
Strategies for Effective Classroom Coaching

S. ANDREW GARBACZ,1 AMANDA L. LANNIE,2 JENNIFER L. JEFFREY-PEARSALL,3

and ADREA J. TRUCKENMILLER4

1University of Oregon, Eugene, OR, USA
2Kennedy Krieger Institute, Baltimore, MD, USA
3Saint Joseph's University, Ellicott City, MD, USA
4Florida Center for Reading Research, Tallahassee, FL, USA

Although implementation of evidence-based behavioral and instructional practices has been identified as an educational priority,
popular methods for increasing implementation of evidence-based practices (i.e., professional development) have not had the desired
effect. This article aimed to present frameworks and practices coaches can use with classroom teachers to facilitate the
implementation of evidence-based interventions in schools. Examples are provided to illustrate how the strategies can be
implemented.
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The unmet needs of children and youth are well docu-
mented (Kataoka, Zhang, & Wells, 2002). Schools are an
ideal setting for preventing and intervening with children
and youth because schools are one of the primary settings
children and youth spend their time. In schools, preven-
tion practices can prevent significant concerns from devel-
oping and interventions can promote positive outcomes
for those who would benefit from additional support
(Horner et al., 2009; Sheridan et al., 2012). Evidence-
based interventions (EBIs) are prevention and intervention
programs that have research to support their use through



Procedural Overview

To glean guidelines for effective classroom coaching, a
narrative review of the literature was completed. Specifi-
cally, we conducted a targeted literature search of evi-
dence-based coaching practices in education and
educational psychology. Search terms included topics rele-
vant to educational coaching (e.g., coaching, consultation,
classroom management). Several educationally relevant
databases were searched (e.g., PsycNET). In addition, ref-
erence lists of relevant papers were reviewed. Papers were
included if they presented data, were peer reviewed,
included a study implemented in or relevant to schools,
and targeted teacher or consultant/coach behaviors and/
or student academic or social behavior. Papers that dealt
with other forms of coaching (e.g., athletic coaching) or
that did not meet the aforementioned inclusion criteria
were excluded. In addition, carefully selected conceptual
and seminal works were reviewed and integrated. For the
purposes of this review, papers that described a consulta-
tion model as well as those that described a coaching
model are included, and referred to as coaching herein.
The following core components of coaching were gleaned



Flanagan, & Dynda, 2008), and should be considered
before including an interpreter in coaching sessions.

Coaching Structure

Coaching frameworks exist, and can be tailored depending
on the type of coaching that is needed. For example, if a
teacher requests assistance managing a whole class, the
framework may be different than if a teacher requests assis-
tance with one student. In general, coaching frameworks



informal teacher–coach interactions (e.g., meetings, brief
check-ins). When a goal is met, the coach and teacher
work together to fade the intervention plan and/or gener-
alize the strategies to another setting. The decision about
when and how to conclude coaching should be collabora-
tively determined based on progress toward predetermined
goals and procedural guidelines set at the outset of the
coaching relationship.

Coaching Examples

As displayed in Table 2, individual and classwide coaching
can be aligned with common stages (e.g., problem identifica-
tion; Kratochwill & Bergan, 1990). Table 2 illustrates the
coaching process for the same problem exhibited by one stu-
dent and a class of students. As the scenarios in Table 2 dem-
onstrate, coaches complete similar activities with teachers
regardless of whether the focus is on one student or a class of
students. It is important to understand that although there
are a variety of coaching models, all models follow similar
stages. A given model may categorize the activities differ-
ently; however, the steps of identifying the problem, analyz-
ing the problem, and evaluating the problem are consistent
and integral.

Intervention Implementation

Supporting implementation of intervention plans is critical
to effective coaching. A coach typically works with a
teacher who has primary responsibility for implementing
intervention plans. It is the coach’s responsibility to sup-
port the teacher with implementation, and monitor imple-
mentation to assess student progress and treatment
integrity. Treatment integrity refers to how well (Noell,
2008) components of an intervention are applied “compre-
hensively and consistently” (Sanetti & Kratochwill, 2009a,
p. 448). A growing body of literature has revealed that
treatment integrity has not been sufficiently emphasized
and documented in many intervention studies (McIntyre,
Gresham, DiGennaro, & Reed, 2007; Sanetti, Gritter, &
Dobey, 2011). Within coaching, there are two tiers of
treatment integrity to attend to procedural integrity to the
coaching process and treatment plan implementation by
the teacher (Noell, 2008). It is important for coaches to
attend to both tiers so they can determine the anticipated
outcomes when interventions are implemented under spec-
ified conditions (Gresham & Vanderwood, 2008).

A more in-depth consideration of treatment plan imple-
mentation involves conceptualizing treatment integrity as a
multidimensional construct (O’Donnell, 2008). Five dimen-
sions that routinely characterize treatment integrity include:
adherence, dosage, quality of the program/intervention
delivery, participant responsiveness, and program differentia-
tion (Dusenbury, Brannigan, Falco, & Hansen, 2003; O’Don-
nell, 2008). The main dimensions of treatment integrity
applicable to school-based practice are: adherence, dosage,
quality of the program/intervention delivery, and participant

responsiveness. Adherence refers to implementation of inter-
vention strategies as designed by program developers. Dos-
age is the overall amount of intervention that is delivered to
participants (Sechrest & Yeaton, 1981). The quality of inter-
vention delivery is a step beyond adherence indicating the
quality, or effectiveness with which intervention strategies are
delivered (Cordray & Pion, 2006). Participant responsiveness
indicates the participants’ level of engagement in and recep-
tiveness to intervention programming.

In general, treatment integrity is characterized and mea-
sured by coaches in one or more of the three aforementioned
ways. The ideal measurement of treatment integrity includes
multiple methods and multiple informants. Assessment of the
various dimensions of treatment plan implementation can
occur through self-report, direct observation, and/or through
the review of permanent products. Self-report measures are
used to assess the adherence of implementation as perceived
by the teacher and typically include procedural steps of the
intervention and teachers’ own record of completion (Sanetti
& Kratochwill, 2009b). Permanent product assessment can



Table 2. Individual and Classwide Coaching Examples

Individual coaching Classwide coaching

Demographics Consultee Teacher Teacher
setting General education second-grade

classroom
General education second-

grade classroom
Client One student Whole class

Problem identification Target behavior Disruptions Classwide disruptions
Assessment methods Record review, teacher

interview, parent interview,
student interview as
applicable, observation of one
student’s behavior and
environmental features

Teacher interview,
observation of all students’
behavior, teacher
observation, review of
teacher behavior and
classroom ecology (e.g.,
Classroom Check-up)

Problem analysis Extent of problem 5 disruptions per class period on
average

15 disruptions per class period
on average

Plan developed � Goals set for reduction of
disruptions

� Goals set for reduction of
disruptions

� Token economy for 2 or fewer
disruptions (target student
exchanges tokens for reward)

� Classwide token economy 6
or fewer disruptions (class
exchanges tokens for group
reward)

Plan implementation � Coach delivers training on
token economy

� Coach delivers training on
token economy

� Models delivery of tokens
to student and daily
exchange

� Models delivery of
tokens to student and
daily exchange

� Role plays with teacher � Role plays with teacher
� Coach observes during first

2 days of implementation
using checklist that includes
components of token
economy implementation.
Delivers brief performance
feedback to teacher (verbal
and graphed of components
implemented)

� Coach observes during first
2 days of implementation
using checklist that
includes components of
token economy
implementation. Delivers
brief performance feedback
to teacher (verbal and
graphed of components
implemented)

Problem evaluation Treatment integrity � Teacher keeps self-monitoring
checklist (same as used by
coach)

� Teacher keeps self-
monitoring checklist (same
as used by coach)

� Coach observes twice per week
for one period and delivers
brief performance feedback to
teacher

� Coach observes twice per
week for one period and
delivers brief performance
feedback to teacher

Progress monitoring � Teacher records frequency
count of disruptions during
math period (period with most
disruptions)

� Teacher records frequency
count of disruptions during
math period (period with
most disruptions)

� Student records daily number
of tokens earned

� Student records daily
number of tokens earned
by whole class
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who demonstrate high treatment plan implementation. Pro-
viding praise to teachers contingent on effective implementa-
tion of strategies is commonly integrated with performance
feedback (e.g., Gilbertson et al., 2007; Leblanc et al., 2005;
Noell et al., 2005; Wood et al., 2007). For example, the
coach and teacher may set a goal for the desirable number of
behavior specific praise statements during a selected period
(cf. Sutherland, Wehby, & Copeland, 2000). When the goal is
met, the coach can deliver praise to the teacher during the
performance feedback session. There is also evidence to sug-
gest implementing a negative reinforcement component
wherein teachers avoid meetings with coaches and/or
additional trainings if they meet a predetermined level of
implementation can be effective (DiGennaro et al., 2007;
DiGennaro et al., 2005). If using a negative reinforcement
technique, the teacher may be required to meet with the
coach for performance feedback sessions until the teacher
meets the predetermined goal for behavior specific praise for
three consecutive sessions. To determine what items or activi-
ties may be reinforcing for teachers, coaches may choose to
talk with teachers about what they find reinforcing. For
example, while one teacher may like to get out of a meeting,
another teacher may want to meet and discuss progress.

Characteristics of Feedback

There are many characteristics to consider when providing
feedback to teachers. Some scholars have identified “active
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Goal Setting

Setting clear goals with teachers (Martens et al., 1997) can
provide a useful framework for problem solving in coaching.
After a coaching relationship is initiated, the coach and
teacher should set goals. For example, a teacher may decide
he or she aims to provide a ratio of four positive statements
to every one corrective statement to a target child. In addi-
tion, a teacher may desire that a child complete 7 out of 10



implementation will be evaluated. Regardless of the coaching
method used, multiple dimensions of treatment plan imple-
mentation should be evaluated through multimethod, multi-
source assessments. A substantial body of literature supports
the use of performance feedback as a primary strategy to
increase treatment plan implementation. Performance feed-
back may be most effective when combined with one or more
coaching practices, including modeling (Catania et al., 2009;
Lachat & Smith, 2005) live prompting (Gilbertson et al.,
2007), and behavioral rehearsal (Sheridan, 1992; Wood et al.,
2007).

It is important to note that although empirical evidence
exists to support the use of coaching with teachers, there are
limitations to the body of work. For example, it is unclear
how much feedback to provide. The question of “How much
is enough?” should be evaluated empirically. In addition,
future research should empirically evaluate evidence that
exists for certain strategies (e.g., verbal performance feed-
back) implemented under specific conditions (e.g., problem-
solving coaching; Gresham & Vanderwood, 2008).

The present narrative synthesis identified several proce-
dural recommendations for coaching. However, there are
limitations to this review that should be considered. First,
this synthesis used a review of the published literature to
glean studies. Thus, there may be findings in reports or tech-
nical documents that would augment this review. In addition,
when only published studies are used, findings that were not
published (e.g., as a result of nonsignificant findings) are
missed. A narrative synthesis does not provide evidence
about the amount of empirical evidence that exists or the
magnitude/clinical significance of effects. Future investiga-
tions should seek to use quantitative procedures to summa-
rize evidence across and within coaching models and specific
coaching strategies.
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