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Abstract
We designed a multiple baseline study to evaluate an instructional coaching
model in which coaches use video recordings of collaborating teachers’ classrooms
to inform their coaching practices. In this model, teachers and coaches use video
evidence to co-construct a student-based goal and identify best practices to reach
their goal. We found that the instructional coaching model is associated with
greater use of effective pedagogical strategies among teachers and increased
student engagement in the classroom.
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Teacher professional development is increasingly seen as ineffective for improving
teacher practice or student learning (e.g., The New Teacher Project, 2015). Traditional professional development is often disconnected from teachers’ classrooms and involves little
active participation. Instructional coaching represents a nontraditional form of professional
development that encourages active participation among teachers and is embedded within
the daily realities of teachers (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree,
Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009). Evaluations of coaching and mentoring of teachers
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demonstrate that intensive professional development on effective pedagogical practices
shows promise for raising student achievement (Biancarosa, Bryk, & Dexter, 2010; Rockoff,
2008). Coaching and mentoring of middle school teachers is particularly important because
teachers in middle schools play a critical role in preparing students for success in high school
and beyond (George, 2004; Wentzel, 1997).
In this study, we evaluated a recently established video-based instructional coaching
model (Bradley et al., 2013; Knight, Hock, & Knight, 2016). The model was developed over
a 3-year period in which researchers used Design Based research (see Reinking & Bradley,
2008) to refine and improve on an instructional coaching model. The result was a videobased instructional coaching cycle in which teachers record their own classroom, review
tapes with instructional coaches, set specific measurable goals, track progress toward those
goals, and evaluate their own teaching over the course of a semester. This article reports
the findings of a pilot study of this recently developed coaching model. Using classroom
observations, we found that teachers who collaborated with an instructional coach using
this coaching method increased their use of evidence-based instructional practices, compared
to teachers who had not yet begun collaborating with a coach. Students in those classrooms
showed increased engagement as assessed through measures of student “time-on-task”
Q3 (Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008).
Our article is organized as follows. We begin by synthesizing literature on the evaluation
of teacher professional development and instructional coaching. Next, we describe the components of the instructional coaching model evaluated for this study. We then present the
data, design, and methods. Finally, we report findings and discuss potential threats to internal and external validity and conclude with implications for practice and future research.

Evaluating Professional Development and Instructional Coaching
Prior to the 1990s, evaluation of professional development generally consisted of teacher
reports of satisfaction and focused on small scale programs (Darling-Hammond & BaratzSnowden, 2005; Frechtling, Sharp, Carey, & Vaden-Kiernan, 1995). More recent evaluations
identify specific elements of professional development associated with instructional change
(Cohen & Hill, 2001; Desimone, Porter, Garet, Yoon, & Birman, 2002; Garet, Porter, Desimone,
Birman, & Yoon, 2001) and link professional development experiences to measures of student
outcomes (Angrist & Lavy, 2001; Biancarosa et al., 2010; Harris & Sass, 2011; Jacob & Lefgren,
2004; Kraft & Blazar, 2017; Marsh, McCombs, & Martorell, 2010; Strunk, McEachin, &
Q4 Westover, 2014). We discuss findings from each of these approaches to evaluation of profesQ5 sional development.
Effects of Professional Development on Instructional Change
Two large-scale surveys identified the programmatic elements of professional development most likely to lead to instructional change. Garet et al.’s (2001) study, conducted with
a nationally representative survey of 358 school districts, examined two forms of professional
development, traditional and “reform type.” Traditional professional development typically
involves short-term workshops removed from the classroom setting with little follow-up
training (Desimone, 2009). Earlier research on traditional professional development suggests
this approach is unlikely to change instructional practice (e.g., Bush, 1984; Cohen & Hill,
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2001; Darling-Hammond et al., 2009). Garet and colleagues (2001) define “reform type”
professional development as professional learning communities, instructional coaching, or
individual teacher research projects. The authors identified core and structural features
associated with instructional change. Effective core features included a focus on content
knowledge, opportunities for active learning, and coherence with teachers’ other learning
activities within the school. The authors used path modeling to show how structural features
moderated the effect of core features on instructional change. Structural features that facilitated the efficacy of core features included longer time spans, for instance activities that
took place over several months, larger amounts of contact hours (i.e., above 35 hours), and
collective participation among teachers. Many of these structural features were associated
with “reform type” professional development whereas traditional professional development
activities were less likely to include these features.
Building on this research, Desimone and her colleagues (2002) surveyed teachers in 30
schools over a 3-year period. Longitudinal survey methods provided a more plausibly causal
estimate of the effects of professional development on instructional change. The first and
third surveys (year one and three, respectively) asked teachers to report on their instructional
practices and teachers reported their experiences with professional development in the
second survey (year two). The authors’ findings were consistent with their earlier work
(Garet et al., 2001): effective professional development was time-intensive, ongoing, focused
on teachers’ content area, included teachers as active learners, and facilitated collaboration
among teachers at their schools.
Effects of Professional Development on Student Outcomes
Research on professional development that demonstrates instructional change is important; however, an additional important component of evaluation involves linking instructional change to positive student outcomes (Guskey, 2002). Obtaining causal estimates of
the effect of teacher professional development on student outcomes is challenging because
teachers typically self-select into professional development (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009)
and data systems linking teachers to professional development experiences and their students’ outcomes are rare (Harris & Sass, 2011). In 1996, Chicago Public Schools (CPS) reimbursed schools for teacher professional development up to $90,000 for one year for any
school in which fewer than 15% of students scored at or above national norms on state
standardized reading tests. The design of this policy provided a unique opportunity to
estimate the causal impact of professional development because schools that scored near
the 15% proficiency rate were essentially randomly assigned to professional development.
A study using regression discontinuity design compared student outcomes for schools near
either side of this proficiency cut point (Jacob & Lefgren, 2004). The program had no measurable effects on standardized test scores, which likely resulted from the low-intensity,
short-term nature of the professional development intervention. Other studies of the CPS
professional development intervention suggested that this program represented only a
modest investment relative to the existing opportunities for professional development in
the district (Finnigan, O’Day, & Wakelyn, 2001).
Particular university courses for in-service teachers may be more effective than others.
Drawing on statewide data from Florida, Harris and Sass (2011) found that content-focused
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courses directly related to the teachers’ instructional area were associated with greater
learning gains for students. However, despite the rich dataset, the authors could only measure university course-taking and the type of courses, and were unable to observe any other
forms of professional development such as the reform type described above. During the
time span of the study, the state had implemented a literacy policy (“Just Read, Florida!”)
that involved placing more than 2,000 literacy coaches in Florida middle schools, and one
study found a positive association between coaching and student achievement in these
schools (Marsh et al., 2010).
When researchers actually go into schools or talk to school and district personnel to
understand the forms of professional development taking place, findings are more likely
to provide useful insights into best practices. For instance, Strunk and colleagues (2012)
examined the impacts of intensive professional development provided to persistently lowperforming districts in California through the state’s District Assistance and Intervention
Teams. As part of No Child Left Behind, states were required to provide technical assistance
in the form of capacity-building and professional development to schools in low-performing
districts (Gottfried, Stecher, Hoover, & Cross, 2011). Persistently low-performing districts
in California, like many other states, receive intensive intervention in the form of District
Assistance and Intervention Teams (Strunk et al., 2014). Intensive professional development
and capacity-building was associated with greater math achievement compared to a less
intensive intervention. Qualitative findings showed that the most effective interventions
focused on setting high expectations, using data to inform instruction, and providing instructional coaches to work with teachers on implementing these reforms.
Instructional coaching models are not all the same and scholars have highlighted the
importance of implementing research-based coaching models with well-trained coaches
(Costa & Garmston, 2015; Desimone, Smith, & Phillips, 2013; Duessen, Coskie, Robinson,
Q6 & Autio, 2007; Kraft, Blazar, & Hogan, 2018). Two rigorously executed randomized trials of
intensive, evidence-based professional development including instructional coaching both
found changes in teacher knowledge and instructional practice, but no significant effects
on student achievement (Garet et al., 2008, 2011). Coaches in these studies were only trained
for one week prior to the intervention and there was no formal coaching model to frame
their work. Other studies evaluate coaching models that include substantial training for
coaches prior to beginning their work. For example, the Literacy Collaborative is a professional development program in which instructional coaches receive significant training over
several years and provide professional development within a well-established literacy
framework (Atteberry & Bryk, 2011). The program showed positive effects on kindergarten
through grade 2 student achievement over a 4-year time period (Biancarosa et al., 2010).
Current Status of Professional Development
Although research highlights the importance of intensive investment in professional
development, school districts rarely implement such policies (Desimone et al., 2002; Garet
et al., 2001). In their review of teacher professional development in the United States and
abroad, Darling-Hammond et al. (2009) found that most learning opportunities for teachers
resembled traditional workshops with a duration less than two days. Only 23% of teachers
surveyed in the Garet et al. (2001) study reported taking part in reform-type professional
4 • The Educational Forum • Volume 82 • 2018

Video-Based Instructional Coaching
development. Part of the reluctance to implement coaching may be due to inadequate funding. In our prior work, we found that instructional coaching was six to 12 times more
expensive for school districts compared to traditional professional development (Knight,
2012). Resource tradeoffs among salaries, class sizes, and professional development may
limit investments in intensive professional development such as instructional coaching
(Cortina, 2011). Principals and school district leaders need to consider these tradeoffs when
deciding whether to implement instructional coaching (Picus, 2017).

The Instructional Coaching Model
Coaches in the current study implemented the Partnership Instructional Coaching
model. The model includes five steps. First, once a teacher decides she or he would like to
collaborate with a coach, the coach videotapes one or more of the teacher’s classroom lessons. Second, the coach uploads the video to the teacher’s computer and each person watches
the video separately. During the next one-on-one session, under the direction of their coach,
teachers develop a goal related to student outcomes and select an instructional practice that
would allow them to achieve that goal. For example, one teacher’s goal in the current study
was that 80% of her students would be proficient in the unit being taught, as measured by
the end of unit test. In the fourth step, the instructional coach may choose to model the
instructional practice while the teacher observes, before the teacher attempts to implement
the new instructional practice. Finally, the coach video records the teacher’s use of the new
practice and the teacher and coach meet again one-on-one to reflect on the lesson, and possibly construct a new goal. This model is further described in Knight et al. (2016).

Design and Methodology
We employed a single-case experimental design known as Multiple Baseline Design
(Hersen & Barlow, 1976). The defining characteristic of Multiple Baseline Design is that Q7
intervention’s implementation is staggered over time, and observation takes place before
and after the intervention (Gay & Airasian, 2000). Because the researcher controls when the
intervention takes place for each participant, Multiple Baseline Design provides strong
evidence that any changes in the dependent variables are the result of intervention, and not
due to history, maturation, or other confounding factors (Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Hersen
& Barlow, 1976). In the section below, we describe the study participants and how data were Q8
collected and analyzed.
Study Participants and Data Sources
The study included four instructional coaches who collaborated with two teachers each,
for a total of eight teachers, over the course of one semester. Coaches had between 5–12
years of teaching experience, while teachers’ experience ranged from 1–8 years. Teacher–
coach dyads were separated into three groups, and collaboration began at three different
points in time during the semester. Teachers and coaches were spread across three middle
schools in a U.S. Pacific Northwest, suburban school district with two instructional coaches
working in one school and one instructional coach working in each of the other two schools.
The school district included approximately 40,000 students; 2,500 full-time teachers; and 50
elementary, middle, and high schools when the study took place during the 2012–13 school
year. At the time of the study, the school district was experiencing some changing demographics. These included increases in students eligible for free and reduced lunch (17–33%),
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students with limited English proficiency (9–15%) and students of color (24–43%) over the
previous 10 years. These changes were reflected in the three schools involved with the study.
At least five classroom observations of an entire class period were administered both
before and after each teacher collaborated with an instructional coach. Observations took
place over a 4-month span. To track changes in instruction, research assistants used the
Classroom Observation Form (as shown in the Appendix). The form includes three focus
areas: (a) Planning Content, (b) Formative Assessment, and (c) Community Building. The dependent variable for each teacher was based on her or his planned goal; all goals fell into one
of the three focus areas. For example, one teacher–coach dyad selected the goal of increasing
the number of students engaged in the lesson to 90% of students. The coach recommended
to the teacher that she increase the amount of wait time after asking open-ended questions
to the class. We therefore categorized this teachers’ focus area as Community Building and
tracked changes in this focus area of the Classroom Observation Form. Each focus area was
scored by percentage of behaviors observed, thus the scale was 0–100.
To increase interrater reliability, five research assistants were trained to use the Classroom
Observation Form in an actual classroom setting, prior to the beginning of the study. In
order to measure interrater reliability, a portion of the observations were completed with
two research assistants in the classroom making independent observations. Table 1 shows
the number of pre- and post-coaching observations for each group, the number of interrater
reliability checks, the percent agreement across raters within a particular classroom observation, and Cohen’s Kappa for that group of observations. At least 20% of all observations
involved two research assistants, including 20% of each groups’ pre-intervention observations and 20% of each groups’ post-intervention observations. All five research assistants
were involved in interrater reliability checks and an overall score of 88.1% agreement was
reached as well as Cohen’s Kappa = .688 (Cohen, 1960). Kratochwill and colleagues (2010)
suggested average percent agreement on individual observations of between 80–90% and
Hartmann, Barrios, and Wood (2004) suggested Kappa ≥0.60 as an appropriate level of
interrater reliability, thus the Classroom Observation Form was found to be a reliable tool
to measure instructional practice. Instructional coaches were considered expert coaches by
district administrators. Our research team provided a total of nine days of training during
the two years leading up to the study. All coaching sessions were video recorded and closely

Table 1. Interrater Reliability Measures for the Classroom Observation
Form

Pre-coaching
observations

Reliability
assessments
(% of total)

Postcoaching
observations

1

15

3 (20%)

24

5 (21%)

81.9%

0.606

2

33

7 (21%)

20

4 (20%)

91.5%

0.669

3

24

6 (25%)

10

4 (40%)

90.0%

0.748

Total

72

16 (22%)

54

13 (24%)

88.1%

0.668

Group
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monitored by the researchers to ensure coaches were implementing the Partnership Coaching
model with fidelity.
Classroom Observation Form
Each focus area of the Classroom Observation Form measures teachers’ use of
research-based instructional practices. Under Planning Content, the observation form measures teachers’ proper use of learning maps (Crank & Bulgren, 1993), advance organizers
(Lenz, Alley, & Schumaker, 1987), and guiding questions (Wilhelm, 2007). The Formative
Assessment focus area tracks the quality of teachers’ use of informal assessment tools
(Black & William, 1998), including whether teachers provide feedback based on the assessment and when necessary adjusts instruction based on assessment. Finally, the third focus
area, Community Building, tracks whether teachers make behavioral expectations explicit
during various phases of the lesson (Sprick, Garrison, & Howard, 2009), and teachers’
ratio of positive to negative interactions with students (Sprick, Knight, Reinke, & McKale,
2006). Teachers were scored in each of these three categories, and the dependent variable
for each teacher was their focus area score. In addition, three measures of student timeon-task were taken at the beginning, middle, and end of each observation using the
method suggested by Reinke et al. (2008). Students’ time-on-task was the second dependent variable measured. Table 2 shows the focus area and number of observations for
each teacher–coach dyad.
Analytic Approach
We analyze our data and report findings using two approaches. First, in the tradition
of Multiple Baseline Design, we plot, over time, the average score in the teachers’ focus area
for each group of teachers. This visual analysis makes clear to the reader that the change in
the dependent variable is the result of treatment (Kratochwill et al., 2010). We also test a
series of regressions that estimate the impact of coaching on both teachers’ average focus
area scores as well as student classroom engagement.

Table 2. Number of classroom observations per teacher before and after
collaborating with an instructional coach
Teacher
1

Coach

School

Group

Pre-coaching
observations

1

A

2

10

Post-coaching
observations

Focus area

7

3

2

1

A

1

5

8

3

3

2

B

1

5

9

1

4

3

B

1

5

7

2

5

2

B

2

13

6

3

6

3

B

3

10

5

3

7

4

C

2

11

7

2

8

4

C

3

13

5

3

Total: 8

4

3

3

72

55

3

Note. Group refers to the timing in which coaching began (see text and Figure 1 for more information).

The Educational Forum • Volume 82 • 2018 • 7

Knight et al.
We regress each dependent variable on a dummy variable labeled “post,” in Equation
(1). This treatment indicator takes the value of one if observation i took place after the teacher
and coach began the instructional coaching process, and zero if the observation took place
before coaching. In the second regression, we control for teacher fixed effects in the sample.
Given the sampling design, controlling for teacher effects inherently accounted for school,
coach, and timing effects.
Yij = b0 + b1 posti + eij

Yij = b0 + b1 postij + b2jTj + b3jTj * posti + µij

(1)
(2)

Tj represents a vector of seven dummy variables for teachers, with the eighth teacher
as the reference and μij represents unobserved factors at the teacher and classroom observation level (standard error at clustered at the teacher level). We use the same equations to
estimate the effect of instructional coaching on student engagement. We also experimented
with using a regression discontinuity approach in which the pre- and post-trends in outcomes are explicitly modeled. Our results did not change considerably across these models
so we present the more straightforward fixed effects models.

Results
Teachers’ Instructional Change
Figure 1 shows each teacher group’s average score on the Classroom Observation Form
over time (scores range from 0–100%). Blue lines indicate scores from pre-coaching observations, the vertical black line indicates when each group of teacher–coach dyads began
meeting, and the red lines indicate scores from post-coaching observations. Scores on the
first classroom observation after coaching began are displayed as grey dots. Because observations took place roughly once per week, and coaches met with teachers over several
weeks, the first classroom observation typically took place after only one or two meetings
between the teacher and coach. We therefore coded these observations as “neutral,” while
including them as post-coaching observations in the statistical analysis described below.1
Our second outcome of interest was students’ classroom engagement, as measured by
the percent of students on task at three points in time during a lesson. In Figure 2, each dot
represents one classroom observation and the y-axis represents the percent of students
engaged during the lesson. A separate line of best fit is also plotted to show the trends in
student engagement before and after coaching. While student classroom engagement
appeared to be increasing throughout the semester, on average engagement increased significantly after the teacher began collaborating with an instructional coach. We describe our
tests for statistical significance below.
Table 3 shows the results of models estimated by Equations (1) and (2). After collaborating with an instructional coach, teachers in the sample made an average 44.3% gain in their
focus area on the Classroom Observation Form (column 1 of Table 3). Our second model
shows that the impact of coaching is robust to teacher, coach, school, and timing effects for
participants in the sample. In addition, although two teachers began the intervention with
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Figure 1. Focus area scores on the classroom observation form for Groups
1, 2, and 3.
Note: The black vertical line indicates when each group of teacher–coach dyads began coaching sessions. The
grey dot (on the vertical line) represents the initial classroom observation after coaching began.
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Figure 2. Average percent of students on task before and after instructional coaching.
Note: Blue dots indicate pre-coaching classroom observations, grey dots represent classroom observation while
coaching was taking place, and red dots represent post-coaching classroom observations. A total of 127
classroom observations were conducted during the school year.

significantly lower pre-scores, the gain scores for all but one teacher did not differ significantly from one another, implying that the effect of coaching was not significantly different
between teachers. These results provide strong evidence that teachers adjusted their instruction in measureable ways following their experience with the coaching model.
Students’ Classroom Engagement
Table 6 provides results for measures of student engagement. The classrooms of teachers
that collaborated with instructional coaches showed significant gains in the percent of students engaged during a class period. Column 1 of Table 6 shows that the average baseline
score was 80.1% (the constant), while the average post-coaching score was 91.3%, a gain of
11.2 percentage points. The estimated gain score is very similar (an 11.1 percentage point
gain) when controlling for the individual effect of teachers within the sample (and implicitly
the coach, group, school, and timing effects, see Column 2 of Table 6). Given the standard
deviation in pre-scores of 0.108, we found effect sizes of 1.03. This effect size is not as easily
comparable to other measures of student achievement because of our small sample size and
the unique measure of classroom engagement.

Discussion
This study makes two main contributions to research on professional development
and instructional coaching. We estimated that over the course of one semester, teachers
significantly changed their instructional practices after collaborating with an instructional coach. Additionally, we found that student classroom engagement, as measured
by students’ time-on-task during classroom observations, increased dramatically following the coaching intervention. Our second contribution to the field is our novel
10 • The Educational Forum • Volume 82 • 2018
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Table 3. Change in focus area scores following instructional coaching
(1)
Instructional coaching

0.443*** (0.037)

(2)
0.305*** (0.092)

Teacher effects
Teacher 1

−0.028 (0.074)

Teacher 2

0.066 (0.084)

Teacher 3

−0.220* (0.092)

Teacher 4

0.066 (0.092)

Teacher 5

−0.141* (0.069)

Teacher 6

0.005 (0.074)

Teacher 7

0.014 (0.072)

Interactions
Teacher 1 × Instructional coaching

−0.142 (0.126)

Teacher 2 × Instructional coaching

0.042 (0.132)

Teacher 3 × Instructional coaching

0.217 (0.134)

Teacher 4 × Instructional coaching

0.220 (0.138)

Teacher 5 × Instructional coaching

−0.043 (0.126)

Teacher 6 × Instructional coaching

0.161 (0.133)

Teacher 7 × Instructional coaching

0.328** (0.125)

Intercept
Adjusted R-squared

0.264*** (.024)
0.537

0.295*** (0.049)
0.658

Note. N = 127. The main effect of coaching in Model (2) is the gain score of Teacher 8. Robust standard errors are in
parenthesis.
*

p < .050
p < .010

**

p < .001.

***

approach to studying newly developed professional development models. We discuss
each of these in turn below.
Demonstrating Potential Impact
Our main purpose in this study was to estimate the impacts of the Partnership
Instructional Coaching model under favorable conditions. We found an average effect size
for instructional change 1.16 and average effect size of student engagement of 1.03 (both of
which were statistically significant). Under typical circumstances, in which the coaching
intervention is scaled up to a district-wide intervention, we would not necessarily expect
to find as large effect sizes. Instructional coaches selected for participation in the study
received considerable professional development on the coaching model, and teachers volunteered to participate in the study. Although the coaching model requires that teachers
volunteer to participate, there may be unobserved characteristics in a larger sample of
teachers that mitigate program effects. For instance, a principal may recommend that a
teacher work with an instructional coach. In this case, the teacher may be less receptive to
instructional change.
The Educational Forum • Volume 82 • 2018 • 11
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Table 4. Changes in student classroom engagement following instructional
coaching
Instructional coaching

(1)

(2)

0.112*** (0.017)

0.111* (0.044)

Teacher effects
Teacher 1

−0.090* (0.035)

Teacher 2

−0.069 ~ (0.042)

Teacher 3

−0.027 (0.044)

Teacher 4

0.078 ~ (0.044)

Teacher 5

−0.091** (0.033)

Teacher 6

−0.025 (0.035)

Teacher 7

0.051 (0.034)

Interactions
Teacher 1 × Instructional coaching

−0.004 (0.061)

Teacher 2 × Instructional coaching

0.011 (0.063)

Teacher 3 × Instructional coaching

−0.011 (0.065)

Teacher 4 × Instructional coaching

−0.060 (0.066)

Teacher 5 × Instructional coaching

0.053 (0.061)

Teacher 6 × Instructional coaching

−0.017 (0.064)

Teacher 7 × Instructional coaching

−0.036 (0.060)

Intercept
Adjusted R-squared

0.801*** (.011)
0.252

0.823*** (0.023)
0.409

Note. N = 127. The main effect of coaching in Model (2) is the gain score of the students of Teacher 8. Robust standard
errors are in parenthesis. ~ indicates statistical significance at p < .100.
*

p < .050
p < .010

**

p < .001.

***

Another potential impediment to scaling up this coaching intervention may be cost
(Cortina, 2011). One estimate of the cost of instructional coaching found that coaching can
be six to 12 times as expensive as traditional approaches to professional development
Q9 (Authors, 2012). We recommend that larger-scale studies of instructional coaching include
analysis of costs so that practitioners and policy makers can gain a sense of the cost-effectiveness of coaching models.
Evaluation of Instructional Coaching
Central to the coaching model evaluated here is the teacher’s ability to determine overall
goals of the coaching sessions. We therefore introduced a novel approach to professional
development evaluation in which the measured outcome is based on the intended goal of
the coach–teacher relationship. While classroom observations measured teachers’ use of
instructional practices along three focus areas (content planning, formative assessment, and
community building), each teachers’ pre- and post-coaching observations scores were based
on the particular focus area that best matched their chosen goal.
12 • The Educational Forum • Volume 82 • 2018
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Limitations
We highlight three limitations that might each be addressed in future research. First,
while the findings presented here clearly demonstrate systematic changes in instructional
practice and student engagement, it is unclear what aspects of the coaching model were
most effective. Future work might compare multiple coaching models to a business-as-usual
condition. Second, our findings are not necessarily generalizable to other settings. Teachers
and coaches in our sample volunteered to participate in the study. We therefore do not know
whether the coaching model would have the same effects in a typical setting. In short, the
experimental design provides evidence of internal validity, suggesting that instructional
coaching increased both teachers’ use of evidence-based practices and student classroom
engagement for the participants in our study; however, the study offers less evidence of external
validity. Finally, teachers’ classrooms were observed over only a short period of time and
teachers may ultimately revert back to their teaching practices prior to the coaching intervention. Further research on this coaching model will focus on particular components of
the model, such as goal setting, modeling, or issues around the use of video, and follow
coaches for a longer period of time.

Conclusions
This study examined the effects of the Partnership Instructional Coaching model on
teachers’ instructional practices and students’ classroom engagement. As a new approach
to instructional coaching, our purpose was to provide an initial evaluation of the program.
We found that under favorable conditions, the model shows promise for changing instructional practices and increasing student engagement. Next steps in this work are to continue
making improvements to the model based on our continuing use of Design Based research
(Reinking & Bradley, 2008). At the same time, we note the importance of increasing the scale
of the research design to examine the impacts of coaching in more typical school settings.
Our findings suggest that such efforts may provide school leaders and policy makers with
effective interventions for improving instruction and student outcomes.
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Appendix
Figure A1. The classroom observation form.
Classroom Observation Form
Teacher and Coach name: ____________________________________________
Date: _________ Observer:_____ Reliability? ________ Lesson Topic:________
Comments
1. Planning Content
Lessons are linked to state standards

Yes ___ No___

Guiding Questions (GQ) are linked to standards

Yes ___ No___

Learning Maps (LM) are created and used for the unit

Yes ___ No___

Within first 10 min., an Advance Organizer is given

Yes ___ No___

Rationale for lesson is given

Yes ___ No___

Student expectations for learning are shared by teacher

Yes ___ No___

Current lesson is placed in context of unit

Yes ___ No___

5. Students and the teacher co-construct the LM (even
though it’s already created, they do it again together).

Yes ___ No___
Total ____/ 8

2. Formative Assessment
The Teacher:
Selects an informal assessment tool (write type in
comments)

Yes ___ No___

Is assessment tool clearly linked to the lesson target?

Yes ___ No___

Informally assesses ALL students

Yes ___ No___

Teacher provides feedback to students

Yes ___ No___

Adjusts instruction based on the assessment

Yes ___ No___
Total ____/ 5

3. Community Building
1. Behavioral expectations for all instructional activities

Yes ___ No___

2. Behavioral expectations for student-student interactions

Yes ___ No___

3. Behavioral expectations for all transitions

Yes ___ No___

4. General classroom expectations are posted

Yes ___ No___

5. Teacher exhibits respectful behavior toward students

Yes ___ No___
Total ___/ 5

6. Number of times students are praised/corrected

Pr.__/ Cor.____

7. Time on Task

___ Percentage

7a. At 10 minutes in: ___# on task ____ # in class

___ Percentage

7b. Half way through: ___# on task ____ # in class

___ Percentage

7c. At 10 minutes left: ___# on task ____ # in class

____ Average
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Figure A2. The time-on-task form.
Time-on-Task Form
Directions: Take 3–5 seconds for each student, one by one, and assign a plus sign if
the student is engaged in the behavior the teacher expects of the student and a zero
to indicate behavior that can be considered off-task.
Number of students in the class _____ Teacher__________ Date_________
Ten minutes into the class period
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

Midway through the class period
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

With 10 minutes remaining in the class period
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

Source: Reinke et al. (2008).
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