I tend not to follow the model
exactly, but if she walked in, I'd change. In fact, I
keep a lesson in my top drawer for just that reason.
(Smyth & Garman, 1989, p. 355)

Resistance is all the more likely when expo-
sure to pedagogical conversion is compulsory,
not VOluntary. Voluntary participation is stres-
sed by many supporters of coaching. Yet, in-
terestingly, in his critical commentary on [he
Hunter training process, Smyth & Garman
(1989) desoribee various ways in which a veneer
of voluntarism often disguises what amounts to
clandestine compulsion through career bribery,
implied supervisory pressure, threats of
evaluation, and the like. Much resistance to
technical coaching may therefore be rooted not
in individual deficiency or personal weaknesses
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among teachers, but in an ideological training
process which is compulsory or quasi-compul-
sory rather than voluntary, and experiential and
affective in its implementation of means, rather
than rational and reflective in its deliberations
about ends. This subjugation of discussions
about ends to the collective pursuit of techni-,
cally efficient means has important implications
for the forms of collegiality that surround and
are likely to be developed through the technical
coaching process.

Contrived Collegiality or Collaborative Culture?

For some writers, an essential prerequisite
for effective coaching is the existence, already,
of a set of collaborative, collegial relationships
among teachers which dispJay qualities of trust,
support, and sharing (Ponzio, 1987). Bird and
Little (1986) call these norms of collegiality,
which are realized in staff discussions of teach-
ing practices, mutual observation, cooperative
work in planning and selecting or designing
materials, and joint learning. Nias et a1. (1989)
describe such qualities and relationships as
amounting to cultures of collaboration which
are found not in formally organized bureaucra-
tic procedures, nor in specific projects and
events, but in the small details of school life that
hold it together and give it meaning and value-
in the gestures, jokes, and glances that signal
sympathy and understanding; in kind words and
interest shown in corridors or outside classroom
doors; in birthdays, treat days, and.other little
ceremonies; in overt praise, recognition, and
gratitude; and in sharing and discussion of ideas
and resources. Without the reciprocity that
comes from such informal collaborative rela-
tionships, observe Bird and 'Little (1986) I the
whole purpose and practice of coaching is
threatened:

Satisfying the requirement of reciprocity is the differ-
ence between meddling and support, between man-
agement and leadership, (p. ?02)

Some supporters of technical coaching, how-
ever, see one of its fundamental purposes and
effects as being precisely to develop these col-
leborative relationships and norms of collegial-
ity where none had existed before. According to
Joyce, the "development of norms of collegial-
ity and experimentation" is one of coaching's

major effects (as quoted in Shalaway, 1985,
p. 45). For teachers, this is commonly observed
.to be one of the major spin-offs of coaching, "
even if originally it was not, perhaps, its main
purpose. In this respect, coaching can be seen as
an administrative contrivance designed to get
collegiality going in schools where little had
existed before. Coaching here amounts to a
kind of contrived collegiality which might act as
a useful preliminary phase in the move towards
.rnore enduring collaborative relationships be-
tween teachers.

Very often, though, and particularly within
bureaucratically driven systems, contrived col-
legiality may be little more than a quick, slick
administrative surrogate for more genuinely
collaborative teacher cultures, cultures which
take much more time, care, and sensitivity to
build than do speedily implemented changes of
an administratively superficial nature. Col-
laborative cultures may need administrative
support and leadership to help them grow and
to facilitate their development, but their evolu-
tion ~ depending as it does on vulnerable
human qualities like trust and sharing - will
inevitably be slow (Stake, 1987; Louden, in
press).

Also prejudicial to the development of a col-
laborative culture which is trusting, sharing, re-
flective, and critical are the hierarchical rela-
tions embedded in bureaucratically driven sys-
tems. Supervision is incompatible with healthy
coaching relations. The presence of evaluation
prejudices the necessary willingness to show
weakness and vulnerability in order to gain sup-
port,
A process which presumes, without question,

what it is that is to be coached also undermines
the development of collegiality as a process of
collaborative support whfch creates the trust
necessary for wider criticism and reflection. In-
deed, evaluations of the Hunter-draining pro-
cess reveal that at least some teachers there de-
veloped collegiality despite the demeaning and
non-negotiable nature, as they saw it, of what
was being coached and how it was being
coached. Further, it was not the training
method as such that was refreshingly breaking
down that experience of isolation, but simply
the gathering together of teachers in the same
place (Smyth & Garman, 1989). Without a
structure of dearly evolved goals and practices
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to which teachers as a community themselves
become genuinely committed and about which
they can reflect, it is unlikely that these tem-
porarily established forms of collegiality will
persist.

Contrived collegiality of a mandatory sort, in
which colleagueship and partnership are ad-
ministratively imposed, presents even further
difficulties for the creation and persistence of
collaborative cultures. In one peer coaching sys-
tem within Ontario, for instance, schools in-
volved in the project are required to ask for vol-
unteers in the first phase of the project, to "en-
courage" teachers to participate in the second,
and to require teachers to identify a co-coach in
the third, In such circumstances, with ad-
ministrative colonisation and surveillance of
teachers' collegial relations and non-classroom
time, it is likely not only that contrived collegial-
ity will fail to create an enduring collaborative
culture, but also that it may additionally under-
mine those elements of trust, support, and re-
laxed informality that already exist.

We want to emphasize that such dangers and
weaknesses attached to contrived collegiality
within the technical coaching model are not
temporary, local, or accidental. They are abso-
lutely integral to a process of tightening ad-
ministrative surveillance and bureaucratic con-
trol over curriculum design, instructional deliv-
ery 1 and teacher "development" , of which tech-
nical coaching is but one element.

Conclusion

In dosing, we should say that we would not
want this p~er to be read as a critique of coach-
ing as such. We do, of course, very much sup-
port teachers improving their skills by working
closely and practically with each other, espe-
cially where that process is genuinely voluntary,
where teachers have high control over deter-
mining and reflecting about which skills are to
be coached, and where critical reflection about
the content and context of those skills is not only
permitted but actively encouraged. Similarly,
we do not want to attract attention away from
the importance of teachers' developing person-
ally closer, yet also intellectually more open,
working relationships with their colleagues. We
recognize too that administrative leadership
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and facilitation (though not supervision and in-
trusive control) are almost certainly needed to
further the development of these relationships,
which bring together practically, collegiality
and critical reflection in an innovatory mix.

Our paper, rather, should be read as a
critique of a particular pattern of technical
coaching as an example of the forms of instruc-
tional delivery and professional development
which are increasingly becoming the subject of
widespread administrative support and inter-
vention in many systems. These are forms of in-
structional and professional intervention which
withhold from teachers opportunities for wider
reflection about the context of their work;
which deprofessionalize and disernpower
teachers in denying them opportunity to discuss
and debate what and how they teach; which
smuggle bureaucratically determined ends into
ostensibly neutral procedures for improving
technical skills. These kinds of intervention
foster training at the expense of education, dis-
positional adjustment at the expense of rational
reflection, contrived collegiality at the expense
of collaborative culture. Within these initia-
tives, under the aegis of professional collabora-
tion and personal development, lurks an ad-
ministrative apparatus of surveillance and con-
trol.

The saving grace is that not all teachers, by
any means, are converted by this supervisory
evangelism. Many resist, or use it for their own
purposes, or strategically distance themselves
from what is required. In this respect, the ulti-
mate worry about technical coaching is not that
teachers wiJI uncritically adopt bureaucratic
ends under the guise of improving their techni-
cal means. Rather. it is that one more oppor-
tunity for developing teacher collaboration and
reflection about the purpose, value, and conse-
quence of what teachers teach will be passed
over. Such reflection about ends, we have
argued, is not a complementary, "contempla-
tive" alternative to selecting and improving
technical practical skills. Ends and means, pur-
poses and practices are tightly bound together
in the profoundly moral craft that teaching is.
Both are a proper subject for critical reflection
and practical intervention.

Although isolated and localized, there are
forms of professional development, and indeed
of peer coaching, that give teachers access to
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and sometimes actively encourage critical re-
flection about the ends and means of their work
and about the connections between them. We
propose to take these up and to discuss their
strengths and weaknesses in a later paper. Tech-
nical coaching, however, seems to us notto be
among them. Better ways of developing norms
of collegiality, along with more ethically sup·
portable and less professionally demeaning
ways of introducing and managing change, are
to be found elsewhere.
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