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ABSTRACT 

 The goal of this study was to examine the effects of a coaching intervention on teachers’ 

ability to implement academically responsive instruction through flexible instructional 

arrangements in self-contained classrooms for students who are Deaf and hard of hearing (DHH).  

A secondary goal of the study was to determine the impact of the implementation of flexible 

instructional arrangements on students’ academic engagement within instructional arrangements. 

Three teachers at a center school for the Deaf received differentiated coaching to learn how to 

implement the indicators of flexible instructional arrangements. Teachers were coached on 12 

operationalized indicators using individual approaches that met the needs, learning styles, and 

preferences of each teacher. A changing criterion design replicated across teachers was used to 

examine the impact of the coaching intervention on teachers’ implementation of the indicators, 

as well as the impact of flexible instructional arrangements on students’ active engagement. 

Results show that coaching had an impact on all three teachers’ implementation of flexible 

instructional arrangements. As teachers mastered the indicators of flexible instructional 

arrangements requiring coaching, change occurred in their implementation of instructional 

arrangements. Students’ active engagement increased and passive engagement decreased when 

they participated in less whole class instruction and spent more time in small group and child-

managed arrangements. After no longer receiving coaching, teachers maintained the 

implementation of flexible instructional arrangements and students continued to demonstrate 

higher levels of active engagement as compared to baseline. Limitations and implications for 

future practice and research are discussed.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Students who are Deaf and hard of hearing (DHH) represent a highly diverse group of 

learners (Knoors & Hermans, 2010). In terms of needs, readiness skills, and learning profiles, 

DHH students are more different than they are alike. In addition to the socioeconomic and 

cultural issues that affect the learning of many children in the United States, several 

environmental and biological factors also impact the academic experiences of DHH students, 

including age of hearing loss onset and detection, participation in early intervention services, 

access to language during the critical language development period (i.e., birth to 5 years old), 

and the compounding effects of additional disabilities1. Results from several studies have 

demonstrated significant gaps in academic achievement are evident when comparing DHH 

students with typically hearing peers (Davis, Elfenbein, Schum, & Bentler, 1986; Meinzen-Derr 

et al., 2014; Qi & Mitchell, 2011; Traxler, 2000). Results from a study investigating the reading 

and math achievement of a national sample of DHH high-school students receiving special 

education services, indicated that DHH students performed on average at a 6th grade level in 

math competencies and a 4th grade level in reading comprehension (Qi & Mitchell, 2011). In 

addition, researchers found that DHH students when compared to typically hearing peers are 

equally as engaged, but are not given as many opportunities to academically respond and spend 

more time engaged in task management behaviors (Metz, 2013; Woolsey, Harrison, & Gardner, 

2004). Consequently, DHH students may be more passively engaged in their learning with less 

opportunities for active engagement. 

                                                           
1 Approximately 40% of DHH students in the United States have additional disabilities including 

developmental delays, learning disabilities, Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder, traumatic 

brain injury, emotional behavioral disorders, and autism spectrum disorders (Gallaudet Research 

Institute, 2011). 
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To proactively address such learner variance, meet the individual needs of students, and 

create more opportunities for active engagement, teachers of DHH students must implement 

academically responsive instruction (i.e., instructional approaches that address a broad range of 

learners’ readiness levels, interests, and modes of learning). When a teacher is implementing 

academically responsive instruction, instructional decisions are made in direct response to 

students’ performance, needs, and learning styles. Academically responsive instruction is 

accomplished through the implementation of flexible instructional arrangements (Tomlinson et 

al., 2003); optimal combinations of purposeful instructional arrangements intended to provide 

students with specifically designed, high-quality learning opportunities including small group, 

partner work, independent study, and meaningful whole class instruction. To support teachers in 

learning how to implement academically responsive instruction designed to meet the unique 

needs of students, teachers must engage in meaningful and practical classroom management 

professional development that meets the unique needs of the teacher (Kise, 2006). 

Flexible Instructional Arrangements 

The implementation of flexible instructional arrangements for instruction, specifically in 

the area of reading, is considered to be a more effective educational practice in comparison to an 

exclusively whole-class approach (Connor, Morrison, & Slominski, 2006; Elbaum, Vaughn, 

Hughes, & Moody, 1999). High-quality learning environments “involve purposeful and teacher-

implemented systems of organization, instruction, and management meant to aid in successful 

student learning” (Cameron, Connor, & Morrison, 2005, p. 46). Through optimal combinations 

of instructional arrangements that are flexible in terms of student groupings, teachers are able to 

provide each student with individually designed instruction based on their developmental 

learning needs (Hong, Corter, Hong, & Pelletier, 2012).  
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Differentiated instruction and individualized student instruction (ISI) are established 

methods of academically responsive instruction that consider the needs of diverse learners 

through the use of flexible instructional arrangements (Connor et al., 2014; Subban, 2006; 

Tomlinson et al., 2003). Through these methods of instruction, teachers are able to provide 

multiple approaches to content, process, and product within flexible instructional arrangements 

(Tomlinson, 2001). Using a cluster-randomized control field trial, Al Otaiba and colleagues 

(2011) found that kindergarten teachers who received ongoing ISI professional development 

delivered significantly more individualized small-group instruction as compared to the control 

group. Subsequently, students in the treatment classrooms made greater gains on latent measures 

of literacy skills (i.e., letter word reading, decoding, alphabetic knowledge, and phonological 

awareness).  

From their examinations of the literature on differentiated instruction in recent years, 

Subban (2006) and Tomlinson et al. (2003) found that in classrooms where teachers 

implemented differentiated instruction there were (a) improved student outcomes and attitudes 

toward learning of low-performing students, (b) increased teacher self-efficacy for meeting the 

needs of diverse learners, and (c) inadequate results when differentiated instruction was 

implemented in limited and ineffective ways. Although studies have shown that the 

implementation of flexible instructional arrangements enables teachers to provide high-quality 

individualized student instruction, the management and monitoring of simultaneous classroom 

activities is challenging (Rock, Gregg, Ellis & Gable, 2008; Tomlinson, 2001). The task of 

rethinking, restructuring, and reorganizing instruction requires systemic change both at the 

classroom and school level.  
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Effective classroom management practices enable teachers to deliver academically 

responsive instruction and implement flexible instructional arrangements that meet the needs of 

learners across the ability and diversity spectrum (Tobin & McInnes, 2008; Tomlinson et al., 

2003). Effective classroom management has been directly linked to increased student academic 

engagement, decreased disruptive behavior, and improved academic achievement in both general 

education (Connor et al., 2014; Kern & Clemens, 2007; Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008) 

and special education (Cooper & Scott, 2017; Simonsen, Fairbanks, Briesch, Myers, & Sugai, 

2008) settings. Therefore, it is essential that teachers receive effective professional development 

toward gaining the necessary classroom management skills and strategies for implementing 

flexible instructional arrangements. 

Authors in the field of deafness recognizes that classroom management skills are 

essential competencies for teachers of DHH students in self-contained and itinerant settings 

(Guteng, 2005; Johnson, 2004; Luckner & Carter, 2001; Scheetz & Martin, 2008). Guardino and 

Antia (2012) found that changing classroom management practices increased DHH students’ 

academic engagement and reduced their disruptive behavior. However, development of 

classroom and behavior management skills are often overlooked by Deaf education teacher 

preparation programs (Dolman, 2008). Specifically, behavior management courses were only 

offered in 39% of undergraduate Deaf education teacher preparation program course catalogs 

from 1986-1987 and 63% of course catalogs from 2006-2007 (Dolman, 2008). Only 6% of 

Master’s level pre-service teachers enrolled in a Deaf education teacher preparation program at 

an elite university in the southwestern United States included a classroom/behavior management 

course on their plans of study during the 2013-2014 school year (K. H. Kreimeyer, personal 

communication, January 27, 2014). Meaningful and practical professional development supports 
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teachers’ use of evidence-based classroom management and instructional practices for teachers 

working with students in mixed-ability classrooms, such as those being served in Deaf education 

programs. 

Coaching 

Coaching is a viable model of professional development that provides continuous support 

and scaffolded guidance to inservice teachers toward sustainable improvement of instructional 

and classroom management practices within the context of the learning environment. In a 

literature review of coaching research published from 1989 to 2009, Kretlow and Bartholomew 

(2010) found strong evidence that coaching improved the implementation of teachers’ use of 

evidenced-based practices. Empirical evidence from studies conducted in general and special 

education settings has established coaching as an effective model of professional development 

for a variety of purposes including promoting teacher efficacy (Varghese, Garwood, Bratsch-

Hines, & Vernon-Feagans, 2016), supporting early career teachers working in urban settings 

(Shernoff, Lakind, Frazier, & Jakobsons, 2015), instructing teachers in literacy instruction 

(Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Cilliers & Taylor, 2017; Pomerantz & Pierce, 2013), implementing 

co-teaching through virtual technology (Ploessi & Rock, 2014), facilitating small group 

professional learning communities (PLCs; Grierson & Woloshyn, 2013), mentoring teachers 

working with culturally and linguistically diverse students (Batt, 2010), and targeting classroom 

management practices (Blazar & Kraft, 2015; MacSuga & Simonsen, 2011; Mitchell, Hirn, & 

Lewis, 2017; Reinke, Herman, Stormont, Newcomer, & David, 2013; Reinke, Stormont, 

Herman, & Newcomer, 2014). More importantly, researchers have demonstrated evidence 

supporting the subsequent positive effects of coaching on student learning gains (Blazar & Kraft, 

2015; Kretlow & Bartholomew, 2010; Tekin-Iftar, Collins, Spooner, & Olcay-Gul, 2017).  
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Differentiated coaching is a model of professional development in which the content, 

process, frequency, and duration of coaching sessions are individualized in response to the needs, 

learning styles, and preferences of the teacher (Kise, 2006). For purposes of supporting teacher 

change, the coach, acts as a chameleon, changing his or her “colors” or approach to match the 

style of the teacher (Kise, 2006). Differentiated coaching applies similar instructional methods 

with adult learners that have been effectively used with young learners through differentiated 

instruction.  

In the field of Deaf education, very few studies examining the use of coaching with 

teachers of DHH students have been conducted. Through a differentiated coaching model, Rivera 

(2015) supported itinerant teachers in improving their ability to implement a supplemental, 

content area vocabulary intervention with fidelity (i.e., treatment integrity). Though a causal 

association between coaching and treatment integrity could not be made, teachers’ 

implementation of the intervention improved over time. In a study with kindergarten through 5th 

grade teachers conducted in the Netherlands, coaches used video clips of teachers’ literacy 

instruction to support them in improving their use of evidence-based reading strategies with 

DHH students (Wauters & de Klerk, 2014). Coaches in both studies utilized individualized 

support, feedback, and teacher self-reflection to help teachers’ increase their implementation of 

effective instructional practices.  

Statement of the Problem 

Teachers of DHH students are often underprepared to effectively implement flexible 

instructional arrangements in their classrooms. Studies examining instructional arrangements in 

self-contained classrooms serving DHH students found that whole group and independent work 

(e.g., worksheets) were the most commonly used arrangements (Roberson, Woolsey, Seabrooks, 
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& Williams, 2004; Woolsey et al., 2004). To address the issues of limited opportunities for 

preservice teachers to acquire classroom management practices and the lack of individualized 

student instruction and opportunities for active engagement in Deaf education classrooms, 

inservice teachers working with DHH students in self-contained classrooms must participate in 

effective and meaningful professional development (e.g., coaching) focusing on classroom 

management practices that support academically responsive instruction. When given 

individualized support toward improving instructional and classroom management practices, 

teachers of DHH students made changes that resulted in positive student outcomes (Guardino & 

Antia, 2012; Rivera, 2015; Wauters & de Klerk, 2014). An examination of the impact of 

coaching on teachers’ ability to implement academically responsive instruction through flexible 

instructional arrangements would benefit the field of Deaf education.  

Purpose and Research Question 

The purpose of this study was to determine the impact of a coaching intervention on 

teachers’ ability to implement academically responsive instruction through flexible instructional 

arrangements in DHH self-contained classrooms. Through a changing criterion single subject 

design, teachers received professional development in the form of coaching to learn how to 

implement flexible instructional arrangements in their classrooms. Changing criterion design is a 

single case quantitative experimental research approach suitable for evaluating “programs that 

require gradual, stepwise changes in behavior” (Ledford & Gast, 2014, p. 347). Experimental 

control is demonstrated by showing a concomitant change in the dependent variable for each 

criterion change (Ledford & Gast, 2014). When employing a changing criterion design, 

“replication of effect is demonstrated if each stepwise change in criterion results in a behavior 

change to the new criterion level” (Ledford & Gast, 2014, p. 347). Due to small sample sizes, 
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single case study is a promising method of research for exploring the use of evidenced-based 

practices that improve the academic outcomes of DHH students (Cannon, Guardino, Antia, & 

Luckner, 2016). 

The independent variable (IV) was a differentiated coaching intervention. Through 

ongoing, individualized support, teachers were coached on how to implement the indicators 

contributing to flexible instructional arrangements in their classrooms. The dependent variable 

(DV) was the teachers’ implementation of the indicators for flexible instructional arrangements. 

To further understand the impact of the use of flexible instructional arrangements in Deaf 

education classrooms, student engagement within flexible instructional arrangements was 

examined as a secondary measure.  

In Deaf education, differentiated coaching has the potential for catalyzing change in 

teachers’ use of evidenced-based practices (Rivera, 2015; Wauters & de Klerk, 2014). The 

implementation of flexible instructional arrangements in self-contained DHH classrooms has the 

potential to significantly improve the engagement (Greenwood, Horton, & Utley, 2002; 

Strambler & McKown, 2013) and academic achievement of students (Connor et al., 2006; 

Elbaum, Vaughn, Hughes, & Moody, 1999; Greenwood, Tapia, Abbott, & Walton, 2003; 

Vaughn et al., 2003). Therefore, the following primary research question guided this study: 

Does a coaching intervention increase teachers’ implementation of flexible instructional 

arrangements in self-contained DHH classrooms? 

As a secondary measure, the following research question examined the long-term outcomes of 

the use of flexible instructional arrangements on students in self-contained DHH classrooms: 

Does the increased use of flexible instructional arrangements also increase students’ 

active academic engagement in self-contained DHH classrooms? 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Due to the limited amount of research on coaching, academically responsive instruction, 

and instructional arrangements in the field of Deaf education, much of the literature included in 

this review is compiled from special and general education settings. The research encompasses a 

wide range of participants including at-risk learners in general education, students receiving 

specialized instruction, and typically developing students with diverse learning profiles. Through 

this wide lens, a broader understanding of the potential impact of coaching, academically 

responsive instruction, and effective instructional arrangements on the achievement of DHH 

students can be deduced. Chapter 2 begins with the explanation of key terms included in the 

literature review, as well as the theoretical frameworks for coaching and academically responsive 

instruction that guide this study. The remainder of the chapter includes a review of the literature 

in the areas of (a) coaching, (b) academically responsive instruction, (c) academic engagement, 

and (d) effective instructional arrangements. Finally, implications of the research are 

summarized to underscore the significance of the proposed study.  

Definitions of Key Terms 

Professional development (PD) is a systematic effort intended to bring about change in 

the classroom practices, attitudes, and beliefs of teachers and in the achievement of their students 

(Guskey, 2002). 

Coaching is defined as individualized, job-embedded professional development designed 

to enhance teachers’ instructional skills and their use of evidence-based practices (Denton & 

Hasbrouck, 2009; Kise, 2006; Shernoff et al., 2015). The intent of coaching is to support teachers 

in developing theory for improving classroom practices through demonstration, observation, and 

feedback (Showers, Joyce, & Bennett, 1987; Walpole, McKenna, Uribe-Zarain, & Lamitina, 
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2010). Despite having distinctive foci, the term “coach” is often used interchangeably with the 

terms “consultant” and “mentor”. For purposes of this review, consultant and mentor were not 

used interchangeably with coaching. Consultant is to behavioral health as coaching is to 

education (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009). Consultation represents a triadic relationship between 

consultant-consultee-client, while coaching is typically a dyadic relationship between expert and 

learner. A mentor is an expert that works with a novice or less experienced individual in the role 

of advisor. In education, the function of mentoring is to provide teachers with general advice 

rather than participating in the demonstration-observation-feedback cycle (Blazar & Kraft, 

2015). The main objective of coaching is to change teacher practices and instructional 

approaches through the adoption and transfer of new skills over time (Denton & Hasbrouck, 

2009; Pomerantz & Pierce, 2013; Shernoff et al., 2015; Showers et al., 1987). Changes in teacher 

practices and approaches are realized through ongoing support from the coach in contrast to 

“one-shot” traditional models of professional development that often leaves teachers feeling 

uninterested and uninspired without any ownership of the new knowledge received.  

Classroom management practices are the actions, strategies, and procedures taken by the 

teacher to establish and maintain an environment in which teaching and learning can readily 

occur (Cooper & Scott, 2017; Emmer & Stough, 2001). From his landmark studies on discipline 

and group management, Kounin (1970) suggested that “a mastery of group management 

techniques enables a teacher to be free from concern about management” (p. 145).  

Academically responsive instruction is the guiding principle of differentiated instruction 

(Tomlinson et al., 2003) and individualized student instruction (Connor et al., 2009). For the 

purposes of this study, academically responsive instruction encompasses any instructional 

approach that includes “teaching and learning routines [that] address a broad range of learners’ 
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readiness levels, interests, and modes of learning” (Tomlinson et al., 2003, p. 121). In classrooms 

providing academically responsive instruction, instructional decisions are made by teachers in 

direct response to students’ performance, needs, and learning styles.  

Instructional arrangements or groupings are classroom configurations for the purposes of 

instruction including whole class, small groups, independent work, partner work, and peer 

tutoring (Vaughn, Hughes, Moody, & Elbaum, 2001). In studies using ISI (i.e., individualized 

student instruction) interventions, instructional arrangements are referred to as the “context of 

instruction” (e.g., whole class, large group, small group, and individual; Connor et al., 2009) or 

“grouping” (Al Otaiba et al., 2011). 

Flexible instructional arrangements or groupings are purposeful and optimal 

combinations of instructional arrangements intended to provide students with specifically 

designed high-quality teaching (Hong et al., 2012). Tomlinson (2001) likens teachers’ use of 

multiple instructional arrangements to the “one-room-schoolhouse” from the 19th and early 20th 

centuries in which teachers worked with students of different ages and abilities as a whole class, 

within small groups, and individually. Effective flexible instructional arrangements include both 

teacher-managed (e.g., small group and whole class) and child-managed (e.g., partner work, peer 

tutoring, and independent study) instruction (Connor et al., 2014). 

Academic engagement has been defined as a multi-dimensional construct that describes 

students’ feelings, behaviors, and thoughts about their school experiences (Dotterer & Lowe, 

2011; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Strambler & Mckown, 2013). For purposes of this 

study, academic engagement will be defined in terms of student productivity either with or 

without participation. Active engagement encompasses “…any physical behavior where the 

student is a productive member of the classroom” (Guardino & Antia, 2012, p. 5) such as 
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answering a question or working autonomously. Passive engagement includes “any behavior 

where the student was a productive member of the classroom without active participation” 

(Guardino & Antia, 2012, p. 5) such as listening to or attentively watching the teacher or another 

speaker.  

Theoretical Perspectives 

One-to-one coaching, delivered both with and without inservice training, has been 

realized as a socially situated vehicle for sustained and meaningful teacher learning and change 

in the field of education dating back as early as the 1930s and revitalized by the Reading for 

Excellence Act in 1999, No Child Left Behind in 2002, and the Reauthorization of the 

Individuals with Disabilities Act which prompted Response to Intervention (Denton & 

Hasbrouck, 2009; Deussen, Coskie, Robinson, & Autio, 2007). Coaching between an expert and 

teacher is a shared, social process of teaching and learning. Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory of 

Learning, grounded in social constructivism, is central to improving instruction and the 

redevelopment of classroom environments (Subban, 2006). Several studies examining the effects 

of coaching on teachers’ instructional practices have recognized the Sociocultural Theory of 

Learning as their guiding theoretical frameworks (Heineke, 2013; Gallucci, Van Lare, Yoon, & 

Boatright, 2010; Teemant, Wink, & Tyra, 2011; Truscott & Truscott, 2004).  

Showers and colleagues (1987) explained that the true purpose of teacher professional 

development is ‘‘to create the conditions under which sufficient levels of knowledge and skill are 

developed to sustain practice and to provide the conditions that support practice until executive 

control has been achieved and transfer has occurred’’ (p. 84). The authors found that sufficient 

levels of knowledge and skill allow teachers to “buy in” to a new practice. Similarly, the 

Alternative Model of Teacher Change developed by Guskey (2002) recognizes that teachers’ 
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commitment to change follows competence of a new practice. Taken together, the Sociocultural 

Theory of Learning and the Alternative Model of Teacher Change shape the methods and 

procedures of this study.  

The Sociocultural Theory of Learning. The Sociocultural Theory of Learning describes 

a social learning process that is guided by two main principles known as ‘more knowledgeable 

other’ (MKO) and the ‘zone of proximal development’ (ZPD; Vygotsky, 1978). MKO maintains 

that learning is imparted by someone that has a better understanding or a higher ability level than 

the learner. ZPD is the difference between what a learner can achieve independently and what a 

learner can achieve with the guidance and support of a MKO. Through the process of 

scaffolding, knowledge is imparted by the MKO through guided instruction within the learner’s 

ZPD. Within the context of coaching, identities of teachers as learners are shaped through 

instructional discourse (Gallucci et al., 2010; Heineke, 2013) just as children’s learning and 

identity development are formed within the social contexts of their classrooms through 

differentiated instruction (Subban, 2006; Tobin & McInnes, 2008; Tomlinson et al., 2003).  

In a qualitative study, Heineke (2013) examined coaching discourse of four teacher/coach 

dyads within the framework of the Sociocultural Theory of Learning. In this investigation, 

Heineke (2013) sought to draw a parallel between learning that occurs through the discourse of 

coaching with learning that occurs in classroom discourse. Results of the study showed that goal-

directed, job-embedded coaching within the context of respectful relationships and clearly 

defined roles is accomplished through a continuum of differentiated coaching models and 

stances.  

To gain a better understanding of how coaches learn to be coaches, Gallucci and 

colleagues (2010) used an in-depth single case study design to analyze the experiences of an 
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individual, Dan, who was working as both a coach and 6th grade English teacher. From analyses 

of interviews and observations of Dan, findings revealed that he was “learning on the job” 

through a cyclical and reciprocal social learning process grounded in the Sociocultural Theory of 

Learning.  

The Sociocultural Theory of Learning is also central to the literature on differentiated 

instruction (Subban, 2006; Tobin & McInnes, 2008; Tomlinson, 2003). Differentiated instruction 

addresses the learning needs and styles of diverse learners. Within the framework of 

sociocultural learning, “the social dimension of learning is paramount and the teacher is called 

upon to create learning situations that are sufficiently engaging to prompt problem solving 

without frustrating individual learners” (Tobin & McInnes, 2008, p. 4). Subban (2006) describes 

relationships between students and teachers as collaborative and reciprocal. In a differentiated 

instruction classroom, every aspect of the environment is purposefully constructed by the teacher 

to promote social interaction in support of learning (e.g., lesson design, scaffolding of 

instruction, instructional arrangements, and physical space). Tomlinson et al., (2003) emphasized 

the importance of addressing learner variance in response to the academic and cultural diversity 

of contemporary classrooms. For educational experiences of all learners to be equitable, teachers 

must begin to modify instructional and classroom practices that consider students’ readiness, 

interests, and learning profiles. In terms of readiness, teachers must provide instruction to 

students within their ZPD. In this way, students are pushed beyond their current level of ability, 

but not to the point of frustration in which expectations exceed their readiness level. Likewise, 

teachers must be “ready” to implement new practices before lasting changes in instruction can 

occur. 
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Alternative Model of Teacher Change. Transfer of learned teaching skills and changes 

in beliefs and attitudes is acquired through active participation in collaborative professional 

development through (1) presentation of theory, (2) demonstration of new strategies, (3) practice, 

and (4) immediate feedback (Showers et al., 1987). Showers and colleagues posited that 

“commitment follows competence, rather than preceding it” (1987, p. 82, emphasis original). 

When teachers learn to adeptly use new skills, then, and only then, are they in a position to make 

decisions about them. “The study of attitudes toward training indicates that the greater the 

increase of knowledge, skill, and transfer, the more positive are teachers’ attitudes toward the 

training”. (Showers et al., 1987, p. 87).  

Historically, the view of teacher change has inferred that successfully implementing a 

new practice is the result of a change in teachers’ attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions. Guskey 

(2002) proposed an alternative model of teacher change in response to this view. He suggested 

that implementation of new classroom practices generates change in the achievement of students 

which then leads to change in the attitudes and beliefs of teachers thus motivating teachers to 

make more changes in their classroom practices.  

  

 

 

Figure 1. Guskey’s Alternative Model of Teacher Change 

Furthermore, Guskey (2002) proposed three essential principles within his model of 

teacher change that facilitate significant and sustained outcomes when present. First, both teacher 

and learner must recognize that change is a gradual and challenging process for many teachers. 

Change takes extra work, energy, and time; all of which are already difficult due to lack of 
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resources, increased workloads, and increasingly more students with complex needs. This change 

often causes teachers to feel anxiety and pressure in their position. During the initial stages of 

change, students may regress in their learning until the teacher is able to stabilize and master new 

practices. Second, teachers must receive consistent and supportive feedback on both their 

progress and the progress of their students. Finally, teachers need ongoing follow-up, support, 

and, in some cases, pressure to persevere. 

In this study, the Sociocultural Theory of Learning (Vygotsky, 1978) was used to identify 

the relationship between coaching (i.e., the independent variable) and teachers’ implementation 

of flexible instructional arrangements (i.e., the dependent variable), while the Alternative Model 

of Teacher Change (Guskey, 2002) is used to explain the transformative process that teachers 

experienced as a result of the coaching intervention. Within the social context of the classroom, 

teachers were coached to diversify the arrangements they use during instruction to address 

learner variance. Consequently, the teachers’ ability to implement classroom management 

practices that allowed for effective flexible instructional arrangements impacted students’ 

academic engagement. The collaborative, scaffolded, and social processes of coaching enabled 

teachers to acquire new skills and implement new strategies resulting in changes in their beliefs 

and attitudes. Similarly, the collaborative, scaffolded, and social processes of academically 

responsive instruction realized through flexible instructional arrangements addressed the unique 

needs, readiness levels, and learning profiles of the students. This process of change, according 

to Guskey (2002), is messy, uncomfortable, and challenging for teachers and their students. 

However, I theorized that, by seeing their students being successful and effectively engaging in 

flexible instructional arrangements the teachers would actively participate in ongoing coaching 

toward continued improvement of instructional and classroom management practices.  
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Coaching 

 In the contexts of business and sports, coaching has long served as an effective method 

for improving skills and supporting change in the performance of groups and individuals. In a 

business setting, when a coach works with an individual it signifies the person’s value to the 

organization due to the amount of time and cost associated with coaching (Kise, 2006). In sports, 

a coach’s job is to build upon the strengths of athletes while providing them with specific 

techniques for skill improvement through practical experiences (Kise, 2006). It is highly unlikely 

that an athlete would achieve improved results from merely attending ‘one-shot’ workshops and 

seminars.  

Over the last 30 years, coaching has emerged as a favorable model of professional 

development within the field of education (Kretlow & Bartholomew, 2010; Shower et al., 1987). 

In the same way that athletes and business people are supported by coaches to perform better, 

coaches working in educational settings strive to change or enhance practices of teachers to 

better meet the needs of students. The goal of coaching is to support and guide the learner (i.e., 

the teacher) within their ZPD to the extent in which they can engage in new classroom or 

instructional practices effectively and independently. In the following sections, findings from 

recent and seminal literature on coaching are discussed, including (1) reviews of coaching, (2) 

the roles of coaches, (3) efficacy of coaching as a professional development model, and (4) 

differentiated and individualized approaches to coaching. 

Reviews of coaching. Through an examination of reviews of literature on coaching, we 

gain a better understanding of the foundation for coaching teachers. Showers and colleagues 

(1987) conducted a synthesis of research on staff development spanning 30 years of research and 

practical experience. Using teacher characteristics, characteristics of schools and school systems, 
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staff development programs, and student characteristics as the framework for classifying the 

independent and dependent variables, the authors noted several findings that are still relevant to 

coaching practices over three decades later. First, studies that incorporated a combination of 

theory-demonstration-practice-feedback in staff development resulted in greater gains as 

measured by effect sizes. Second, sustained practice in the classroom led to transfer of skills by 

teachers. Third, teachers’ commitment to implementing new skills followed their competence in 

using those skills. Finally, coaching enabled teachers to engage in sustained implementation of 

new practices. 

The purpose of the literature review published by Kretlow and Bartholomew (2010) was 

to summarize studies that examined the impact of coaching interventions on teachers’ ability to 

implement evidenced-based practices. The authors posited that without substantial, ongoing 

support, teachers demonstrate low levels of fidelity when implementing evidenced-based 

instructional and classroom management practices (e.g., peer-wide class tutoring, positive 

behavior support, and direct instruction). The literature review examined coaching research 

published from 1989 to 2009. From within this timeframe, the authors found 13 articles that met 

their established inclusion and exclusion criteria using side-by-side coaching as the independent 

variable and direct observable measures related to instruction as the dependent variables. 

Kretlow and Bartholomew (2010) reported several critical components of coaching including (a) 

implementation of instruction within the teacher’s setting and context including modeling by the 

coach, (b) follow-up observations, and (c) specific feedback shared through observation data and 

self-reflection. Figure 2 depicts the cycle of components of effective coaching determined by 

Kretlow and Bartholomew (2010) and Showers et al. (1987). 
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Figure 2. The Coaching Cycle (Kretlow & Bartholomew, 2010; Showers et al., 1987) 

Since the publication of Kretlow and Bartholomew’s literature review in 2010, there has 

been a surge in the use of technology as a vehicle for implementing coaching (Ploessl & Rock, 

2014). Technological advances in video recording equipment (e.g., iPads and Swivl), online 

video calling systems (e.g., Skype), online video assessment software (e.g., GoREACT), and 

bug-in-the-ear (BIE) devices have broadened the scope and contexts of coaching in schools. 

However, the theory and concepts that guide coaching practices remain constant and relevant 
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The roles of coaches. The term “coach” is applied broadly within a variety of 

educational contexts and settings. “Coaching” is used to describe many different approaches to 
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literacy coaching, there is a lack of consensus and clarity as to the role and foci of coaches 

(Deussen et al., 2007). In reform contexts, coaches are often “learning on the job” as they make 

sense of their roles while “learning new content and pedagogy at the same time as the teachers 

they are expected to coach” (Gallucci et al., 2010, p. 953).  

In their conceptual article on instructional coaching, Denton and Hasbrouck (2009) 

offered the most commonly used definition of coaching “as a form of sustained, job-embedded 

professional development and that it includes some form of teacher observation” (p. 155). The 

authors compiled a list of coaching activities gathered from several studies in the field of 

coaching. Possible coaching responsibilities included observing lessons and providing feedback 

to teachers, modeling effective teaching techniques and strategies, supporting teachers toward 

improving lesson design and implementation (e.g., creating or locating materials, instructional 

planning), co-teaching, working with teachers to effectively use assessment data to group 

students and implement interventions, engaging in problem-solving discussions with teachers, 

conducting workshops to help introduce teachers to new strategies, leading teacher study groups, 

helping teachers with the organization and management of their classrooms, and designing 

systemic and organizational changes to improve student academic achievement (e.g., class 

schedules, team meetings). Additionally, some coaches may be called upon to supervise and 

evaluate staff or engage in managerial roles including the collection and interpretation of 

academic data (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009). 

Using a mixed methods design, Deussen and colleagues (2007) sought to describe 

coaching more concisely. The purpose of their study was to examine who becomes a reading 

coach including background experiences and qualifications and how coaches perform their jobs 

in terms of what they actually do, as well as the coaches’ perceptions of their roles. The authors 
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distributed surveys and conducted interviews with K-3 teachers and Reading First coaches from 

203 schools across five states (Alaska, Arizona, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming). Findings 

of the study showed that the reality of what coaches do differed significantly from the 

expectations of Reading First state project staff (Deussen et al., 2007). Coaches were expected to 

spend 60 to 80 percent of their time working with teachers in classrooms or directly providing 

instruction to teachers. However, in actuality, teacher-oriented coaches (i.e., coaches whose 

primary role was perceived as providing teachers with instruction) spent only 48 percent of their 

work week in direct contact with teachers. Overall, all types of coaches spent on average only 28 

percent of their time working with teachers. Data collected in this study revealed that tasks that 

comprised the other 72 percent of the coaches’ time included working with data (i.e., 

administering and organizing assessments, managing data, and interpreting data), meetings, 

student interventions, and documentation. From qualitative measures, the authors determined 

that other tasks were given to coaches in response to demands of the school, district, and state. 

Consequently, some coaches expressed that they avoided working directly with teachers due to 

their own lack of self-efficacy (i.e., feeling underqualified or ill-prepared). In general, coaches 

were found to be experienced teachers, but most had little or no coaching training or experience. 

Heineke (2013) examined how coaching facilitates and supports teacher learning in a 

qualitative investigation of coaching discourse among four teacher/coach dyads. In this study, 

coaches worked with kindergarten through third grade teachers to support instructional practices 

in the area of literacy. The author purposefully distinguished between the terms “discourse” and 

“conversation” to emphasize the professional nature of the interactions between coaches and 

teachers. In this study, coaching discourse was defined as “the one-to-one professional 

interactions between the reading coach and a classroom teacher” (Heineke, 2013, p. 414). 
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Heineke (2013) analyzed data collected from audio-tapes of coaching discourse, semi-structured 

post-interviews, and the researcher’s log compiled over the course of six weeks. Findings of the 

study identified several common responsibilities across reading coaches including (a) completing 

administrative tasks, (b) determining students’ reading challenges, (c) conducting assessments, 

(d) implementing interventions, (e) providing teachers with resources, information, and 

materials, and (f) conducting instructional coaching (e.g., demonstration, observation, feedback). 

During interviews, coaches indicated that their roles included a wide range of responsibilities 

that reduced the amount of time they were able to work directly with teachers through 

instructional coaching. Similar to the findings of Deussen and colleagues (2007), Heineke (2013) 

found that only 44 percent of coaching sessions focused directly on literacy instruction. 

Finally, Shernoff and colleagues (2015) examined the procedural fidelity of a coaching 

model used with 15 early career teachers (ECTs; i.e., five or fewer years of teaching experience). 

Through a mixed-method design, the authors found that emotional support for ECTs was as 

important as instructional support when coaching teachers toward increasing mastery of 

evidenced-based practices. Given the classroom challenges faced by the ECTs in the sample, 

technical support alone was insufficient in supporting teachers in the implementation of 

classroom management and student engagement strategies. Thus, the role of a coach extends far 

beyond being a source of instructional knowledge and guidance. 

Kise (2006) likens the role of a coach to a chameleon in her book, Differentiated 

Coaching: A Framework for Helping Teacher’s Change. To initiate change in the instructional 

practices of teachers, coaches must ‘change their colors’ to speak the language of the learner. 

Kise piloted case studies using differentiated coaching with a team of four 6th grade teachers. 

After several coaching sessions, the teachers were not implementing the suggestions given to 
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them. To understand why the teachers were not changing, Kise reviewed the findings of a study 

by Barger and Kirby (1995) which surveyed 2,000 workshop participants on what they needed to 

facilitate change. Kise reported that the responses of the workshop participants “showed clear 

differences in the kinds of information people with different personalities and learning styles 

need, how they process and react to that information, and what factors make change more 

stressful” (Kise, 2006, p. 26). Moreover, when the needs of an individual are not met, resistance 

to change increases. To remedy the situation, Kise changed tactics and selected coaching styles 

based on each teacher’s unique personality traits (i.e., extrovert versus introvert, judging versus 

perceiving, sensing versus intuitive, and thinking versus feeling). Kise interacted with each 

teacher in one of four coaching roles or styles, including coach as useful resource, coach as 

encouraging sage, coach as collegial mentor, and coach as expert. In the end, all four teachers 

made positive changes in their classrooms that impacted their students’ learning. 

“The strategy of employing coaches to upgrade teaching and learning can be a powerful 

one when the purpose and role of the coach have been carefully defined and systemically 

implemented” (Saphier & West, 2010, p. 46). Despite a lack of clear consensus for how coaches 

perform their jobs and what they actually do, findings drawn from empirical studies examining 

coaching suggest that coaching is an effective model of professional development for improving 

teachers’ instructional and classroom management practices.  

Efficacy of coaching as a professional development model. Throughout the last 

decade, empirical studies that examine coaching interventions have shown a significant impact 

on teachers’ capacity to improve their instructional and classroom management practices. A wide 

range of study designs have been employed to investigate the efficacy of coaching, including 

randomized controlled trials (RCT; Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Varghese et al., 2016), mixed-
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methods studies (Batt, 2010; Blazar & Kraft, 2015; Deussen et al., 2007; Pomerantz & Pierce, 

2013; Shernoff et al., 2015; Teemant et al., 2011), single subject studies (Ploessl & Rock, 2014; 

Rivera, 2015; Tekin-Iftar et al., 2017), case studies (Gallucci et al., 2010; MacSuga & Simonsen, 

2011), qualitative studies (Grierson & Woloshyn, 2013; Heineke, 2013; Ippolito, 2010; Truscott 

& Truscott, 2004), quantitative studies (Walpole et al., 2010; Wauters & de Klerk, 2014), and 

longitudinal studies (Reinke et al., 2013; Reinke et al., 2014; Teemant et al., 2011). In the 

following sections, the efficacy of using coaching as a model for professional development of 

instructional and classroom management practices is presented through a review of several 

studies across a diverse range of designs and populations.  

Coaching of instructional practices. Numerous studies examining the use of coaching to 

support teachers’ improvement of instructional practices in general and special education settings 

have been conducted. Tekin-Iftar and colleagues (2017) investigated the impact of coaching on 

general education teachers’ ability to implement a simultaneous prompting procedure to teach 

academic content to middle school students with autism spectrum disorder in an inclusive 

setting. As a result of minimal coaching with feedback, the teachers successfully implemented 

the procedures with 100% accuracy. All three teachers participating in the study maintained the 

ability to use the prompting procedure over time. In addition, the use of the prompting procedure 

led to the students’ immediate learning of new academic content, maintenance of the content for 

as long as four weeks, and generalization of the content across different people and settings. In 

post-intervention interviews, teachers stated that the one-to-one nature of the coaching was what 

they liked most about the coaching. One teacher described the opportunities to practice the newly 

learned skill through role-playing as the most beneficial component. 
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Pomerantz and Pierce (2013) implemented a two year research and professional 

development project at a “failing” urban elementary school to examine the effects of a literacy 

coaching model on teachers’ ability to engage in effective reading comprehension instruction. 

Over two years, coaches worked with a total of 36 teachers across three phases (i.e., needs 

assessment observations, professional development, and post-professional development 

observations). Researchers observed teachers’ inclusion of the four desired aspects of 

comprehension instruction, including explaining, modeling, guiding practice, and monitoring of 

the use of comprehension strategies. In post-professional development lesson observations, 35 

out of 36 teachers showed improvements in their teaching of some comprehension strategies, 

while 20 out of 36 teachers improved their teaching of all four desired aspects of comprehension 

instruction. In addition, a qualitative analysis of the comments written on the observation 

protocols was conducted to find themes related to implementation barriers. Through this 

analysis, the researchers found that some teachers struggled with providing opportunities for 

their students to engage in independent practice of comprehension strategies. Though there was 

not a clear causal relationship between coaching and student outcomes, students at the once 

failing school showed improvement on the language arts state assessment resulting in a school 

rating of “adequate yearly progress” for the first time in seven years. 

Batt (2010) examined the impact of coaching on teachers’ implementation of the 

Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) educational model to promote second 

language acquisition with culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students in rural and urban 

areas. Built on evidenced-based practices, the SIOP model focuses on three main instructional 

components of teaching a unit, including (1) preparation, (2) instruction, and (3) review and 

assessment. Using a mixed methods approach, the researchers examined knowledge tests, 
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surveys, and interviews conducted with 15 mainstream elementary teachers with high 

proportions of CLD learners in their classrooms. The intervention occurred in two phases. 

During Phase One, teachers attended SIOP trainings. During Phase Two, teachers participated in 

three-phase coaching sessions including preconference meetings, observations, and post-

conference meetings to improve instructional effectiveness through reflection. After receiving 

the traditional training in Phase One, but prior to the coaching phase, only about half of the 

teachers implemented the SIOP model strategies. After the coaching phase, all 15 teachers 

implemented components of the SIOP model to varying degrees, including both content and 

language objectives in lesson plans. On anonymous surveys given after the coaching was 

completed, all teachers reported positive effects on student learning.   

With recent advances in technology, virtual or eCoaching has emerged as a promising 

method of coaching that enables the coach to be “present” in the classroom regardless of 

challenges related to distance or scheduling. Using a single-case withdrawal within-participants 

research design, Ploessl and Rock (2014) examined the impact of eCoaching on teachers’ ability 

to plan and instruct through co-teaching using bug-in-the-ear (BIE) technology. Using BIE 

technology allows the coach to be in a different location which may reduce the influence of the 

coach’s presence on the performance and behavior of the students. Through direct, systematic 

observations of planning sessions for three co-teacher dyads, the researchers sought to discover 

(1) how eCoaching influenced co-teachers’ planning and implementation of varied co-teaching 

models (e.g., one teach-one assist, one teach-one observe, parallel teaching), student-specific 

accommodations, and positive behavioral supports (e.g., redirection, specific praise), and (2) if 

eCoaching impacted student engagement. Although only one co-teaching dyad increased the 

number of co-teaching models used in each lesson, implementation of a wider range of co-
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teaching practices was seen across all three dyads from baseline to intervention including use of 

student-specific accommodations, specific praise, and neutral redirections. For purposes of 

measuring social validity, data were collected on student engagement. Student engagement 

increased in classrooms for all three co-teaching dyads. Finally, teachers reported in post-

intervention interviews that eCoaching was both feasible and beneficial, in terms of participation 

and impact on teaching practices, respectively.  

Two studies examining the effects of coaching on instructional practices of teachers 

working with DHH students have been identified. Wauters and de Klerk (2014) worked with six 

elementary level teachers serving DHH students at a center school in the Netherlands. The 

authors focused on improving teachers’ implementation of effective reading strategies. The 

teachers were video recorded during reading instruction. Subsequently, the coach and teachers 

watched the video clips together. Teachers were provided with feedback and given opportunities 

to self-reflect. The teachers who received coaching demonstrated marked improvement when 

compared to teachers in the control group that only received overall feedback without 

opportunities to watch video clips of instruction with the coach. 

Rivera (2015) provided various levels of support to three itinerant teachers to improve 

their implementation of a supplemental vocabulary intervention. The coach differentiated the 

process, frequency, and duration of coaching sessions for each individual teacher. Operating 

within the context of Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory of Learning, coaching of instructional 

planning was scaffolded across three vocabulary units (Rivera, 2015). The first unit was 

designed by the coach and implemented by the teacher. The second unit was collaboratively 

developed by the teacher and coach. The third unit was independently developed and 
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implemented by the teacher with support from the coach as needed. As a result of the coaching, 

all three teachers improved fidelity of implementation of newly learned vocabulary strategies.  

Using a qualitative comparative analysis, Rivera (2015) examined online journal entries 

and post-interviews across teachers to find themes that highlighted the benefits of coaching. 

Individualized coaching, instructional planning, and collaboration emerged as the aspects of 

coaching that were perceived as most helpful. The teachers found the individualized nature of 

coaching to have a positive impact on their ability to implement new vocabulary learning 

strategies with their students. Specifically, the teachers reported they felt comfortable discussing 

challenges they experienced when implementing vocabulary strategies and reflecting on their 

implementation. In addition, teachers appreciated the specific performance feedback they 

received from the coach toward successful implementation of the intervention. The collaborative 

nature of the coaching was greatly appreciated by the participating itinerant teachers who 

expressed that they often planned and worked in isolation from their colleagues. Through 

collaborative social interactions, the teachers felt that they were able to develop and implement 

the vocabulary units more effectively. 

Learning new instructional strategies is often a challenging, complex, and time 

consuming process for teachers. The traditional “one shot” model of teacher training without 

supportive and intentional follow-through does not produce results as promising as when 

coaching is integrated into the professional development process (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; 

Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Shernoff et al., 2015). Showers and colleagues (1987) estimated for 

a new teaching strategy to be imprinted within a teacher’s repertoire of skills, 25 teaching 

episodes during which the new strategy is used must occur. Coaching delivered through a theory-

demonstration-practice-feedback model, provides teachers with opportunities to improve their 
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craft within a recurring and socially supportive context. Most importantly, teachers felt coaching 

was helpful, attainable, and enabled them to experience productive, meaningful, and sustained 

learning of new instructional practices. 

Coaching of classroom management practices. Classroom management skills develop 

over time and across the span of teachers’ careers. As teachers encounter new teaching contexts, 

they must continually refine existing practices and acquire a repertoire of new knowledge and 

strategies (Emmer & Stough, 2001). The continuous support and scaffolded guidance of 

coaching provides an effective model for addressing the development of in-service teachers’ 

classroom management skills in the authentic classroom environment. Day, Connor, and 

McClelland (2015) found that the reduction of unproductive time in the classroom (e.g., off-task 

time, waiting, disruptions) maintained through the application of effective classroom 

management practices can help improve first grade students’ behavioral regulation and literacy 

skills. Hence, coaching has the potential to impact teachers’ use of effective classroom 

management practices as well as students’ academic achievement (Varghese et al., 2016).  

Varghese and colleagues (2016) employed a group experimental design to examine a 

coaching-based professional development model called the Target Reading Intervention (TRI). 

The researchers sought to determine if TRI had an impact on the efficacy of classroom 

management practices, instructional quality, and student engagement for teachers working with 

kindergartners and first graders in rural areas. Seventy-six teachers in North Carolina, Texas, 

New Mexico, and Nebraska were involved in the study. Teachers in the intervention group 

received webcam coaching for literacy instruction from expert coaches (n = 44). Teachers in the 

control group conducted typical literacy instruction in their classrooms (n = 32). In the TRI 

program, teachers were provided ongoing support and guidance as they implemented intensive, 
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one-to-one literacy instruction to struggling readers. Teachers met with students for 15 minute 

one-to-one sessions daily. In order for this type of individualized instructional arrangement to 

occur, teachers needed support in managing the structure and classroom organization for the rest 

of their students. In the fall and spring, teachers completed questionnaires to convey their 

perceptions of self-efficacy of teaching for three primary constructs including classroom 

management, instructional quality, and student engagement.  

Results indicated that for participants in the intervention group, only increases in 

teachers’ classroom management self-efficacy were positively related to increases in students’ 

early literacy development. No significant difference in student literacy outcomes between the 

intervention and control groups were found in instructional quality or student engagement. The 

authors postulated that coaches may have spent more time on directly instructing teachers on 

classroom management techniques rather than on specific instructional quality and student 

engagement strategies due to the nature of the intervention. The findings of the study were 

unique in that they demonstrated a significant and positive relationship between teachers’ 

perceptions of their classroom management skills and literacy gains of their students achieved 

through a coaching process.  

Using a longitudinal design, Reinke et al. (2014) examined the effects of coaching 

supports on the proactive classroom management practices of 52 elementary school teachers over 

the course of a school year. This study was part of a larger study examining the efficacy of the 

Incredible Years Teacher Classroom Management (IY TCM) program, a universal classroom 

management intervention. Through initial training and ongoing one-to-one coaching sessions 

including specific performance feedback, researchers predicted that teachers would increase their 

implementation of proactive teaching strategies, such as praise and precorrections, while 
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simultaneously decreasing their use of reprimands. The researchers found that teachers who 

received more performance feedback from their coach demonstrated higher levels of 

implementation of proactive classroom management strategies. In addition, there was a positive 

relationship between the overall amount of coaching teachers received and sustained 

implementation of proactive classroom management strategies. 

In a similar study which also used data from the larger IY TCM efficacy RCT, Reinke et 

al. (2013) investigated intervention fidelity of training and coaching sessions as well as teacher 

implementation of targeted proactive classroom management strategies. Proactive strategies 

included specific praise, general praise, and overall praise. The researchers also collected data on 

reprimands and student disruptions. Specifically related to the impact of coaching on teacher 

practices, the researchers examined the coaches’ ability to differentiate exposure to coaching by 

determining the frequency and duration of coaching sessions based on the needs of the teachers.  

Over the course of a year, coaches worked with 34 kindergarten through 3rd grade 

teachers. At the beginning of the study, coaches met with each teacher on a weekly basis. In 

subsequent weeks, the frequency and duration of coaching sessions varied for each teacher based 

on their needs, ranging from three to 12 sessions over the course of the study. For purposes of 

data analysis, teachers were placed into three groups based on the total amount of coaching 

received during the school year (i.e., upper quartile, mid-quartile, and lower quartile). Across all 

three groups, teachers increased their implementation of proactive classroom management 

practices with one exception. For teachers in the lower quartile use of general praise remained 

stable over the course of the study. In addition, student disruptive behaviors and teachers use of 

reprimands decreased across all groups. Similar to the tenets of differentiated instruction with 



COACHING TEACHERS IN DEAF EDUCATION CLASSROOMS 44 

 

 

students, findings of this study suggest that the amount of coaching received can and should be 

based on the individual needs of the teachers.  

Teemant et al., (2011) conducted a descriptive, experimental, longitudinal study to 

examine the effects of instructional coaching on teacher pedagogy and classroom organization. 

Within a sociocultural learning framework, the authors investigated effects of performance-based 

instructional coaching on teachers’ ability to implement components of the Five Standards 

Instructional Model. The Five Standards Instructional Model embodies sociocultural pedagogy 

designed to address the needs of diverse learners through principles of learning (i.e., The Five 

Standards) and small group configurations in classrooms (i.e., instructional model). The Five 

Standards included joint productive activity, language and literacy development, 

contextualization, challenging activities, and instructional conversation. The instructional model 

included a teacher center and multiple independent activity stations where students worked 

collaboratively. The independent variable was the number of coaching cycles across a school 

year. The dependent variables were scores on the Standards Performance Continuum (SPC) 

observation rubric including a total score and scores for each standard, number of implemented 

activity centers, phase of classroom organization, and quality of instructional conversations 

between teachers and students. For purposes of analysis, 21 elementary teachers were divided 

into two groups (i.e., high and low group implementers) based on SPC scores at baseline. During 

coaching sessions, instruction was scaffolded for each teacher to address needs identified with 

the SPC rubric. For both groups, findings of this study showed that instructional coaching led to 

(1) increased transfer of new teaching skills in the classroom, (2) consistent improvement of the 

Five Standards Instructional Model across coaching cycles one through five, but plateaued or 

decreased implementation during cycles six and seven, and (3) increased use of small group 
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configurations. The study not only supported the efficacy of coaching in general, but highlighted 

the importance of coaches working with teachers within their Zone of Proximal Development 

through a differentiated, collaborative, and scaffolded process.   

Finally, MacSuga and Simonsen (2011) used a descriptive single-case study design to 

pilot an intervention that incorporated a classroom management checklist and consultation to 

improve two teachers’ classroom management practices (e.g., positively stated expectations, 

multiple opportunities to respond, and acknowledgment of appropriate student behavior). The 

consultation model consisted of four phases, including (1) initiation, (2) promoting skill 

acquisition, (3) building skill fluency, and (4) supporting skill maintenance. During baseline, the 

consultant (i.e., coach) observed both teachers and completed the classroom management 

checklist. The three lowest items on the checklist were identified and targeted for each teacher. 

During the intervention, the researcher provided visual performance feedback to the teachers 

through a discussion of graphs displaying results of the teachers’ use of the target skills. By the 

end of the intervention, both teachers increased their use of targeted evidenced-based classroom 

management practices.  

Results from the sampling of studies examined in this section suggest that coaching is an 

effective model of professional development for generating change in the instructional and 

classroom management practices of inservice teachers. Several characteristics of quality 

professional development have emerged as critical components of effective coaching, including 

active learning (Shernoff et al., 2015), collaboration (Grierson & Woloshyn, 2013; Walpole et 

al., 2010), combined responsive and directive coaching styles (Deussen et al., 2007; Ippolito, 

2010), leadership support for coaching (Walpole et al., 2010), ongoing support (Blazar & Kraft, 

2015; Reinke et al., 2013), specific performance feedback (Kretlow & Bartholomew, 2010; 
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Reinke, et al., 2014; Tekin-Iftar et al., 2017; Wauters & de Klerk, 2014), positive teacher-coach 

relationships (Heineke, 2013), sustained practice (Showers et al., 1987), and differentiated and 

individualized approaches to coaching (Grierson & Woloshyn, 2013; MacSuga & Simonsen, 

2011; Reinke et al., 2013; Rivera, 2015; Shernoff et al., 2015; Teemant et al., 2011; Walpole et 

al., 2010). Through differentiated and individualized approaches to coaching, coaches provide 

teachers with responsive support and guidance.  

Differentiated and individualized coaching approaches. Within a sociocultural 

learning theoretical framework, a social process of learning occurs between coach and teacher 

when engaged in differentiated and individualized approaches of coaching. Coaches, acting as 

the MKO (i.e., more knowledgeable other), provide teachers with personalized professional 

development experiences. By scaffolding learning for the teacher within his or her ZPD (i.e., 

zone of proximal development), coaches are able to support teachers toward improving 

instructional and classroom management practices through gradual, sustainable steps. While 

there is very little research available that focuses on how to maximize teachers’ learning through 

differentiated professional development (Grierson & Woloshyn, 2013; Kise, 2006), the findings 

from the following studies offer compelling exemplifications of the benefits of differentiated and 

individualized coaching.  

Through differentiated coaching, teachers can realize how their strengths, limitations, and 

belief systems affect their willingness to participate in processes that lead to change in their 

classrooms and professional growth (Kise, 2006). In her narrative accounts of coaching a team of 

four 6th grade teachers, Kise (2006) described her experiences when struggling to understand 

why some teachers were initially resistant to the small group professional development she was 

providing. Over time, she came to realize that teachers need to experience professional 
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development in different ways. Some teachers prefer immediate applications of new information, 

other teachers require first understanding the big picture, while others may not want the big 

picture until the details are worked out, and, finally, others favor a deeper understanding of the 

theories supporting new information. In her book on differentiated coaching, Kise (2006) 

presents techniques for providing teachers with individualized instruction based on their 

personality traits and learning styles. Findings from the following empirical studies support 

differentiated approaches of coaching aimed toward meeting the unique needs of teachers based 

on their individualities and the contexts of their classrooms. 

Grierson and Woloshyn (2013) conducted a qualitative case study to examine the use of 

differentiated professional development to support teachers’ assessment-to-instruction 

competencies through small group PLCs (i.e., professional learning communities) supplemented 

with individualized coaching. Participants included three first through third grade teachers 

working in an urban school in Canada. The researchers used single-case and cross-case analyses 

to examine lesson plans, goal-setting sheets, field notes from weekly individualized coaching 

sessions, scheduled and unscheduled lesson observations, transcriptions of PLC sessions, 

interviews with teachers at the beginning, middle, and end of the study, and participants’ 

summative reflections. The findings from this study showed that the impact of differentiated 

learning opportunities for teachers (e.g., differentiated content, process, and goal-setting) are 

effective in the same way that differentiated instruction practices support student learning. 

Although PLC sessions promoted collaborative knowledge-building and reflection among 

teachers, the researchers considered the small-group PLC sessions alone to be insufficient in 

supporting teachers’ professional growth. Individualized coaching provided teachers with the 

extra support needed to improve assessment-to-instruction practices. 
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Walpole and colleagues (2010) sought to determine if specific components of coaching 

were associated with higher levels of implementation of specific instructional practices, 

including small-group work, read-alouds, and effective instructional and classroom management 

strategies. In this study, differentiated coaching with teachers included the interpretation of 

assessment data, the development of leveled groupings, writing differentiated small-group lesson 

plans, modeling, and providing performance feedback from observations. Using a coaching 

observation protocol with 123 coaches and a teaching observation protocol with 2,108 

kindergarten through third grade teachers, the researchers found that three components of 

coaching, including (1) collaboration with teachers, (2) coaching for differentiation, and (3) 

leadership support for coaching teachers, were associated with high probability practices of 

teachers.  

Additionally, several intervention studies previously mentioned have incorporated 

aspects of differentiated coaching into their professional development models. MacSuga and 

Simonsen (2011) developed a model of consultation that accommodated for individual teacher 

differences in terms of number of meetings as well as frequency and type of performance 

feedback given to teachers. In the study by Reinke and colleagues (2013), coaches differentiated 

exposures to coaching based on teachers’ strengths and areas of need observed prior to coaching. 

Shernoff et al. (2015) found that frequency and duration of coaching sessions varied for early 

career teachers based on their individual preferences, classroom dynamics, and existing 

organizational supports. In the study by Teemant et al. (2011) previously mentioned, 

differentiated instructional coaching sessions contributed to increased transfer of new 

instructional practices for both high and low performing teachers through ongoing support 

specific to the needs of the teachers.   
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Taken together, the findings from literature on coaching demonstrate that individualized 

professional learning promotes meaningful change in the practices of teachers. Simply put, 

differentiated and individualized coaching approaches meet the needs of diverse teachers in the 

same way that methods of academically responsive instruction meet the needs of diverse 

students.  

If we want to change how teachers teach, we need to model what we are asking them to 

do. If we want them to meet the needs of all students, we need to model with them how it 

is possible, by meeting the needs of all teachers. (Kise, 2006, p. 38). 

Academically Responsive Instruction 

 Academically responsive instruction considers the different ways in which students learn 

(Tobin & McInnes, 2008). By responding to students’ needs, levels, and individual 

characteristics, differentiated and individualized student instruction provide educators with a 

means for addressing learner variance in mixed-ability classrooms. In the following sections, 

academically responsive instruction is discussed through a review of literature in the areas of 

differentiated instruction and individualized student instruction (ISI). 

 Differentiated instruction. Tomlinson and colleagues (2003) maintain that differentiated 

instruction is a “pedagogical, rather than organizational approach” (p. 121). By modifying 

instructional and classroom management practices, teachers can create learning environments 

that address the readiness levels, interests, and learning profiles of diverse learners (Subban, 

2006; Tobin & McInnes, 2008; Tomlinson et al., 2003). Teachers attend to student readiness by 

providing instruction that allows students to engage in work that is challenging, but not 

frustrating. Instruction that takes into consideration students’ interests is motivating and 

contributes to increased productivity. Learning profile describes “a student’s preferred mode of 
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learning that can be affected by a number of factors, including learning style, intelligence, 

preference, gender, and culture” (Tomlinson et al., 2003, p. 129). 

 Through a comprehensive review of literature on differentiated instruction, Tomlinson et 

al. (2003) identified six characteristics of effective differentiation. First, planning for curriculum 

and instruction is a proactive, rather than a reactive process. Differentiation of instruction cannot 

occur in the moment by adjusting elements of a single lesson plan for different learner types. 

Second, teachers need to utilize flexible, small instructional groups. By arranging students in a 

variety of small groups based on readiness, interests, and learning profiles, students make greater 

achievement gains compared to a whole class, one-size-fits-all approach (Connor et al., 2006; 

Elbaum et al, 1999; Greenwood et al., 2003; Schumm, Moody, & Vaughn, 2000; Vaughn et al., 

2003). Third, a variety of materials based on ability levels are available to learners in effective 

differentiated instruction classrooms. While students may access content through different 

resources and varied assignments, they are all working toward similar objectives. Fourth, pacing 

of instruction is based on the needs of individual students and instructional groups. “Classrooms 

in which time is used as a flexible resource would likely better serve the full range of learners” 

(Tomlinson et al., 2003, p. 133). Fifth, instruction provided through effective differentiation is 

knowledge centered. With thorough knowledge of the content and curriculum, teachers are able 

to guide students toward deeper understandings of concepts and ideas. Finally, effective 

differentiation occurs in learner centered classrooms. Important characteristics of learner 

centered instruction include (1) teachers using ongoing monitoring and assessment to make 

sound decisions about students’ progress, (2) students making choices within structured 

frameworks, and (3) both students and teachers taking responsibility for learning. 
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 The purpose of a research synthesis by Subban (2006) was to develop a solid theoretical 

rationale for using differentiated instruction in diverse contemporary classrooms. From an 

examination of empirical studies spanning 25 years (1980 to 2005), the author determined that 

the use of differentiated instruction produces positive outcomes for students and teachers. 

Furthermore, Subban (2006) discovered three interconnected principles that serve to support the 

research on differentiated instruction. First, social interactions and collaborations between 

teachers and students founded in Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory of Learning precipitate 

learning. Second, intellectual activity is developed through the social interactions of the learner 

and a ‘more knowledgeable other’ (i.e., teacher). Third, student learning is enhanced when 

students are actively engaged and instruction is designed to address their individual learning 

profiles. 

 Through qualitative methods, Tobin and McInnes (2008) examined how teachers 

differentiate instruction in mixed-grade classrooms. Using data collected from classroom 

observations and interviews conducted with two teachers, the authors discovered several best 

literacy practices that addressed the needs of at-risk and diverse learners in general education 

settings. Examples of best practices gleaned from the analysis of data included scaffolding, 

comprehension monitoring, matching materials to student ability, facilitation of different 

activities with the same objectives, and flexible instructional grouping.  

 Finally, one study was found that investigated the use of differentiated instruction with 

DHH students. Through a single case design across students, Donne and Briley (2015) sought to 

determine the impact of using multimedia storybooks on the receptive vocabulary development 

of seven preschoolers at a center school for DHH students. Working toward the same goal of 

receptive vocabulary growth, students of similar age, but with varying degrees of ability, were 
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exposed to three levels of differentiated materials based on their progress. The researchers used 

combinations of pictures, videos, and text presented through PowerPoint to differentiate 

vocabulary instruction for students dependent on their communication and reading levels. 

Students worked with a speech-language pathologist five times per week over the course of four 

weeks. The average number of vocabulary words identified in isolation across students increased 

from about 13 words at baseline to 28 words at the end of the intervention.  

 Individualized student instruction. Developed by Connor and colleagues (2009), ISI is 

a multidimensional conceptualization of reading instruction including dimensions of grouping, 

content, and management (Al Otaiba et al., 2011). Grouping describes instructional 

arrangements, such as whole class, small group, and individual work. Content pertains to the 

intended purpose of the activity categorized by two types of reading instruction, code-focused 

and meaning-focused. Code-focused instruction focuses on phonological awareness, print 

knowledge, and word decoding. Meaning-focused instruction addresses vocabulary, listening, 

and reading comprehension. Management describes the focus of the student’s attention as either 

child-managed (i.e., independent or peer work) or teacher-managed (i.e., teacher is actively 

teaching). When teachers use assessment data to inform instructional groupings, content, and 

management, students experience greater gains in reading outcomes (Al Otaiba et al., 2011). 

Using a cluster-randomized control field trial, Al Otaiba et al. (2011) compared teachers’ 

implementation of individualized literacy instruction within treatment and contrast professional 

development classrooms. Teachers in the contrast group received a common baseline all-day 

professional development summer workshop which focused on Response to Intervention and ISI. 

Teachers in the treatment group received the same initial professional development as the 

contrast group teachers, but were also coached on how to differentiate instruction through the use 
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of the Individualized Student Instruction for Kindergarten literacy intervention (ISI-K; an ISI 

intervention that specifically targets students in kindergarten classrooms) and Assessment to 

Intervention (A2i) software. A2i is an online assessment tool that computes recommended 

amounts of teacher- or child-managed and code- or meaning-focused instruction based on 

students’ language and reading assessment scores.  

Over the course of eight months, treatment group teachers participated in ongoing 

monthly coaching sessions and received bi-weekly classroom support not provided to teachers in 

the contrast group. The researchers also sought to determine if students in the ISI treatment 

classrooms demonstrated greater reading gains. Forty-four teachers across 14 schools working 

with 556 kindergarten students participated in the study. Video recorded observations of 

classroom instruction were coded and analyzed as well as student performance measures on a 

battery of standardized reading assessments. Findings showed that teachers in both conditions 

implemented effective reading instruction, however, teachers in the ISI-K treatment group 

implemented small-group instruction more frequently. Students in both groups made gains over 

the course of the study. However, students in the ISI-K treatment classrooms outperformed 

students in contrast classrooms on latent measures of letter word reading, decoding, alphabetic 

knowledge, and phonological awareness by more than half a standard deviation on all variables. 

The authors hypothesized that the difference between reading gains of students in the treatment 

and contrast classrooms most likely resulted from sustained coaching of teachers for purposes of 

differentiating instruction. 

In a subsequent study, Al Otaiba et al. (2016) examined the effects of two years of ISI-K 

professional development (i.e., one all day workshop, monthly inservice trainings, biweekly 

classroom-based coaching) on changes teachers made to their instruction with regard to (a) 
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differentiation, (b) quality of classroom instruction (i.e., classroom control, organization, 

warmth, and on-task behavior of students), (c) quality of literacy instruction (i.e., phonological 

awareness, letter-sound correspondence, decoding, vocabulary, comprehension, fluency, 

spelling, and writing), and (d) the amount of time spent in each dimension of instruction (i.e., 

teacher- or child-managed and code- or meaning-focused instruction). Additionally, the 

researchers examined the impact of the ISI-K professional development on diverse learners’ 

reading and vocabulary achievement. The ten kindergarten teachers that participated in this study 

were nominated by their principals as effective reading teachers. Therefore, the researchers were 

interested in finding out if professional development designed to teach teachers how to 

differentiate instruction impacted their ability to individualize instruction beyond the effective 

practices that they were already implementing. Findings showed that while overall quality of 

instruction remained the same, the teachers demonstrated increased use of small group and 

differentiated instruction relative to their own baseline performance. As a result, their students’ 

achievement in reading improved. Similar to the findings from Al Otaiba et al. (2011), 

researchers concluded “that homogenous differentiated small-group instruction was the active 

ingredient in increasing student achievement” (Al Otaiba et al., 2016, p. 471). 

Steps to individualizing student instruction. Connor and colleagues (2015) developed a 

visual representation of the continuum of individualized instruction (Appendix A). The ‘Steps to 

Individualizing Instruction’ model represents a ladder with six rungs or steps. At the lowest step 

of the ladder, instruction is delivered primarily to the whole class without any individualization. 

At the highest step of the ladder, teachers run individualized small groups at the same time that 

students are participating in individualized child-managed stations. When transforming 

classrooms toward academically responsive instruction, the ladder provides teachers with a 
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framework for setting long-term goals and monitoring their progress. Academically responsive 

instructional practices not only address characteristics of diverse learners, they also contribute to 

gains in student outcomes including academic achievement and academic engagement.  

Academic Engagement 

Through individualized and differentiated methods, academically responsive instruction 

pays attention to the needs of students, thus positively impacting their engagement in academic 

tasks. Several studies have demonstrated the impact of increased academic engagement on 

positive academic success in school-aged students (Cobb & Hops, 1973; Dotterer & Lower, 

2011, Fitzpatrick & Pagani, 2013). Academic engagement is a multi-dimensional construct 

(Fredericks et al., 2004) that exists in the presence of classroom enabling behaviors (Greenwood 

et al., 2002) and academic survival skills (Cobb & Hops, 1973) and in the absence of disruptive, 

off-task, and inattentive behaviors (Finn, Pannozzo, & Voelkl, 1995). Academic engagement is 

important for all students, but is even more essential for students with disabilities; specifically 

students with communication, behavioral, and attention problems that are at-risk for decreased 

academic achievement.  

Academic achievement. A review of recent and long-standing research shows that there 

is a significant relationship between classroom behavior and academic achievement (Cobb & 

Hops, 1973; Dotterer & Lowe, 2011; Fitzpatrick & Pagani, 2013). Cobb and Hops (1973) found 

that an intervention designed to increase academic survival skills (e.g., attending to the teacher, 

answering academic questions) resulted in improved reading achievement among low achieving 

first graders. Though a causal relationship cannot be inferred, Dotterer and Lowe (2011) 

proposed from their research that behavioral and psychological student engagement, in relation 

to the quality of instruction, the socioemotional climate of the classroom, and the quality of 
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student-teacher relationships, were predictors of academic achievement for the 5th grade students 

included in their study. Fitzpatrick and Pagani (2013) reported that better kindergarten work 

habits (e.g., following rules and instructions, listening attentively) predicted increased academic 

achievement of the same students five years later. The findings from these studies emphasize the 

importance of academic engagement among young students as a catalyst for academic success at 

school. From the literature on student academic engagement, several factors influencing student 

academic engagement have been identified.  

Factors contributing to academic engagement. From the literature on academic 

engagement in general, special, and Deaf education, four distinct, yet inter-related factors 

contribute to students’ degree of engagement, including (a) student learning behaviors, (b) 

classroom context, (c) environment, and (d) instructional arrangements.  

Student learning behaviors. A variety of student learning behaviors are related to 

academic engagement including academic survival skills (Cobb and Hops, 1973), task-oriented 

work habits (Fitzpatrick & Pagani, 2013), and academic responding (Greenwood et al., 2002; 

McDonnell, Thorson, McQuivey, & Kiefer-O'Donnell, 1997; Metz, 2013). In a study conducted 

by Cobb and Hops (1973) an intervention program was implemented with an experimental group 

of 12 first-grade students with low teacher-rated academic survival skill behaviors and low 

standardized reading achievement scores. The teacher, with the aid of the researchers, developed 

definitions for academic survival skill behaviors that were specific to her classroom. The 

students that participated in the intervention program were taught that classroom behaviors, such 

as attending and volunteering, would help them learn better and were socially reinforced for 

engaging in the behaviors. Six similarly performing students from another classroom were in the 

control group and did not receive the intervention. Mean proportions of academic survival skills 
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increased from baseline to follow-up for the students in the experimental group, while they 

decreased for students in the control group. Reading achievement scores increased for all the 

students involved in the study, but at a higher rate for the students who received the intervention. 

Similarly, in a study by Fitzpatrick and Pagani (2013) teachers rated work habits of 960 

kindergarten students. The behaviors that were computed for the mean classroom engagement 

score included following rules and instructions, following directions, listening attentively, 

completing work on time, working autonomously, working neatly and carefully, and working 

and playing cooperatively with peers. Findings demonstrated that better engagement skills in 

kindergarten predicted higher performance on a standardized math test, higher teacher-rated 

math and reading achievement in 4th grade, as well as less teacher-child conflict, aggression, 

antisocial behavior, and victimization.   

Greenwood et al. (2002) used the Mainstream Version–Code for Instructional Structure 

and Student Academic Response observation tool (MS-CISSAR) to observe academic 

responding, task management, and disruptive behaviors of 224 students within the ecobehavioral 

contexts of their classrooms. Observations took place in sixty-four kindergarten through 5th grade 

classrooms from three unique magnet school settings (i.e., traditional, computer, and science). 

Academic responding behaviors occurred 46% of the time, task management behaviors occurred 

42% of the time, and inappropriate behaviors occurred 20% of the time. Collectively, task 

management and inappropriate behaviors occurred over half the time students were in school 

(62%). The authors suggested that despite the instructional reform occurring in each of these 

schools, there was still a need for increasing academic responding time in all three settings. 

Results of this study also indicated that low-achieving students with Individualized Education 
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Plans (IEPs) displayed academic responding rates similar to their high and average achieving 

peers, but greater levels of inappropriate behaviors.   

Using the same observational tool, McDonnell et al. (1997) found results similar to 

Greenwood et al. (2002). Their study included an experimental group with six elementary school 

students with low-incidence disabilities (i.e., cognitive impairments, physical disabilities, and 

Autism Spectrum Disorder) and a control group including six students without disabilities 

enrolled in the same classes. No significant differences were found between rates of academic 

responding (i.e., student behaviors that are made directly in response to academic tasks, 

commands, or prompts) or task management behaviors (i.e., behaviors that prepare students to 

engage in academic responding). However the students with disabilities demonstrated more 

competing, inappropriate behaviors (e.g., talking inappropriately to peers, looking around). 

Woolsey and colleagues (2004) also used the MS-CISSAR to observe nine DHH students 

with mild to moderate hearing losses in three diverse middle school settings including (a) a 

resource room and inclusion program in a public school, (b) a self-contained classroom in a state 

school for the deaf, and (c) a residential treatment center for DHH students with emotional 

behavioral disabilities (EBD). The researchers found that the students in the public and 

residential settings demonstrated levels of academic responding similar to students without 

hearing loss or other disabilities. Five categories of academic responding were observed 

including (a) writing, (b) task participation, (c) reading aloud, (d) reading silently, and (e) talking 

about academics. Across all three settings, writing was the most frequent academic response, 

while reading aloud occurred least often. Reading aloud was never observed with the students in 

the public and residential school for DHH students. The researchers discussed their concern 

about the limited opportunities for academic responding students in the public school setting 



COACHING TEACHERS IN DEAF EDUCATION CLASSROOMS 59 

 

 

received due to the large amount of time they participated in task management behaviors (i.e., 

55% of the time).   

For her doctoral dissertation study, Metz (2013) investigated the academic engagement of 

DHH students in a co-enrollment educational setting. Metz used the MS-CISSAR to observe and 

compare nine DHH students with 18 normally hearing (NH) peers in two multi-grade level 

elementary classrooms (i.e., kindergarten through second grade and first through third grade 

classes). Data were collected in two general categories including ecological events and student 

events or behaviors. For ecological events, the researcher collected data on five major areas 

including setting, activity, task, physical arrangements, and instructional groupings. For student 

behaviors, the researcher collected data on task management, academic responding, and 

competing responses. Using these observational constructs, Metz (2013) found that the DHH 

students were equally as engaged as their hearing peers, but demonstrated less academic 

responding. Significant differences between the DHH and NH students were found for academic 

responding and task management, but no significant differences were found for competing 

responses. Additionally, a large, positive correlation between academic engagement and one-to-

one instruction for DHH students was found. Furthermore, a large, negative correlation existed 

between academic engagement and independent work.   

Classroom Context.  Instructional quality, socioemotional climate of the classroom (e.g., 

feelings about the classroom environment), and nature of teacher-student relationships are three 

characteristics of classroom context that have been linked to school engagement and academic 

achievement (Fredricks et al., 2004). In their study, Greenwood and colleagues (2002) found that 

certain instructional designs promoted increased student engagement. For example, when 

teachers were focused on individual students rather than the group, talked about academic 



COACHING TEACHERS IN DEAF EDUCATION CLASSROOMS 60 

 

 

subjects, and were located in front of or to the side of individual students, the children exhibited 

more academically engaged behaviors. 

Dotterer and Lowe (2011) examined data from the National Institute of Child Health and 

Human Development (NICHD) Study of Early Child Care and Youth Development (SECCYD) 

to investigate if classroom context would predict the academic engagement of 5th grade students 

which would then predict their academic achievement. Overall, findings from this study 

indicated that classroom context was a predictor of academic engagement. Specifically, students 

without prior academic difficulties who were in classrooms with high quality instruction, 

positive socioemotional classroom environments, and low amounts of student-teacher conflict, 

exhibited greater amounts of behavioral engagement (e.g., being on task, paying attention) and 

psychological engagement (e.g., greater feelings of belonging, working harder on activities). 

Students with prior academic difficulties when given high quality instruction, positive 

socioemotional classroom environments, and low amounts of student-teacher conflict were more 

likely to be behaviorally engaged in classroom activities. Furthermore, Dotter and Lowe (2011) 

revealed that behavioral and psychological engagement were, in fact, predictors of academic 

achievement for students without prior academic difficulties, but only psychological engagement 

was significantly related to academic achievement for students with prior academic difficulties. 

 Borders, Barnett, and Bauer (2010) conducted direct contextual comparisons to examine 

the response to practice and prompt opportunities of DHH elementary-aged students in inclusive 

settings with NH peers from the same classrooms. Five DHH students with mild to moderate 

hearing losses from different classrooms were observed as well as four to six hearing students 

from each classroom. Looking at both teacher behaviors (i.e., provision of practice opportunities 

and classroom directives to individual students or the entire class) and student behaviors (i.e., 
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engagement), the researchers found that the DHH students had rates of engagement similar to 

those of their hearing peers. The researchers also found that two out of the five DHH students 

were offered more opportunities to respond and were presented with more classroom directives 

and routines than NH students. 

In their study, Woolsey and colleagues (2004) examined the behaviors and teaching 

affect (i.e., observable expression of emotion) demonstrated by teachers in three educational 

settings serving DHH students. Results indicated that in all three settings teachers spent the most 

time engaging in academic talk, management talk, and paying attention to students. Neutral 

teacher affect toward students was overwhelmingly present as indicated by its occurrence over 

90% of the time in all three settings. Teacher disapproval and approval occurred less than 5% of 

the time across all settings. Teacher approval of student behaviors never occurred in the public 

school setting. 

Environment. Classroom physical environments affect the behaviors and academic 

engagement of students (Guardino & Antia, 2012; Guardino & Fullerton, 2010). Guardino and 

Antia (2012) conducted a multiple-baseline single subject study across classrooms at a center 

school for DHH students in an elementary program. The classrooms were modified to meet the 

needs of DHH students and to increase their engagement. Changes in the physical classroom 

environment were jointly identified and implemented by the researchers and the teachers based 

on the needs of the classroom. Classroom changes included (a) organizing materials to allow for 

easy student access, (b) reducing visual clutter to decrease visual distractions, (c) changing the 

position of the teacher’s desk to promote more student-teacher interactions, (d) arranging the 

students’ seating to allow for greater access to communication and/or more well-defined personal 

space, and (e) adjusting classroom lighting and acoustics to decrease environmental distractions. 
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Data collected at the classroom level showed that levels of engagement increased in all three 

classrooms from baseline to intervention and maintained through follow-up. Subsequently, 

disruptive behaviors decreased in all three classrooms from baseline to intervention and 

maintained low levels through follow-up. 

Similarly, Guardino and Fullerton (2010) conducted a single-subject case study in a 

fourth grade inclusive classroom to determine if modifying the classroom environment would 

increase academic engagement and decrease disruptive behavior. During baseline, students were 

observed demonstrating behaviors of academic engagement (i.e., purposeful attention) less than 

3% of the time, while demonstrating problem behaviors (i.e., not following classroom rules) was 

observed approximately 90% of the time. After modifications were made to the classroom 

environment, academic engagement immediately increased to 45% and, though inconsistent 

throughout data collection, disruptive behaviors immediately decreased.   

Instructional arrangements. Instructional arrangements are configurations or grouping 

arrangements implemented by teachers for instructional purposes (Vaughn et al., 2003). 

Common instructional arrangements include small groups, peer tutoring, partner work, 

independent study, whole class, and one-to-one instruction from a teacher. In the study by 

Greenwood et al. (2002) previously mentioned, researchers found that the instructional 

arrangements that promoted the highest degrees of academic engagement were independent and 

one-to-one configurations. This finding supports earlier research by Greenwood, Delquadri, and 

Hall (1989) that showed that Classwide Peer Tutoring (i.e., students working in random or 

academically-based tutor-tutoree pairs) increased levels of academic responding while 

decreasing task management and inappropriate behaviors for elementary students with low 

socioeconomic status.  
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Strambler and McKown (2013) compared the academic engagement of students whose 

teachers participated in an action research project with a control group of teachers who 

participated in a self-study group. The goal of the study was to promote teachers’ use of 

evidenced-based instructional practices toward increasing student engagement. Teachers 

participating in the action research project received ongoing professional development on how to 

increase student interdependence through cooperative small group learning activities. The 

findings indicated that students with lower levels of engagement at baseline demonstrated more 

significant increases in levels of engagement when engaged in small group learning 

opportunities. Students who were initially highly engaged were not affected. The teachers in the 

action research group reported an increase in their implementation of cooperative learning 

activities resulting in more time engaged in small group work with their students. Results also 

indicated that students with low baseline reading grades from the action research experimental 

group demonstrated more significant increases in reading achievement than students in the 

contrast group. 

Effective Instructional Arrangements 

Overwhelming, studies reporting on the impact of instructional arrangements and 

grouping sizes in relation to the literacy outcomes of students with and without disabilities, have 

demonstrated that a departure from predominant use of whole class instruction results in 

improved reading achievement (Connor et al., 2006; Elbaum et al., 1999; Greenwood et al., 

2003; Schumm et al., 2000; Vaughn et al., 2003). In a seminal meta-analytic review by Elbaum 

and colleagues (1999), the authors reviewed 20 studies that examined the relationship between 

grouping arrangements (i.e., small groups, partner work, and combinations of different 

configurations) and reading outcomes of students with disabilities including learning disabilities 
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and behavioral and emotional disorders. Reading outcomes of groups of students working in 

diverse instructional arrangements were compared with outcomes of students receiving whole 

class instruction. Findings revealed that students engaging in instruction delivered through 

diverse grouping formats performed significantly higher on reading achievement measures than 

did students receiving whole class instruction.  

Using a longitudinal, sequential cohort design, Greenwood and colleagues (2003) 

investigated the impact of instructional arrangements on positive reading behaviors. The 

researchers hypothesized that one-to-one, independent, and small group formats (with peer tutors 

or the classroom teacher) would promote more positive reading behaviors than whole class 

instruction. Through observations of 36 students from kindergarten through 4th grade with 

varying levels of reading ability (i.e., lowest risk, average risk, and high risk), findings showed 

that probabilities of positive reading behaviors increased most significantly when students were 

engaged in one-to-one reading activities with peer tutors or the classroom teacher. Small group 

arrangements with the teacher also yielded increased positive reading opportunities for students 

(i.e., reading aloud). 

Vaughn et al. (2003) sought to compare the reading progress of 77 struggling second 

grade readers assigned to three grouping conditions (i.e., 1:1, 1:3, and 1:10) given the same 

reading intervention. All students participating in the interventions failed the second-grade state-

level reading screening prior to the start of the intervention. Several reading measure outcomes 

were assessed including passage comprehension, phoneme segmentation, reading fluency, and 

word attack skills. Results indicated that significantly more students in the 1:1 and 1:3 groups 

passed the post-intervention reading screening than students in the 1:10 group. Students in the 

1:1 and 1:3 groups outperformed students in the 1:10 groups on all measures. 



COACHING TEACHERS IN DEAF EDUCATION CLASSROOMS 65 

 

 

Connor et al., (2006) examined the impact of preschool instruction on emergent literacy 

growth of 156 at-risk students from 34 classrooms. The researchers found that the effect size for 

individualized, code-focused instruction (e.g., alphabet knowledge, decoding) in small-group 

contexts was about 10 times greater than it was in whole-group, classroom level instruction. 

However, meaning-focused instruction (e.g., word meaning, comprehension) may have a greater 

impact on preschoolers’ vocabulary development when given at the classroom level through 

whole class reading experiences (i.e., read alouds). Consequently, the authors suggested that 

providing students with a variety of instructional formats (e.g., small group, whole class) based 

on their code-focused and meaning-focused needs has the greatest potential to strengthen 

students’ literacy achievement. When implementing flexible instructional arrangements, teachers 

are able to provide students with academically responsive instruction based on the continually 

changing needs of diverse learners. 

Implications for Future Research and Practice in Deaf Education 

In the field of Deaf education there is very little research available that focuses on the 

impact of instructional arrangements on the academic engagement and academic achievement 

(e.g., literacy skills) of DHH students served in self-contained classrooms. Perhaps due to small 

class sizes or teachers’ lack of classroom management training (Dolman, 2008), teachers 

working in self-contained classrooms typically teach using a whole class approach (Roberson, et 

al., 2004; Woolsey et al., 2004).  

Studies describing the instructional arrangements employed in classrooms at residential 

schools for DHH students found that whole group and independent work were most commonly 

used. Woolsey et al. (2004) observed middle school classrooms in a residential school setting 

with seven to 12 students per class. The researchers found that independent work occurred 62% 
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of the time, whole class occurred 38% of the time, one-to-one instruction occurred 1% of the 

time, and small group instruction never occurred. Roberson and colleagues (2004) found similar 

findings for preservice teachers working at a residential school in classrooms serving 

kindergarten through high school DHH students. Results of their study indicated that 

participating teacher candidates implemented whole group instruction 59% of the time and 

independent work stations 39% of the time. Small group and one-to-one instruction occurred less 

than 1% of the time. 

To describe the extent to which DHH students spend their time during literacy 

instruction, two studies examined the amount of time students participated in reading instruction 

and how much of that time the students were actually engaged in reading. In New Zealand, 

Limbrick, McNaughton, and Clay (1992) used teacher questionnaires and classroom 

observations to investigate the amount of time 45 DHH students with severe and profound 

hearing losses engaged in reading activities. The students were five to 10 years old and attended 

classrooms at a school for DHH students or resource classrooms in a public school. The 

researchers found that the amount of time allocated for reading instruction in the DHH 

classrooms was consistent with the amount of time allocated for reading instruction in schools 

with hearing children (approximately 60 minutes).  However, the actual time spent engaged in 

reading in the classrooms for DHH students was approximately 45% of the allotted time, as 

compared to 80% to 90% of allotted time for classrooms with hearing students. The researchers 

observed that time allocated for reading instruction with the DHH students often became time 

spent on language correction and modeling, rather than reading. 

Similarly, Donne and Zigmond (2008) used the MS-CISSAR and interviews with 

teachers to examine how much time 24 DHH students in first through fourth grade public school 
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classrooms were actually reading during reading instruction. The students were divided into 

subcategories based on educational setting, including general education settings only, self-

contained classrooms, and a combination of general education and resource classrooms. The 

average time spent reading aloud was 6.9 minutes per day and for reading silently was 5.3 

minutes per day. Additional findings showed that students working with reading curriculum one 

grade below their actual grade spent less time engaged in reading instruction than students 

working with grade level curriculum or those working two grade levels below. Students in 

general education settings spent more time participating in reading instruction than students in 

self-contained classrooms. Students working on grade level spent significantly more time reading 

aloud than students who were one grade level below their grade. Students in self-contained 

classrooms spent the least amount of time reading silently. Writing was the most frequently 

observed academic response during reading instruction across settings and grade levels. Finally, 

the researchers found that the highest probability of effective reading behaviors were observed 

when students worked with peer tutors. However, students reading below grade level were never 

observed working with peer tutors. 

In sum, the studies discussed in this review highlight the need for further investigation 

into the types of instructional arrangements being used in self-contained classrooms serving 

DHH students as well as the quantity and quality of meaningful literacy instruction and 

opportunities. Responding to the needs of diverse learners through the use of optimal 

combinations of instructional arrangements has shown to improve student outcomes (Elbaum et 

al., 1999; Subban, 2006; Tobin & McInnes, 2008; Vaughn et al., 2001), while overreliance on 

whole class instruction has demonstrated contrary effects (Schumm et al., 2000). To address 

variance among DHH learners, teachers need to acquire the instructional and classroom 
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management skills necessary to provide academically responsive instruction. In classrooms with 

a few students, it is possible for teachers to develop and implement instruction that specifically 

targets the needs, readiness levels, and learning profiles of each student. Through the 

professional development model of differentiated coaching, coaches provide individualized 

support to teachers as they navigate their way through the challenging process of rethinking, 

restructuring, and reorganizing the way they view and manage instruction in their classrooms. 

Therefore, this study examines the impact of coaching on teachers’ ability to carry out 

procedures toward implementing flexible instructional arrangements, as well as the subsequent 

impact on the academic engagement of students. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 

A single-case research design (SCRD) approach across three phases (i.e., baseline, 

intervention, and maintenance) was employed to examine the impact of coaching on teachers’ 

ability to implement flexible instructional arrangements in self-contained DHH classrooms. 

“SCRD is a quantitative experimental research approach in which study participants serve as 

their own control” (Gast & Ledford, 2014). A SCRD approach was well-suited for this study 

because it can be difficult to secure sample sizes that are sufficient for group experimental 

designs within the low-incidence population of DHH students and the teachers that serve them 

(Cannon et al., 2016). 

Research Design 

This study used a changing criterion design replicated across three teachers. Changing 

criterion design is a single case quantitative experimental research approach appropriate for 

evaluating “programs that require gradual, stepwise changes in behavior” (Ledford & Gast, 

2014, p. 347). When employing a changing criterion design, “replication of effect is 

demonstrated if each stepwise change in criterion results in a behavior change to the new 

criterion level” (Ledford & Gast, 2014, p. 347). Experimental control is demonstrated by 

showing a concomitant change in the dependent variable for each criterion change (Ledford & 

Gast, 2014). According to Ledford and Gast (2014), experimental control for a changing 

criterion design is achieved when three requirements are met 

1) The intervention is implemented after baseline data is stable in level and trend. 

2) Criterion level is changed “only after stable criterion-level responding has been 

attained in the preceding phase” (p. 348). 

3) Four replications or changes in criterion level are implemented. 
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By meeting all three recommended changing criterion design requirements, experimental control 

is maintained, thus allowing researchers to infer that changes are due to the intervention and not 

by chance.    

A changing criterion design was well-suited for this study for several reasons. First, it 

was not necessary to withdraw or reverse the intervention. In order to implement flexible 

instructional arrangements, teachers modified approaches to instruction and reorganized the 

physical arrangement of their classrooms. A return to baseline conditions would have been 

impractical for the teachers and confusing for the students. Second, the design fit the philosophy 

of a differentiated coaching intervention. With guidance from the researcher/coach (hereafter 

referred to as the “coach”), teachers selected a criterion of one or two target indicators for each 

treatment phase during the intervention. Target indicators were chosen based on the needs and 

learning style of the teacher in the same way that objectives are selected for students in 

academically responsive classrooms. Finally, a changing criterion design allowed for gradual 

change in behaviors. Transitioning from whole classroom instruction to flexible instructional 

arrangements can be a challenging and overwhelming process. By identifying smaller, gradual 

steps, teachers were more likely to feel successful which led to further motivation to improve 

practices (Guskey, 2002).  

Participants and Setting  

The participants in this study were three elementary level teachers each working in a self-

contained classroom at a center school for DHH students in the southwestern United States. The 

coach obtained approval to conduct the study from the University’s Institutional Review Board 

as well as the school’s agency accountability office. Teachers from all grade levels (kindergarten 

through 12th grade) were invited to participate in the study. Initial eligibility criteria included (1) 
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using a whole class arrangement as the primary approach to instruction, (2) demonstrating 

interest in modifying the instructional arrangements in their classrooms, (3) being willing to 

participate for the entire duration of the intervention (i.e., up to five months), and (4) giving 

consent to participate. Prior to agreeing to be in the study, teachers were informed that they 

would be participating in this study as collaborators. Specifically, the primary role of the teachers 

was to work as collaborators with the coach to determine if the procedures of the coaching 

intervention contribute to the implementation of flexible instructional arrangements in self-

contained DHH classrooms.  

Five teachers volunteered to be included in the study. The principal selected three out of 

the five teachers to participate in the study based on the eligibility inclusion criteria and the 

needs of their students. Consent was obtained for all three participant teachers. Students were 

observed during typical instruction. The majority of parents consented to have their children 

participate in the study. Students whose parents did not consent were not included in the data 

collection.  

 Observations and coaching sessions took place in the teachers’ classrooms. Implementing 

coaching interventions in authentic settings has shown to be a critical element of effective 

instructional and classroom management professional development (Batt, 2010; Kretlow & 

Bartholomew, 2010; Varghese et al., 2016). Classroom observations occurred during an 

instructional period chosen by the teacher. Two teachers chose language arts periods and one 

teacher chose math.  

 Teacher participants. Table 1 shows demographic information about the teacher 

participants. Pseudonyms were used to de-identify the teachers. The teachers in this study 

averaged 12 years of teaching experiences (range = 4 – 19) with an average of 6 years of 
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teaching in self-contained classrooms (range = 1 – 14). All three teachers had Master’s degrees 

in Deaf education.  

Table 1 

Teacher Participants 

 Educational 

level 

Years of 

teaching 

experience 

Years of  

classroom 

teaching  

Level of 

hearing 

Race/Ethnicity 

Kate Bachelor’s – 

ASL studies 

Master’s –

Deaf 

Education 

4 4 Hearing White/Not 

Hispanic or 

Latino 

Lala Bachelor’s – 

Early 

Childhood 

Education 

Master’s – 

Deaf 

Education 

14 14 Deaf Black or 

African 

American 

Isa Bachelor’s – 

Deaf Studies 

Master’s – 

Deaf 

Education 

19 1 Hard-of-

hearing 

White/Hispanic 

or Latino 

 

Classroom demographics. Table 2 shows the demographic information for each class as 

a whole (i.e., Classroom 1, Classroom 2, and Classroom 3). There was an average of nine 

students in each class (range = 8 – 11). Students were in kindergarten through 5th grade. All three 

teachers taught two to three grade levels in their classroom. In Kate and Lala’s classrooms, the 

communication mode was American Sign Language (ASL). In Isa’s classroom, ASL was used 

with about half of the students. Spoken English was used with the other half of the students.  
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Table 2 

Classroom Demographics 

 Total Number of 

students in 

classroom 

Number of 

students 

included in data 

collection/ 

demographics 

Grades  Communication 

mode of the 

classroom 

Classroom 1 

(Kate) 

9 5/8 3-5 ASL 

Classroom 2 

(Lala) 

8 7/8 1-2 ASL 

Classroom 3 

(Isa) 

11 7/7 K-1 ASL/Spoken 

English 

 

Student participants. Data collected on student behaviors were averaged across all 

students participating in the study. Some parents did not consent for their child to participate in 

the study, therefore, they were not included in the data collection or the classroom demographics. 

In Lala’s class, one student was given consent to participate in the study after baseline data 

collection began. This student was included in the classroom demographics, but not data 

collection. During the study, Kate and Isa acquired additional students who were not included in 

the data collection. However, if their parents consented, their data were included in the 

classroom demographics.  

Table 3 shows demographic information about the students in each classroom (i.e., age, 

additional disabilities, and degree of hearing loss). All students participating in the study had 

documented hearing losses ranging from mild to profound degrees of loss. In Table 3, hearing 

loss is reported for the better ear. Students ranged in age from 5 years 2 months to 11 years 10 

months at the beginning of the study. About 70 percent of the students involved in the study had 

an additional disability, including other health impaired (e.g., attention-related disabilities), 
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orthopedic impairment, speech or language impairment, intellectual disabilities, multiple 

disabilities, and developmental delays.  

Table 3 

Student Participants 

 Age range 

(year;month) 

Percentage of 

students with 

additional 

disabilities 

Percentage of 

students with mild 

to moderate 

hearing loss 

Percentage of 

students with 

severe to profound 

hearing loss  

Classroom 1 

(Kate) 

8;5–11;10 63 12 88 

Classroom 2 

(Lala) 

7;1–8;1 75 43 57 

Classroom 3 

(Isa) 

5;2–6;9 71 43 57 

 

Variables 

 The independent variable (IV) was differentiated coaching. The dependent variable (DV) 

was the teacher’s implementation of the indicators that support flexible instructional 

arrangements. A secondary measure was included in this study to examine the impact of 

teachers’ implementation of the indicators that support flexible instructional arrangements on 

student behavior. Student engagement within instructional arrangements was the secondary 

measure.  

Independent variable. The intervention used in this study was a differentiated model of 

coaching designed to support self-contained classrooms teachers in developing and 

implementing flexible instructional arrangements. Differentiated coaching is a professional 

development approach that takes into consideration the specific needs and learning profiles of 

the teacher (Kise, 2006). Coaches adapt their coaching techniques to provide teachers with an 

appropriate amount of support and scaffolding during the change process. For example, teachers 
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who need more guidance in figuring out changes that need to be made, are given more support in 

early coaching sessions. Teachers who prefer to figure out the changes on their own, but need 

help executing the changes, are given more support during later sessions.  

The goal of this coaching intervention was to guide teachers as they moved from 

primarily whole class instruction to academically responsive instruction through the 

implementation of flexible instructional arrangements. During the intervention, teachers learned 

how to assign students to small groups, implement flexible instructional arrangements, and 

manage behaviors using evidenced-based classroom management strategies (Brophy, 1988; 

Connor et al, 2015; Wilson et al., 2012). Specifically, steps of the coaching intervention included 

(1) an informal observation of each teachers’ classroom prior to baseline data collection, (2) a 

group workshop with all three teachers, (3) an initial individual coaching session, (4) ongoing 

weekly in-person coaching sessions, and (5) teacher reflections (shared with the researcher). 

To answer the primary question, does a coaching intervention increase teachers’ 

implementation of flexible instructional arrangements in self-contained DHH classrooms, the 

Implementation of Indicators for Flexible Instructional Arrangements checklist (hereafter 

referred to as “the implementation checklist”) was used as a tool to guide teachers toward 

increased individualized student instruction (Appendix B). The implementation checklist 

included twelve operationalized indicators that describe the actions to be taken toward successful 

implementation of flexible instructional arrangements.  

Indicators were organized into two categories (i.e., essential indicators and preferred 

indicators). Essential indicators must be in place for any change in instructional arrangements to 

occur. Preferred indicators enhance the effectiveness of the instructional arrangements, but may 

not be necessary to implement in every classroom. Essential indicators included (1) the physical 
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arrangement of the classroom, (2) small, homogenous groups, (3) well-defined rules and 

procedures, (4) clearly labelled materials and directions at child-managed stations, (5) 

procedures that foster student autonomy, and (6) systems for when work at child-managed 

stations is finished. Preferred indicators enhanced the effectiveness of the instructional 

arrangements and were chosen based on the needs and levels of the classroom as well as the 

preferences and style of the teacher. Preferred indicators included on (1) a visual display of 

student names and stations that enables students to transition autonomously, (2) systems for 

alerting students about transitions, such as visual timers, (3) a positive behavior support system, 

(4) age-appropriate time spent at child-managed stations, (5) time at teacher table is based on 

objectives and needs, and (6) all stations include content-related work. Teachers were 

encouraged to implement the indicators for flexible instructional arrangements in ways that were 

flexible and easily altered so that adjustments could be made in response to the changing needs 

of the students.   

During coaching sessions, the teachers and coach collaboratively selected one or two 

target indicators from the implementation checklist to work on at a time. The coach provided 

visual performance feedback to the teachers through a discussion of graphs displaying results of 

the teachers’ implementation of indicators for flexible instructional arrangements and student 

engagement data from the week prior (MacSuga & Simonsen, 2011). By looking at the graphs, 

the teachers and coach were able to determine if new target indicator(s) should be selected or if 

further coaching was needed on the previously selected target indicator(s).  

In this study, the criterion for moving onto the next target indicator or indicators (i.e., 

from one treatment phase to the next during the intervention phase) was three consecutive 

demonstrations of the target indicator(s). When three consecutive demonstrations of the selected 
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target indicator(s) were met, the teacher and coach collaboratively selected the next target 

indicator(s). At every new treatment phase one to two additional indicators were selected. Target 

indicator(s) were first chosen from the essential indicators category. When all of the essential 

indicators were met, indicators were selected from the preferred indicators category. 

Dependent variable. The dependent variable (DV) was the teachers’ implementation of 

flexible instructional arrangements as measured by the implementation checklist discussed in the 

previous section (Appendix B). At the end of every classroom observation, the implementation 

checklist was completed by the researchers.  

Secondary measure. To answer the secondary question, does the increased use of 

flexible instructional arrangements also increase students’ active academic engagement in self-

contained DHH classrooms, momentary time sampling data were collected during every 

classroom observation on two aspects of the classroom: student engagement and instructional 

engagement (Appendix C). The five categories of student engagement were (a) active 

engagement, (b) passive engagement, (c) unengaged, (d) disruptive behavior, and (e) non-

instruction. The five categories of instructional arrangements were (a) whole class, (b) small 

group, (c) partner work, (d) independent work, and (e) no arrangement. 

Student engagement definitions. Student engagement is described as the degree to which 

students are paying attention to materials or presentations (Berliner, 1990). To examine the effect 

of modifying the physical environment of classrooms on academic engagement and disruptive 

behavior of DHH students in self-contained classrooms, Guardino and Antia (2012) utilized 

momentary time sampling recording. Using this data collection method, the researchers found 

that modifications to the classroom increased academic engagement while decreasing disruptive 
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behaviors. Definitions of engagement to be used in this study are those used by Guardino and 

Antia (2012).  

Active engagement (A) was defined as any physical behavior demonstrated by the student 

that showed productive membership in the classroom (e.g., raising his/her hand, actively reading 

a book, answering a question, working with another student on an assigned task, and following 

teacher directions). Passive engagement (P) was behavior by the student that showed productive 

membership in the classroom without active participation (e.g., listening and watching the 

teacher with sustained eye contact during instruction). Unengaged behavior (U) was defined as 

behaviors that demonstrate that a student is not engaged in academic work. The student is neither 

actively engaged, passively engaged, nor being disruptive when instruction or academic work is 

occurring (e.g., head down on the table with eyes down, playing under the table, playing with 

materials instead of completing work). Disruptive behaviors (D) were any behaviors that 

interrupted instruction including speaking or signing without permission, getting out of seat 

without permission causing distraction, making unwanted physical contact with adults, peers, or 

materials without permission, not following directions, and making loud noises. Non-instruction 

(N) was recorded when the student was not involved in an academic task and was neither 

unengaged nor demonstrating disruptive behavior (e.g., getting a drink of water, sharpening a 

pencil). Not Observable (X) occurred when a student was not able to be observed (e.g., 

bathroom, nurse). 

Instructional arrangements definitions. Instructional arrangements described the 

instructional format for completing academic tasks. Whole class (W) occurred when the teacher 

was instructing all students at one time. Small group (S) occurred when the teacher was working 

with four students or less, while other students were working independently or with a partner. 
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One-to-one instruction with a student was included in this category. Partner work (Pr) occurred 

when students were engaged with one or more peers without the assistance of a teacher; an adult 

may have been monitoring the students, but was not participating in the activity. Peer tutoring 

was included within partner work and occurred when one student provided instruction or 

assistance to another student. Independent work (I) occurred when a student was working 

independently without a peer or teacher (e.g., silent sustained reading, computer work, 

independent practice on a worksheet). No Arrangement (Na) occurred when a student was not 

working in any of the above arrangements (e.g., moving to another station, getting a material 

from another part of the room, sharpening pencil at a stationary pencil sharpener, drinking from 

the water fountain, having a temper tantrum on the floor, approaching teacher to ask a question). 

Finally, Not Observable (X) occurred when a student was not able to be observed (e.g., 

bathroom, nurse). 

Social Validity 

The social significance of the coaching intervention and its impact on teachers’ 

implementation of flexible instructional arrangements were examined through semi-structured 

pre- and post-intervention interviews. Teachers’ perceptions of the intervention was a critical 

measure of social validity. Pre-intervention interviews were conducted prior to baseline data 

collection. Teachers were asked why they were interested in participating in the study as well as 

how they hoped the intervention would impact their instruction and their students’ learning. Post-

intervention interviews were conducted with teachers after the completion of the coaching 

intervention to gain a better understanding of (1) the impact of the intervention on teachers’ 

classroom and instructional practices, (2) the impact of the intervention on the students, (3) and 

(3) the teachers’ insights about the coaching components of the intervention.   
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Data Collection and Measurement 

Measures were taken to assess (a) teacher implementation of the indicators for flexible 

instructional arrangements, (b) student engagement within instructional arrangements, (c) 

interrater observer agreement (IOA), (d) treatment integrity of the coaching sessions, and (e) the 

social validity of the study. Data were collected for teacher implementation of the indicators for 

flexible instructional arrangements and student engagement within instructional arrangements 

during classroom observations. 

Classroom observations. For purposes of data collection, classroom observations were 

conducted during baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases. During baseline, classroom 

observations were conducted one time a week for two weeks. During intervention, classroom 

observations were conducted three times a week (i.e., Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday). 

During maintenance, classroom observations were conducted one time a week for three weeks. 

Each observation was 45 minutes in length and occurred at the same time of day for each teacher 

(e.g., 9:00-9:45). Classroom observations occurred in the morning during language arts for Kate 

and Lala. Isa’s classroom observations occurred in the afternoon during math. The classroom 

observation did not occur if the teacher was absent. This only happened two times during the 

study and the observations were rescheduled immediately. However, classroom observations did 

occur whether or not all of the students were present (i.e., at least two students with consent 

needed to be present). During the study, classroom observations were never rescheduled due to 

student attendance. 

Prior to the beginning of the study, two research assistants were trained on data collection 

procedures of the implementation checklist and momentary time sampling for student 

engagement within instructional arrangements. The research assistants were doctoral students 
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who were proficient in American Sign Language and have had several years of experience 

teaching and/or interpreting for DHH students. The research assistants were trained on data 

collection procedures using a database of classroom instruction video from the Center on 

Literacy and Deafness. Reliability for each research assistant was achieved after three 

consecutive observations at 80% or higher for both the implementation checklist and momentary 

time sampling for student engagement within instructional arrangements. For each classroom 

observation, one research assistant collected data.  

Teacher implementation of the indicators for flexible instructional arrangements. 

The implementation checklist (Appendix B) was completed to measure teachers’ implementation 

of indicators for flexible instructional arrangements immediately at the end of the 45 minute 

classroom observation. For each of 12 indicators on the checklist, the data collector indicated if 

the indicator was present (1) or absent (0) during the observation. If an indicator was observed at 

least one time, the indicator was considered present. For example, if the teacher was observed 

using a timer to keep track of students’ time spent at stations a score of 1 was given. After 

completing the implementation checklist, the scores were added together to create a total score 

out of 12. For example, if seven indicators were observed a score of 7/12 was recorded.  

Student engagement within instructional arrangements. Momentary time sampling 

procedures were used to measure student engagement within instructional arrangements. 

Momentary time sampling observation recording is a simple and useful method for measuring 

behavior during an observation period that is divided into blocks of time or intervals (Umbreit et 

al., 2007). These data were collected for an average of 18 minutes of each 45 minute classroom 

observation (range: 16 – 19 minutes) using an interval recording form (Appendix C). An average 

of 108 intervals were observed during each student engagement within instructional arrangement 
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observation (range: 100 – 111 intervals). Data collection began after the first 20 minutes of the 

lesson to allow the teacher and the students to settle into their routine. Phone timers were used to 

keep track of the 20 minute observation period. On occasion, data collection would begin 15 

minutes into the classroom observation period if the instructional period started late (e.g., 

students came back to the class late from P.E.).  

Before student engagement within student instructional data collection began, each 

student was randomly assigned a number to ensure that no student could be identified on the data 

collection form. Every 10 seconds, codes for engagement and arrangement were recorded for one 

student at a time on the interval recording form at the 10th second of the interval. The data 

collectors used vibrating timers set to 10 second intervals to signal when to record engagement 

and arrangement codes.  

Predetermined codes were used to indicate the category of engagement and type of 

instructional arrangement for each student on the interval recording. The codes used for 

engagement were A for active engagement, P for passive engagement, U for unengaged, D for 

disruptive behavior, and N for non-instruction. The codes used for instructional arrangements 

were W for whole class, S for small group with teacher including one-to-one instruction (i.e., 

teacher-managed instruction), Pr for peer work (i.e., child-managed instruction), I for 

independent work, and Na for non-arrangement (e.g., sharpening a pencil). If a student left the 

classroom (e.g., bathroom, nurse), an X was recorded for both engagement and arrangement. 

The purpose of the interval recording system was to collect data on the behavior of the 

entire class as one unit. Individual student data were not examined nor shared with teachers. 

Therefore, the sum for each engagement and arrangement code across students was calculated 

and converted into a percentage of observations. To ensure a group average, there needed to be a 
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minimum of two students present during the classroom observation. Percentages were 

determined by dividing the sum of each code by the number of intervals observed and 

multiplying by 100. For example, if active engagement was observed 75 out of 108 intervals, the 

percentage of intervals observed for active engagement was 69%.  

Interrater observer agreement. To reduce threats to internal validity of the results, IOA 

data should be collected at least once per condition or for 20% of all observations (Ledford, 

Wolery, & Gast, 2014). For purposes of this study, IOA was conducted for 33% to 40% of the 

classroom observations during all three phases. IOA data were collected on both the 

implementation checklist (i.e., teacher outcomes) and student engagement within instructional 

arrangements interval recording (i.e., student outcomes). IOA data were collected two times 

during baseline (2 out of 5 times or 40%), once per week during intervention (1 out of 3 times or 

33%), and one time during the maintenance phase (1 out of 3 times or 33%). IOA data collection 

sessions involved the coach and a research assistant. Prior to the 20 minute IOA data collection 

period, the coach and research assistant jointly assigned numbers to each student and 

synchronized their vibrating timers. 

The coach served as the criterion observer (i.e., the coach’s scores were used for data 

collection, while the research assistant’s scores were used to establish IOA). On one occasion, 

the two research assistants collected IOA data because the coach was unable to attend. On this 

day, the research assistant originally assigned to the data collection observation served as the 

criterion observer. IOA was determined by dividing the number of agreements by the total 

number of intervals observed and then multiplying the results by 100. The goal of IOA was 80% 

or better (Umbreit et al., 2007). 
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Treatment integrity of coaching sessions. To measure treatment integrity of the 

coaching sessions, a checklist was completed by teachers at the end of every coaching session to 

determine if the coach was adhering to the procedures of the differentiated coaching intervention 

consistently across all three participants (Appendix F). The coaching intervention treatment 

integrity checklist consisted of seven yes/no questions that addressed the fidelity of the coaching 

process, including, for example, (1) if coaching sessions took place in the teacher’s classroom, 

(2) if the coach addressed the teacher’s questions and concerns, (3) if the coach provided 

feedback based on classroom observations, (4) whether or not support was given for 

implementing target indicators, and (5) if the teacher and coach collaborated. Teachers 

anonymously completed the checklist after each coaching session. Treatment integrity checklists 

were placed in a folder in the main office of the elementary department by the teacher and 

collected by the coach at the end of the week. For each question, a score of 1 (present), 0 

(absent), or NA (not applicable) was given. The total score was converted to a percentage. A 

score of 90% or higher was acceptable for TI.  

Social validity. Pre- and post-intervention interviews were conducted with all three 

teachers to assess the social significance of the intervention. Pre-intervention interviews occurred 

prior to baseline data collection and consisted of 10 questions (Appendix D). The post-

intervention interviews occurred after the conclusion of the intervention phase of the study and 

consisted of 11 questions (Appendix E). During both the pre- and post-intervention interviews, 

teachers were asked to decide where they felt they implement instruction along the 

individualized student instruction ladder (Appendix A). Interviews were video recorded and then 

transcribed for analysis.  

Procedures  
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 The study occurred across four phases. The phases are presented in chronological order, 

including (1) pre-intervention phase, (2) baseline phase, (3) intervention phase, and (4) the post-

intervention phase. 

Pre-intervention phase. Prior to the beginning of baseline data collection, the coach (1) 

informally observed each classroom, (2) conducted semi-structured pre-intervention interview 

with each teacher individually, and (3) collected basic demographic information on teachers and 

consented students.  

Informal observations of classrooms. The purpose of the informal observations was for 

the coach to acquire knowledge about the teachers’ overall instructional and classroom 

management practices across the major content areas as well as the students’ academic 

engagement and classroom behaviors. The informal observations took place over an entire 

school day prior to the baseline phase. During the informal observations, the coach took running 

records.  

Pre-intervention interviews. The purpose of the pre-intervention interviews was to gain a 

better understanding of the teachers’ needs, preferences, and learning styles (Appendix D). 

During the pre-intervention interview, teachers were asked to describe their teaching 

experiences, what they already know about flexible instructional arrangements, prior classroom 

management coaching and professional development experiences, and why they agreed to 

participate in the study. In addition, the teacher and coach collaboratively decided which content 

area(s) would be the focus of the study (e.g., language arts, math, social studies, science, or a 

combination of subject areas).  

Demographic information. Basic demographic information for each teacher and all 

consented students was collected from the teachers using electronically fillable documents. 
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Teacher demographic forms included questions about (a) years of teaching experience, (b) 

educational background, (c) hearing status, and (d) communication preferences/modes. Student 

demographic collected included the students’ (a) grade, (b) age, (c) degree of hearing loss, (d) 

communication preferences/modes, and (e) additional disabilities, if applicable.  

Baseline phase. Baseline observations were conducted for purposes of documenting 

“business as usual”. Baseline data were collected for each teacher until a stable pattern emerged 

over at least five observed sessions over a period of two weeks. During each observation, data 

were collected on teachers’ implementation of indicators for flexible instructional arrangements 

and for students’ engagement within instructional arrangements. Teachers did not receive 

coaching during baseline. 

Intervention phase. All three teachers began the intervention at the same time. 

Components of the coaching intervention included (1) a group workshop, (2) an initial coaching 

session, (3) ongoing in-person coaching sessions, and (4) teacher reflections. 

Group workshop. Immediately after baseline, the coach met with all three teachers in a 

small group workshop to discuss the concepts of flexible instructional arrangements, the 

indicators that support implementation of flexible instructional arrangements, the steps to 

individualizing student instruction (i.e., the ladder; Connor et al., 2015), the procedures of the 

intervention, and a tentative timeline for intervention activities (e.g., coaching sessions, 

observations, and teacher reflections).  

The purpose of the study was to determine how the coaching intervention impacted 

implementation of flexible instructional arrangements. Therefore, during the group workshop, 

the coach explained to the teachers that they were collaborators in the project. By participating in 

the study, the teachers were helping the coach answer the research questions and contribute to 
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the literature on coaching in educational settings serving DHH students. Furthermore, the 

teachers were encouraged to collaborate with each other about changes being made in their 

classrooms. 

Initial coaching session. Subsequent to the group workshop, the coach met with each 

teacher individually for an initial coaching session in their classroom. During the initial coaching 

session, the teacher and coach discussed data collected during baseline through a discussion of 

the graphs for implementation of the indicators for flexible instructional arrangements and 

student engagement within instructional arrangements. The teacher and coach collaboratively 

selected one or two target indicators from the essential indicators category that were not present 

during baseline and that the teacher undertook to implement during the first week of 

intervention. During the remainder of the session, the teacher and coach discussed the purpose of 

the selected target indicator(s) and jointly developed a plan for implementation.  

Ongoing coaching. Weekly individual coaching sessions took place in the classroom 

during the teachers’ planning periods at the beginning of each week (i.e., Monday or Tuesday). 

The content and length of coaching sessions varied depending on the specific needs of the 

teacher. Teachers were slated to receive up to 10 weeks of coaching. Teachers who mastered all 

the indicators requiring coaching prior to 10 weeks entered the maintenance phase upon 

completion of the coaching intervention. The coach took comprehensive notes during and after 

each weekly coaching session. 

During coaching sessions, the coach supported the teacher toward implementation of the 

target indicator(s). At the beginning of each session, teachers had an opportunity to ask questions 

of the coach and discuss their concerns. Next, the coach shared graphed data on the 

implementation of the indicators for flexible instructional arrangements and student engagement 
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within instructional arrangements from the week prior. Using the graphed data and the coach’s 

observational notes, the teacher and the coach discussed the impact the implementation of the 

target indicator had on instruction and students’ learning. If the teacher mastered a target 

indicator (i.e., demonstrating the indicator during three consecutive observations), a new target 

indicator was selected and ideas and suggestions for implementation were discussed. If the target 

indicator was not mastered, the coach and teacher discussed new ways to implement the 

indicator. Finally, if a teacher needed support in developing materials needed to implement an 

indicator, the coach was available to provide hands-on support. 

As previously discussed, the classroom observations occurred three times per week 

during the selected instructional period for each teacher. During each observation, data were 

collected on teachers’ implementation of indicators for flexible instructional arrangements and 

for students’ engagement within instructional arrangements. In addition, during classroom 

observations the coach took detailed notes to then be shared with the teacher at the next week’s 

coaching session.  

Teacher reflections. At the end of each week, teachers were asked to reflect upon their 

implementation of the selected target indicator(s). Consistent with the ideology of the 

differentiated model of coaching, teachers were given a choice of how they would like to 

complete their reflections. Possible methods of sharing reflections with the coach included a 

written journal (online or hard copy), video recording, or voice recording. For each reflection, 

the teacher responded to the following questions in reference to the selected target indicator(s) 

(1) What worked? 

(2) What did not work? 

(3) What could you do differently?  
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(4) What questions do you have? 

(5) Any other comments? 

Self-reflection is a critical component of the effective cycle of coaching (Kretlow & 

Bartholomew, 2010). Although the completion of the weekly teacher reflections was voluntary, 

teachers were highly encouraged to do so prior to the next coaching session. 

Post-intervention phase. After completion of the intervention phase, the post-

intervention phase began immediately. The components of the post-intervention phase included 

post-intervention interviews and maintenance data collection (i.e., short and long term 

maintenance). 

Post-intervention interviews. Post-intervention interviews were conducted at one to three 

weeks after the conclusion of the intervention phase of the study. Interview questions addressed 

the teachers’ opinions about the intervention, the impact of the intervention on the students, and 

their thoughts about the components of the coaching intervention. During the final interview, 

teachers were asked to decide where along the individualized student instruction ladder (Connor 

et al., 2015) they thought they were implementing instruction after receiving coaching as a way 

to mark their progress. 

Maintenance data collection. According to Umbreit, Ferro, Liaupsin, and Lane (2007), 

the purpose of a maintenance phase is to determine if the desired behavior (i.e., implementation 

of indicators for flexible instructional arrangements) continues beyond the intervention 

conditions (i.e., coaching). Short-term and long-term maintenance data were collected for this 

study. Short-term maintenance data collection occurred two weeks after the conclusion of the 

intervention phase. Data were collected once a week for three weeks to determine if teachers 

were able to maintain implementation of flexible instructional arrangements without the support 
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of the coach in the short term. Long-term maintenance data collection occurred 4 to 8 weeks 

after short-term maintenance data collection was completed. Data were collected once a week for 

three weeks to determine if teachers were able to maintain implementation of flexible 

instructional arrangements without the support of the coach in the long term. Maintenance data 

collection was taken in the same way that baseline and intervention data were collected. 

Data Analysis  

To determine the effect of a coaching intervention on teachers’ implementation of the 

indicators for flexible instructional arrangements, data from the implementation checklists were 

graphed and analyzed in accordance with procedures by Gast and Spriggs (2014). At the end of 

baseline data collection, the number of indicators that required coaching was determined for each 

teacher. For example, a teacher who demonstrated seven indicators at baseline, required 

coaching on only the five remaining indicators. Therefore, baseline, intervention, and 

maintenance data show only the indicators that teachers did not demonstrate at baseline and that 

required coaching. Line graphs were used to record the number of indicators requiring coaching 

at each observation session throughout all three phases. The intervention phase was divided into 

smaller treatment phases. Treatment phases began when target indicator(s) were selected and 

ended when target indicator(s) were mastered (i.e., three consecutive demonstrations).  

To determine the effect of teachers’ implementation of flexible instructional 

arrangements on student engagement, data from the student engagement within instructional 

arrangements interval recording forms were graphed and analyzed. Two separate bar graphs 

were used to represent the percentage of intervals observed for student engagement and 

arrangements for each phase across all students in each teachers’ class. For purposes of analysis 
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some categories of engagement and arrangements were combined to display the data in the most 

meaningful way.  

On instructional arrangements graphs, teacher-managed categories of instruction (i.e., 

whole class and small group) were depicted separately. Partner work and independent work were 

combined to reflect child-managed instruction (i.e., students were working without the assistance 

of a teacher). Non-arrangement and not observable categories were not included on the graphs 

because they were not relevant to the results of the study. On engagement graphs, active and 

passive engagement were depicted separately. Unengaged and disruptive behaviors were 

combined because the only difference between the two levels of engagement was whether a 

teacher or fellow student stopped instruction to address the student’s unengaged/disruptive 

behaviors. Non-arrangement and not observable categories were not included on the graphs 

because they were not relevant to the results of the study.  

Intervention data were gradual and fluctuated while teachers mastered target indicators. 

Therefore, the most noteworthy changes for instructional arrangements and student engagement 

occurred between baseline and maintenance phases, after the teachers had mastered all of the 

indicators requiring coaching. For purposes of discussion, baseline results were compared with 

maintenance results. 

To determine the social significance of the intervention, teachers’ responses to the pre- 

and post-intervention interview questions were examined across teachers to identify themes that 

highlighted the benefits of the coaching intervention and the impact of flexible instructional 

arrangements on teachers’ instruction and students’ learning. Results are reported as summaries 

by theme. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

The data presented in this chapter show how teachers’ implementation of flexible 

instructional arrangements changed as a result of a differentiated coaching intervention. In 

addition, the data show how the implementation of flexible instructional arrangements (i.e., 

teacher outcomes) impacted students’ engagement within instructional arrangements (i.e., 

student outcomes). For each classroom, data for both teacher and student outcomes were 

collected at baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases. At baseline, each teacher 

demonstrated a different number of indicators. Because differentiated coaching takes into 

consideration the diverse needs of the individual (Kise, 2006), each teacher was coached on a 

different number of indicators requiring coaching during intervention. 

In the following sections, results for teacher and student outcomes are presented for each 

classroom in turn. To answer the primary research question, does a coaching intervention 

increase teachers’ implementation of flexible instructional arrangements in self-contained DHH 

classrooms, the results of teachers’ implementation of indicators for flexible instructional 

arrangements requiring coaching are presented. For each teacher, the number of indicators 

requiring coaching are presented in line graphs across baseline, intervention, and maintenance 

phases.  

At the beginning of the intervention, indicators required coaching if they were not 

demonstrated three times consecutively during baseline. During the intervention phase, vertical 

dotted lines represent the treatment phases. Treatment phases began after target indicators were 

selected by the teacher and coach at weekly coaching sessions. Treatment phases ended when the 

selected target indicators were mastered. Horizontal dotted lines represent the target indicator 

criterion for each treatment phase. Treatment phases are associated with a step-wise change in 
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criterion rate for the target indicators (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). For example, when a 

teacher mastered the targeted indicator(s) within a treatment phase (i.e., three consecutive 

demonstrations of the target indicator), a new treatment phase began and new target indicators 

were selected. As a stable demonstration of indicators was attained within each phase, replication 

occurred and experimental control was established.  

To answer the secondary research question, does the increased use of flexible 

instructional arrangements also increase students’ active academic engagement in self-

contained DHH classrooms, results for instructional arrangements and student engagement are 

presented in relation to the teachers’ implementation of the indicators for flexible instructional 

arrangements. Data for instructional arrangements and student engagement are presented in bar 

graphs as percentage averages of observed intervals across baseline, intervention, and 

maintenance phases. Instructional arrangement graphs include bars for whole class, small group, 

and child-managed (i.e., peer work and independent) arrangements. Student engagement graphs 

include bars for active engagement, passive engagement, and unengaged/disruptive behaviors. 

Changes that occurred between baseline and maintenance phases (i.e., after the teachers had 

mastered all of the indicators requiring coach) are described. The chapter concludes with a 

presentation of results on the treatment integrity of the coaching process, as well as social 

validity outcomes.  

Classroom 1 

Teacher outcomes. Using visual analysis to compare baseline, intervention, and 

maintenance data, a functional relationship between differentiated coaching and Kate’s 

implementation of the indicators for flexible instructional arrangements was established. Prior to 

the initial coaching session, Kate demonstrated flat and stable baseline data with a mean of seven 
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indicators at baseline, including three essential and four preferred indicators (range: 6–8). 

Therefore, during intervention Kate required coaching for five indicators. Table 4 shows Kate’s 

indicators for flexible instructional arrangements requiring coaching after baseline. 

Table 4 

Kate’s Indicators for Flexible Instructional Arrangements Requiring Coaching 

Indicator Description of Indicator Requiring 

Coaching 

Essential 1 Physical arrangement of the classroom No 

Essential 2 Small, homogenous groups No 

Essential 3 Well-defined rules and procedures Yes 

Essential 4 Clearly labelled materials and directions at child-managed 

stations 

No 

Essential 5 Procedures that foster student autonomy Yes 

Essential 6 Systems for when work at child-managed stations is 

finished 

Yes 

Preferred 1 Visual display of student names and stations that enables 

students to transition autonomously 

Yes 

Preferred 2 Systems for alerting students about transitions No 

Preferred 3 Positive behavior support system No 

Preferred 4 Age-appropriate time spent at child-managed stations No 

Preferred 5 Time at teacher table is based on objectives and needs Yes 

Preferred 6 All stations include content-related work No 

 

Results of the impact of the coaching intervention on Kate’s implementation of the 

indicators for flexible instructional arrangements requiring coaching are shown in Figure 3. 

During intervention, Kate participated in six coaching sessions and data were collected during 18 

classroom observations over the course of six weeks and four treatment phases. By the end of 

Treatment Phase 4, Kate had mastered all five indicators requiring coaching. Of the five 

indicators requiring coaching, four were targeted during coaching sessions and one indicator was 

mastered without direct coaching.  

During intervention, the data show a gradual and downward trend commensurate with a 

changing criterion design. The first indicator targeted was Essential Indicator 5 (i.e., procedures 
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that foster student autonomy). Kate mastered this indicator after four classroom observations and 

two coaching sessions. In general, change occurred within three to four classroom observations 

after a coaching session with the exceptions of Essential Indicator 3 (i.e., well-defined rules and 

procedures) and Essential Indicator 6 (i.e., systems for when work at child-managed stations is 

finished). These indicators took longer to master because Kate was either waiting for materials to 

arrive in the mail or to be returned from the laminating department. While she waited for 

materials, Kate mastered Preferred Indicator 5 (i.e., time at teacher table is based on objectives 

and needs) without direct coaching. 

During Treatment Phase 2, there is overlap of mastery of indicators requiring coaching 

because Kate began mastering the selected target indicator for the third treatment phase at the 

same time that she completed mastery of the target indicator from the second treatment phase. 

The coach decided to introduce the next target indicator at the coaching session prior to the third 

consecutive demonstration of the previous target indicator because she was confident that Kate 

would master it the next day. Therefore, there appears to be only two demonstrations of 

consecutive mastery for the selected indicator in Treatment Phase 3.  

Data from the maintenance phase indicated that Kate was able to maintain 

implementation of the coached indicators after the coaching ceased. Kate maintained four out of 

the five indicators requiring coaching two and eight weeks post intervention. One indicator, 

Preferred Indicator 5 (i.e., time at teacher table is based on objectives and needs), was not 

observed during the final long-term maintenance observation. Throughout the study, 

implementation checklist IOA was conducted for 34% of all classroom observations, and was 

100%.   
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Figure 3. Kate’s Implementation of Indicators for Flexible Instructional Arrangements Requiring 

Coaching 

 

 Student outcomes. Using visual analysis to compare data across phases, a relationship 

between Kate’s implementation of flexible instructional arrangements and her students’ 

engagement within instructional arrangements was established. Results for Kate’s instructional 

arrangements are presented in Figure 4. Results for Kate’s students’ engagement are presented in 

Figure 5.  

Kate began the coaching intervention demonstrating more than half of the indicators for 

flexible instructional arrangements. Figure 4 shows that Kate’s implementation of whole class 

instruction was consistently low throughout all phases. From baseline to maintenance, Kate 

decreased her use of small group instruction, while increasing her use of child-managed 

arrangements. Changes in small group and child-managed instruction occurred depending on 

how many adults were working with students during the classroom observations. For example, 

when there were less adults providing instruction, students were involved in child-managed 

stations more often. Figure 5 shows that students’ active engagement remained high throughout 

each phase. From baseline to maintenance, active engagement increased, passive engagement 
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decreased, and unengaged/disruptive behaviors maintained. Student engagement within 

instructional arrangements IOA was taken for 34% of all classroom observations. IOA for 

instructional arrangements was 96% (range: 89%–100%). IOA for student engagement was 94% 

(range: 86%–100%). 

  

Figure 4. Kate’s Instructional Arrangements  Figure 5. Kate’s Students’ Engagement 

Overall, the data for Classroom 1 show that as Kate mastered more indicators for flexible 

instructional arrangements, she decreased her use of whole class instruction. Concomitantly, 

active engagement increased, while passive engagement decreased.  

Classroom 2  

Teacher outcomes. Using visual analysis to compare baseline, intervention, and 

maintenance data, a functional relationship between differentiated coaching and Lala’s 

implementation of the indicators for flexible instructional arrangements was established. Lala 

demonstrated one indicator at baseline. Baseline measures prior to the initial coaching session 

were relatively stable with a mean of one demonstrated indicator (range: 0–3). Initially, Lala 

required coaching for 11 indicators. However, Lala did not believe in using reward systems in 

her classroom. She did not want to or need to be coached on Preferred Indicator 3 (i.e., a positive 

behavior support system which reinforces appropriate classroom behavior is in place). Therefore, 
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during intervention, Lala required coaching for a total of 10 indicators. Table 5 shows Lala’s 

indicators for flexible instructional arrangements requiring coaching after baseline. 

Table 5 

Lala’s Indicators for Flexible Instructional Arrangements Requiring Coaching 

Indicator Description of Indicator Requiring 

Coaching 

Essential 1 Physical arrangement of the classroom Yes 

Essential 2 Small, homogenous groups Yes 

Essential 3 Well-defined rules and procedures Yes 

Essential 4 Clearly labelled materials and directions at child-managed 

stations 

Yes 

Essential 5 Procedures that foster student autonomy Yes 

Essential 6 Systems for when work at child-managed stations is 

finished 

Yes 

Preferred 1 Visual display of student names and stations that enables 

students to transition autonomously 

Yes 

Preferred 2 Systems for alerting students about transitions No 

Preferred 3 Positive behavior support system NA 

Preferred 4 Age-appropriate time spent at child-managed stations Yes 

Preferred 5 Time at teacher table is based on objectives and needs Yes 

Preferred 6 All stations include content-related work Yes 

Note. NA = Not applicable 

 Results of the impact of the coaching intervention on Lala’s indicators for flexible 

instructional arrangements requiring coaching are shown in Figure 6. During intervention, Lala 

participated in six coaching sessions and data were collected during 16 classroom observations 

over the course of six weeks and three treatment phases. By the end of the third treatment phase, 

Lala had mastered all 10 indicators requiring coaching. Of the 10 indicators requiring coaching, 

five were targeted during coaching sessions and five were mastered without direct coaching. 

During intervention, the data show a gradual and downward trend commensurate with a 

changing criterion design. The first two indicators targeted during Treatment Phase 1 were 

Essential Indicator 1 (i.e., physical arrangement of the classroom) and Essential Indicator 2 (i.e., 

small, homogenous groups). Lala mastered both indicators within the first two weeks of 
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coaching as well as Preferred Indicator 6 (i.e., all stations include content-related work) without 

the need for direct coaching.  

During Treatment Phase 2, six indicators were mastered in a very short amount of time. 

Of the six indicators mastered, two were directly targeted during coaching sessions, while four 

indicators were mastered without direct coaching. The two targeted indicators were Essential 

Indicator 3 (i.e., well-defined rules and procedures) and Essential Indicator 4 (i.e., clearly 

labelled materials and directions at child-managed stations). For Essential Indicator 3, Lala 

developed a rules and procedures poster with her students that encompassed two other indicators, 

Essential Indicator 5 (i.e., procedures that foster student autonomy) and Essential Indicator 6 

(i.e., systems for when work at child-managed stations is finished). Essential Indicator 4 took 

over three weeks to master because, like Kate, Lala was waiting for materials to arrive in the 

mail. At the same time, Lala implemented two other indicators without direct coaching as 

represented by the steep slope in Figure 6. During this treatment phase, Lala implemented 

Preferred Indicator 1 (i.e., visual display of student names and stations that enables students to 

transition autonomously) and Preferred Indicator 4 (i.e., age-appropriate time spent at child-

managed stations) concurrently with the targeted indicators.  

Data from the maintenance phase indicate that Lala was able to maintain implementation 

of the coached indicators after the coaching ceased. Lala maintained all 10 indicators requiring 

coaching two and eight weeks post intervention. Throughout the study, implementation checklist 

IOA was conducted for 37% of all classroom observations, and was 98% with a range of 83% to 

100%.  
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Figure 6. Lala’s Implementation of Indicators for Flexible Instructional Arrangements Requiring 

Coaching 

 

Student outcomes. Using visual analysis to compare data across phases, a relationship 

between changes in Lala’s implementation of flexible instructional arrangements and changes in 

her students’ engagement within instructional arrangements was established. Results for Lala’s 

instructional arrangements are presented in Figure 7. Results for Lala’s students’ engagement are 

presented in Figure 8.  

Lala began the coaching intervention only demonstrating one out of 11 indicators. Figure 

7 shows from baseline to maintenance, there was a decrease in the use of whole class instruction 

and an increase in small group and child-managed arrangements. At the same time, Figure 8 

shows there was an increase in active engagement, as well as a decrease in passive engagement 

and unengaged/disruptive behaviors. Student engagement within instructional arrangements IOA 

was taken for 37% of all classroom observations. IOA for instructional arrangements was 94% 

(range: 85%–99%). IOA for student engagement was 97% (range: 93%–100%). 
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Figure 7. Lala’s Instructional Arrangements  Figure 8. Lala’s Students’ Engagement 

Overall, the data for Classroom 2 show that as more indicators for flexible instructional 

arrangements were implemented by Lala, she decreased her use of whole class instruction and 

increased implementation of small group and child-managed arrangements. Concomitantly, 

active engagement increased, while passive engagement and unengaged/disruptive behaviors 

decreased.  

Classroom 3 

Teacher outcomes. Using visual analysis to compare baseline, intervention, and 

maintenance data, a functional relationship between differentiated coaching and Isa’s 

implementation of the indicators for flexible instructional arrangements was established. Isa 

demonstrated three indicators at baseline (i.e., one essential and two preferred). Baseline 

measures prior to the initial coaching session were high initially (i.e., seven demonstrated 

indicators), but eventually became stable with a mean of three demonstrated indicators (range: 3–

7). Therefore, during intervention, Isa required coaching for a total of nine indicators. Table 6 

shows Isa’s indicators for flexible instructional arrangements requiring coaching. 
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Table 6 

Isa’s Indicators for Flexible Instructional Arrangements Requiring Coaching 

Indicator Description of Indicator Requiring 

Coaching 

Essential 1 Physical arrangement of the classroom No 

Essential 2 Small, homogenous groups Yes 

Essential 3 Well-defined rules and procedures Yes 

Essential 4 Clearly labelled materials and directions at child-managed 

stations 

Yes 

Essential 5 Procedures that foster student autonomy Yes 

Essential 6 Systems for when work at child-managed stations is 

finished 

Yes 

Preferred 1 Visual display of student names and stations that enables 

students to transition autonomously 

Yes 

Preferred 2 Systems for alerting students about transitions Yes 

Preferred 3 Positive behavior support system Yes 

Preferred 4 Age-appropriate time spent at child-managed stations Yes 

Preferred 5 Time at teacher table is based on objectives and needs No 

Preferred 6 All stations include content-related work No 

 

Results of the impact of the coaching intervention on Isa’s indicators for flexible 

instructional arrangements requiring coaching are shown in Figure 9. During intervention, Isa 

participated in seven coaching sessions and data were collected during 18 classroom 

observations over the course of seven weeks and four treatment phases. By the end of the fourth 

treatment phase, Isa had mastered all nine indicators requiring coaching. Of the nine indicators 

requiring coaching, six were targeted during coaching sessions and three indicators were 

mastered without direct coaching.  

During intervention, the data show a gradual and downward trend commensurate with a 

changing criterion design. During Treatment Phase 1, Essential Indicator 2 (i.e., small, 

homogenous groups) was mastered within the first two weeks of coaching. During Treatment 

Phase 2, Isa mastered two more indicators as a result of direct coaching and three indicators 

without direct coaching, including Preferred Indicator 2 (i.e., systems for alerting students about 
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transitions), Preferred Indicator 3 (i.e., positive behavior support system), and Preferred Indicator 

4 (i.e., age-appropriate time spent at child-managed stations). After organizing the students into 

smaller homogenous groups, Isa recognized the need to improve the systems that would support 

their transitions and engagement at the stations and initiated these systems without direct 

coaching. During Treatment Phase 3 and the fifth week of coaching, Isa mastered two targeted 

indicators at the same time, Essential Indicator 3 (i.e., well-defined rules and procedures) and 

Essential Indicator 6 (i.e., systems for when work at child-managed stations is finished). Similar 

to Lala’s experience, Isa had included an explanation of what students should do when they are 

finished with their work into the rules and procedures poster for center time.  

Data from the maintenance phase indicate that Isa was able to maintain implementation 

of the mastered indicators after coaching ceased at two and eight weeks post intervention. 

Preferred Indicator 3 (i.e., positive behavior support system) was not observed during two of the 

maintenance observations.  Implementation checklist IOA was conducted for 38% of all 

classroom observations, and was 99% with a range of 92% to 100%. 

 

Figure 9. Isa’s Implementation of Indicators for Flexible Instructional Arrangements Requiring 

Coaching 
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Student outcomes. Using visual analysis to compare data across phases, a relationship 

between changes in Isa’s implementation of flexible instructional arrangements and changes in 

her students’ engagement within instructional arrangements was established. Results for Isa’s 

instructional arrangements are presented in Figure 10. Results for Isa’s students’ engagement are 

presented in Figure 11.  

Isa began the coaching intervention demonstrating three out of 12 indicators. Figure 10 

shows that from baseline to maintenance there was a decrease in the use of whole class 

instruction. There was also a decrease in small group instruction and an increase in child-

managed arrangements. At the same time, Figure 11 shows that there was also an increase in 

active engagement, as well as a decrease in passive engagement and unengaged/disruptive 

behaviors from baseline to maintenance. During baseline and intervention, Isa typically worked 

with the kindergarten students during math instruction, while the first graders were pulled from 

the class three days per week to receive math instruction from another teacher. Prior to the 

maintenance phase beginning, the first graders were no longer pulled for math instruction. This 

resulted in a change in the dynamics of the classroom. The entire class of 11 students remained 

in the classroom during math with one additional aide. Consequently, students participated in 

more child-managed arrangements during the maintenance phase than when compared to 

baseline and intervention. Student engagement within instructional arrangements IOA was taken 

for 38% of all classroom observations. IOA for instructional arrangements was 93% (range: 

74%–100%). IOA for student engagement was 96% (range: 89%–100%). 
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Figure 10. Isa’s Instructional Arrangements  Figure 11. Isa’s Students’ Engagement 

Overall, the data for Classroom 3 show that as more indicators for flexible instructional 

arrangements were implemented by Isa, she decreased her use of whole class instruction and 

increased implementation of child-managed arrangements. After the coaching intervention was 

completed, small group instruction decreased in response to the change in dynamics of math 

instruction. Concomitantly, active engagement increased, while passive engagement 

unengaged/disruptive behaviors decreased.  

Treatment Integrity of the Coaching Process 

 After each coaching session, the teachers completed a treatment integrity checklist for the 

coaching process. The purpose of the treatment integrity checklists was to ensure that the coach 

was adhering to the procedures of the differentiated coaching intervention consistently with all 

three teachers and that the intervention was being implemented as intended (Appendix F). The 

treatment integrity checklists were completed anonymously, in hopes that the teachers would 

answer the questions candidly. For each question, the teacher gave a score of 1 for present, 0 for 

absent, and NA if the question was not applicable to the coaching session. Treatment integrity 

percentages were calculated by adding up the scores, dividing by the number of questions that 

were applicable, and multiplying by 100. Kate and Lala participated in six coaching sessions. Isa 
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participated in seven coaching sessions. Out of a total of 19 coaching sessions, 18 treatment 

integrity checklists were collected. Treatment integrity was 100%.  

Social Validity 

Pre- and post-intervention interviews were examined to determine the social significance 

of the coaching intervention for the teachers and the students they work with. Transcriptions of 

the interviews were reviewed for comments that highlighted (1) perceptions of the coaching 

intervention, (2) the impact of flexible instructional arrangements on teachers’ instruction, and 

(3) the impact of flexible instructional arrangements on students’ learning.  

Perceptions of the coaching intervention. All three teachers expressed that the coaching 

was beneficial to their instruction during the subject area of focus, as well as to other parts of the 

school day. Specifically, the teachers appreciated the one-to-one time with the coach, the 

immediate feedback, and the support for planning. One teacher shared, “I mostly like that one-to-

one time. Being able to share ideas, investigating different materials that are out there, it gave me 

a fresh perspective. It allowed me to think outside the box.” In reference to receiving feedback, 

another teacher reported, “I think the immediate feedback was the most important part for me 

because I could do [the target indicator] and not make a bad habit of not doing something or 

doing something that you were like, you’re working too hard on this. This is too much work and 

it’s just going to be worse later and, oh, okay, thank you for stopping me before it became a 

complete waste of time.” In terms of support for planning, one teacher expressed, “I 

loved…planning with you and thinking about the different…lessons and activities we could do. 

Because I felt like I didn’t know where to start, especially in the beginning.” 

Teachers shared differing views about the self-reflection component of the coaching 

intervention. Two teachers noted their concern about not having enough time to complete self-



COACHING TEACHERS IN DEAF EDUCATION CLASSROOMS 107 

 

 

reflections. One teacher shared, “Not as much the reflections…. I think just because of all the 

other responsibilities of filling things out.” Similarly, another teacher expressed that the in-

person meetings were more effective for her than the reflections by stating, “In person…it’s just 

better for me. I’m not good with paper…. Because when I have to write it, I’m going to give you 

a short simple sentence and I’m not going to go that indepth.” The third teacher shared the 

advantages of the completing self-reflections in the coaching process by reporting:  

The self-reflection helped me too, because sometimes I would see what I had written and 

I would notice things that I overlooked. Make notes for myself. And it helped me to 

really envision what was happening, what was working, and not so much. It also helped 

me to think about the things that weren’t going well. Why weren’t they working? Was it 

because of time constraints? Maybe there needed to be more tasks….You know, to really 

take that break, type it out, and think about those things. 

 During post-intervention interviews, teachers shared that they were able to implement the 

indicators for flexible instructional arrangements to other subject areas, thus generalizing what 

they had learned during the coaching intervention. One teacher shared, “I have centers now for 

science and have little different activities and I pull the kids so that they can know exactly what 

we’re talking about and they go off to the centers and play.” Another teacher reported:  

Yes, I briefly did that, I kind of, not as succinct as the language arts, but did it a little bit 

with math stations earlier this week actually and they went pretty, they went to the table. 

They knew when the time ran out they swapped or they were included in this table 

(points to teacher table) or they weren’t….whoever came to the table we played 

multiplication with each other and it was great. It was super motivating. 
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Finally, another teacher shared, “Oh, yes. Definitely! For different subject areas. Math. I love to 

do it for math time.” 

Impact of flexible instructional arrangements on teachers’ instruction. The teachers 

indicated that the implementation of flexible instructional arrangements positively impacted their 

instruction. One teacher explained that by implementing flexible instructional arrangements there 

were more opportunities to individualize student instruction. “We didn’t lose any time. And they 

were getting more attention.” Another teacher expressed that the use of flexible instructional 

arrangements positively affected her planning for IEP objectives. “It helped me with my lesson 

planning; helped me with my IEP goals.” Finally, another teacher reported that the 

implementation of flexible instructional arrangements helped her differentiate for students in 

different grades and at different instructional levels. She stated: 

I was super overwhelmed. I had two, first of all, two grade levels. And then they’re not 

really…at grade level some of them…. So, I felt really stuck and then when I was doing 

whole group, I was like this sucks because it doesn’t work, half of them aren’t getting it 

or more than half aren’t getting it or it’s too low for the higher kids. And I was really 

frustrated and I think the kids were too. 

During post-intervention interviews, teachers emphasized the importance of developing 

and implementing instructional arrangements that are flexible. One teacher shared:  

[Being flexible] means…individualized, differentiated instruction whether it’s in that 

little small center group or with me. And changing it and going backwards and forwards. 

Like, when they come to my teacher table, just because we’re on lesson 5, some kids are 

at the end of lesson 5 because they got this really fast and I can move on. And the other 

ones, I’m stuck on 5.1 for three days. And that’s okay. 
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Another teacher reported that the flexibility within the centers contributed to the effectiveness of 

using small instructional groups. She shared, “the flexible part of being able to have this 

sometime be a teacher table or a center was really helpful and that was a part of the flexibility 

piece. But I think…it did for me, felt different because…it wasn’t so hard to keep attention.” 

Finally, another teacher eloquently summarized the purpose of flexible instructional 

arrangements, by sharing: 

It means to be flexible and differentiate because some students are at a higher level, but 

other students need more support. So it helps me visualize how to be more flexible with 

my teaching and how I set up my centers. All students can do the work, but how they do 

it can be different. 

Impact of flexible instructional arrangements on students’ learning. The teachers 

reported that the implementation of flexible instructional arrangements positively impacted their 

students’ learning. Two teachers described the impact of flexible instructional arrangements on 

their students’ ability to be autonomous and understand expectations. One teacher shared: 

I think kids felt more independent. I think it helped them feel they had, not necessarily a 

choice in where they went, but at least they got to be in different areas and they weren’t 

expected to just sit at a table all day and just be either working there independently or 

staring. And I think it left a little bit less up in the air for them to be not really sure about 

what was expected of them….It made expectations of…being, feeling safe in the 

classroom, feeling like they could ask questions, knowing when it was a good idea or not 

a good idea to ask a question. I think it helped them rely on peers way more than they 

have in the past and they accomplished things on their own. I think that really built their 
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self-esteem and it probably wouldn’t look the same if it was still mostly whole group or a 

lot of…lecture, presentation type thing and not so much independent work. 

Another teacher made a similar point by stating, “The students are more motivated, more 

excited, they know what to do, they know the expectations, and they know to be ready to get to 

work. They know to be in their seats and ready to work. They do this and they know the 

rotation.”   

One teacher discussed the benefits of students working at child-managed stations. She 

shared, “They may not be completely accurate. But the point is that they want to be independent 

and [complete the assignment]. It’s really powerful to see that.” In reference to Preferred 

Indicator 2 (i.e., systems for alerting students about transitions, such as visual timers), another 

teacher reported the impact of using visual timers and flashing lights on her students’ ability to 

transition autonomously from station to station. “Once that came into place, everything became 

super easy after that….Them knowing where to go, them knowing, oh, the lights mean we have 

to change, we have to clean up and they get it.”  

Finally, when discussing the advantages of having instructional arrangements, one 

teacher highlighted the impact of flexible instructional arrangements on students’ sense of 

belonging in the classroom by sharing: 

They know their regular routine, but being able to add in something…really makes it 

their own classroom. And that’s wonderful. It makes them feel like, “This is my class. 

This is where I want to learn. This is a safe place where I can be me.” That’s important to 

me too, to encourage them. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

 The purpose of the current study was to determine the impact of a differentiated coaching 

intervention on teachers’ ability to implement academically responsive instruction through 

flexible instructional arrangements in DHH self-contained classrooms. A secondary goal of the 

study was to determine the impact that the implementation of flexible instructional arrangements 

had on students’ academic engagement within instructional arrangements. A changing criterion 

design replicated across three teachers was used to answer the research questions. Ledford and 

Gast (2014) stated that experimental control is achieved when four replications or changes in 

criterion level occur after stable criterion-level responding has been observed at baseline. In this 

study, experimental control was achieved for each teacher resulting in a positive relationship 

between the coaching intervention and teachers’ implementation of indicators for flexible 

instructional arrangements. Two teachers demonstrated four changes in criterion level after 

stable criterion-level responding was observed at baseline. One teacher demonstrated three 

changes in criterion level after stable criterion-level responding was observed at baseline. 

However, during the second treatment phase, the criterion level was exceeded by four non-

targeted indicators (i.e., without direct coaching).  

In sum, as teachers received coaching they mastered the indicators of flexible 

instructional arrangements requiring coaching. Concomitantly, change occurred in their 

implementation of instructional arrangements. Specifically, all three teachers used whole class 

instruction less during classroom observations. As teachers increased their use of small group 

instruction and child-managed arrangements, students’ active engagement increased and their 

passive engagement decreased.   
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 The data for all three classrooms support the use of a differentiated coaching model for 

teaching teachers how to implement indicators for flexible instructional arrangements. In 

response to the individual support given through differentiated coaching, change was achieved 

by all three teachers each of whom had a unique learning style, individual preferences, and 

diverse needs (e.g., varying baseline levels). The data for Classroom 1 showed that a teacher 

demonstrating several indicators for flexible instructional arrangements prior to coaching was 

able to continue mastering indicators requiring coaching during the intervention. In turn, students 

in Classroom 1 demonstrated high levels of active engagement at baseline and maintained high 

levels of active engagement throughout intervention with a slight increase during maintenance. 

The data for Classroom 2 showed that a teacher demonstrating only one indicator for 

flexible instructional arrangements prior to coaching was able to master all of the indicators 

requiring coaching during intervention in the same amount of time as the teacher from 

Classroom 1 (i.e., six coaching sessions). During baseline, students in Classroom 2 participated 

in whole class instruction for over half of the intervals observed. These students demonstrated 

active engagement for less than 50% of intervals observed and passive engagement for about a 

third of the intervals. During intervention, as the teacher implemented more opportunities for 

individualized instruction through small groups and child-managed stations, students’ active 

engagement nearly doubled, while passive engagement decreased by nearly 30% of observed 

intervals from baseline to maintenance.  

The data in Classroom 3 showed that a teacher demonstrating a few indicators for flexible 

instructional arrangements at baseline for math instruction, was able to implement the indicators 

requiring coaching in the same way that the teachers from Classroom 1 and Classroom 2 

implemented indicators for language arts instruction. This shows that teachers were able to 
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effectively implement the indicators for flexible instructional arrangements regardless of the 

content area selected. 

Taken together, the teacher outcome data from this study confirm that coaching 

positively impacts teachers’ implementation of new instructional and classroom management 

practices (Blazar & Kraft, 2015; Kretlow & Bartholomew, 2010; Reinke et al., 2014; Shower et 

al., 1987; Tekin-Iftar et al., 2017; Varghese et al., 2016). Specifically, differentiated coaching 

positively effects teachers’ ability to implement new practices by meeting the individual needs, 

learning styles, and preferences of the teacher (Kise, 2006; Rivera 2015; Wauters & de Klerk, 

2014). Based on existing literature examining the relationship between student engagement and 

academic achievement, the student outcome data from this study suggest that implementation of 

flexible instructional arrangements that foster individualized student instruction, thus increasing 

students’ active engagement, may have positive impacts on student learning over time (Connor et 

al., 2006; Elbaum et al, 1999; Greenwood et al., 2003; Schumm, Moody, & Vaughn, 2000; 

Vaughn et al., 2003). Regarding teacher and student outcomes, the findings of this study reveal 

several interesting conclusions about coaching and the implementation of flexible instructional 

arrangements.   

Teacher Outcomes 

Teacher outcome data from this study show that differentiated coaching can (1) be 

effective with teachers with diverse backgrounds, experiences, and needs, (2) influence change 

in behavior in a relatively short amount of time, and (3) support teachers in generalizing newly 

learned practices to non-targeted indicators and flexible instructional arrangements to non-

targeted parts of the day. The three teachers participating in the study differed greatly in years of 

teaching experience, possessed diverse personal characteristics (i.e., hearing status, ethnicity, and 
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race), and began the coaching intervention demonstrating a different number of indicators for 

implementing flexible instructional arrangements. For example, Kate was a hearing teacher self-

identified as Caucasian who had only been teaching for four years in self-contained classrooms. 

She demonstrated five indicators for flexible instructional arrangements prior to the coaching 

intervention. Lala was a Deaf teacher self-identified as African-American with over 10 years of 

experience teaching in a co-enrollment program in a public school setting that utilized flexible 

instructional arrangements and two years of experience teaching in her current self-contained 

classroom. She demonstrated one indicator for flexible instructional arrangements prior to the 

coaching intervention. Isa was a hard-of-hearing teacher self-identified as Hispanic with nearly 

20 years of experience teaching DHH students in early intervention and itinerant settings, but 

began teaching in a self-contained classroom for the first time in her career at the time of the 

study. She demonstrated three indicators for flexible instructional arrangements prior to the 

coaching intervention. 

The teachers’ wide range of experiences and individual characteristics influenced their 

needs, learning styles, and preferences as teachers. Differentiated coaching served to meet the 

diverse experiences and individual characteristics of these teachers. Through varying coaching 

approaches (i.e., directive, responsive, and balanced), the coach was able to adjust her processes 

to meet the unique needs of the teacher (Ippolito, 2010; Kise, 2006; Rivera, 2015). Based on the 

teachers’ needs and individual characteristics, the coach used a directive approach with Isa, a 

responsive approach with Lala, and a balanced approach with Kate (i.e., a combination of 

directive and responsive coaching).   

To support the particular needs of the teachers and their classrooms, the coach provided 

individualized feedback to the teachers through discussions of graphs displaying results of the 
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teachers’ implementation of the target indicators and students’ engagement within instructional 

arrangements during every coaching session. Similar to the coaching methods of MacSuga and 

Simonsen (2011), in which the researchers shared graphed performance data with teachers on 

target classroom management skills, the coach in this study was able to individualize the 

intervention to address the specific indicators for each teacher. In addition, looking at graphs 

gave teachers the opportunity to see their students’ engagement results visually, thus having a 

powerful impact on their implementation of new practices and their willingness to continue with 

the coaching process.  

In this study, the coaching intervention was designed to last up to a maximum of 10 

weeks. Kate and Lala participated in six weeks of coaching sessions. Isa participated in seven 

weeks of coaching. The teachers mastered all indicators requiring coaching before the conclusion 

of the intervention. Within each treatment phase, change happened in a relatively short amount 

of time. All three teachers mastered each indicator within one to two weeks. Typically, when 

mastery of selected indicators took longer, it was because teachers were waiting for supplies to 

arrive in the mail or waiting for materials to be returned from the laminating department at the 

school.  

Another interesting outcome was that teachers were able to generalize newly learned 

practices to non-targeted indicators and flexible instructional arrangements to non-targeted parts 

of the day. All three teachers mastered some indicators without direct coaching. Often this 

occurred because the teacher was able to address more than one new practice when 

implementing a targeted indicator. For example, Lala created posters for rules and procedures 

during center time when targeting Essential Indicator 3. The poster she created also addressed 

what students should do when they have a question (Essential Indicator 5) and what they should 
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do when they finished their work (Essential Indicator 6). This finding suggests that indicators are 

linked and that the acquisition of one can lead to acquisition of related indicators without direct 

coaching.  

One of the most encouraging findings of the study is that the coaching supported teachers 

in generalizing newly learned practices to other parts of the day. All three teachers generalized 

strategies learned during the coaching intervention to other subject areas. For this study, Kate 

and Lala focused on implementing flexible instructional arrangements during language arts. In 

the post-intervention interviews, they both indicated that they had begun implementing indicators 

of flexible instructional arrangements during math. Similarly, Isa focused on implementing 

flexible instructional arrangements during math. She incorporated what she had learned from 

coaching sessions to develop centers during science instruction. This finding supports Guskey’s 

(2002) theory that as teachers see change in their students’ learning, their beliefs and attitudes 

about newly learned strategies change, thus motivating them to initiate more change to their 

instructional and classroom practices.  

Student Outcomes 

When teachers instruct primarily through whole class instruction, they are likely not 

meeting the academic needs of every student. In this arrangement, many students are likely to be 

passively engaged in their learning because of how few students can take a turn to respond to 

their teacher’s questions. In addition, during whole class instruction students have less 

opportunities to be autonomous and self-directed in their learning. Teachers in this study 

reported that as they decreased their use of whole class instruction and increased their 

implementation of small group and child-managed arrangements, students demonstrated more 

active engagement and more autonomous learning behaviors. 
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 Teachers reported that as they implemented small group and child-managed 

arrangements students were more actively engaged. At the teacher table, teachers were able to 

individualize the instruction in a way that addressed the specific needs of the students (e.g., 

aligning instruction with IEP goals) with small homogenous groups of three students or less. In 

this way, teachers were providing direct instruction to students at their instructional levels, rather 

than at their independent or frustration levels (i.e., too easy or too hard, respectively). Students 

were given more opportunities to academically respond and to be actively engaged.  

All three teachers in this study noted that their students became more autonomous and 

self-directed as a result of working in child-managed stations (i.e., independent and partner 

work). As teachers started utilizing a teacher table, the students not working directly with a 

teacher had to rely on themselves to be successful. Through the implementation of systems that 

supported students’ autonomy, students began working independently, asked their teachers fewer 

questions, and knew what to do when they completed their work. As students became more 

autonomous in their learning, their teachers felt that they were more empowered, motivated, and 

excited about learning. 

Implications for Future Practice 

 To meet the diverse learning needs of DHH students, teachers in Deaf education must 

continually be working toward improving their instructional and classroom management 

practices (Knoors & Hermans, 2010). From this examination of coaching teachers to implement 

flexible instructional arrangements in their classrooms, there are implications for future practice, 

including (1) teachers changed as a result of the coaching and (2) not all areas of an intervention 

may need coaching. 
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All teachers participating in this study changed their practices as a result of coaching. 

Coaching has been found to be an effective method of professional development for 

implementing evidenced-based practices in general and special education settings (Kretlow & 

Bartholomew, 2010; Mitchell et al., 2017; Varghese et al., 2016). The results of this study add to 

the literature on coaching, specifically in the field of Deaf education. The coaching process was 

individualized to meet the unique needs, learning styles, and preferences of teachers, thus 

making the learning of new practices meaningful to them within the contexts of their classrooms.  

Historically, providing teachers with traditional professional development workshops 

alone has not generated meaningful and sustainable change in teachers’ improvement of 

instructional and classroom practices (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; 

Shernoff et al., 2015). Through the use of the effective components of the cycle of coaching, 

teachers in this study were given the tools to be successful in changing their practices (Kretlow 

& Bartholomew, 2010; Showers et al., 1987). First, teachers were instructed on the ‘why and 

how-to’ implement indicators for flexible instructional arrangements. Next, implementation of 

indicators were modelled and demonstrated for the teacher by the coach. Then, teachers were 

given ongoing opportunities to practice newly learned skills and systems for implementing the 

indicators. Finally, they were provided with performance feedback from the coach toward 

improving the implementation of the targeted indicators and opportunities for self-reflection. 

  Another implication for practice is that not all areas of an intervention may need 

coaching. Teachers will change practices in uncoached areas if they can see the changes 

happening in their classrooms. Teachers were able to make adjustments to their implementation 

of targeted indicators resulting in the implementation of non-targeted indicators. In this way, 

generalization to other content areas occurred without the need for direct coaching.  
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Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

 Although the findings from this study show that coaching is a promising method of 

professional development for teachers working with DHH students in self-contained classrooms 

and that implementation of flexible instructional arrangements is an encouraging practice for 

increasing opportunities for individualized instruction and students’ active engagement, there 

were some limitations. Limitations included (1) the study occurring in a single educational 

context, (2) the quality of the teachers’ implementation of the indicators for flexible instructional 

arrangements not being addressed by the implementation checklist, (3) the researcher as coach 

not being a sustainable model of professional development, and (4) academic achievement not 

being directly examined in this study.  

This study took place with three teachers in the single educational context of elementary 

classrooms in a center school for DHH students. Other researchers found that coaching is an 

effective method for supporting teachers of DHH students toward improving instructional and 

classroom management practices in different educational settings (Rivera, 2015; Wauters & de 

Klerk, 2014). Yet, more research on coaching in a variety of educational contexts with a wide 

range of interventions is needed. For example, replications of the coaching intervention should 

be conducted in itinerant, resource, and self-contained settings across grade levels with a variety 

of interventions (e.g., literacy, math, science, behavior, classroom management). Furthermore, 

the teachers in this study volunteered to participate and were selected by their principal as 

individuals that would not only benefit from the intervention, but would also be motivated and 

diligent in their efforts. Future research with teachers with varying levels of motivation is needed 

to further demonstrate the effectiveness of differentiated coaching (Kise, 2006).   
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Coaching may be a promising method of instruction for working with pre-service 

teachers in Deaf education teacher preparation programs. As we prepare student teachers to work 

with DHH students in a variety of educational settings, the ‘theory/instruction-

demonstration/modeling-ongoing practice-feedback/reflection’ cycle of coaching has the 

potential to be effective when used in practica and internships. With the supervisor from the 

university or cooperating teacher acting as the coach, student teachers would receive 

individualized and scaffolded guidance toward addressing a wide range of high-leverage 

instructional and classroom management practices. In the same way teachers in this study 

targeted one or two indicators at a time, student teachers would focus on one or two practices at a 

time (e.g., teaching to the objective, providing positive reinforcement, responding to students). 

Coaching would allow student teachers to master new skills in a systematic and comprehensive 

way, rather than trying to learn many new skills at once with limited mastery. 

 Another limitation of this research is that the implementation checklist did not address 

the quality of the teachers’ implementation of the indicators for flexible instructional 

arrangements, only whether or not the indicator was implemented. The implementation checklist 

served two purposes. It was used to collect data on teachers’ implementation of the indicators 

and also as a coaching tool. During classroom observations, researchers evaluated the teachers’ 

implementation of the indicators with the implementation checklist, using a binary measure; the 

indicator was recorded as either present or absent. Therefore, for example, a teacher who actively 

used a positive behavior support system to reinforce students’ behaviors within flexible 

instructional arrangements received the same score as a teacher who had a positive behavior 

support system in place, but was not using it.  
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 During coaching sessions, the coach and teacher used the implementation checklist to 

monitor the teacher’s progress and make decisions about selecting target indicators. 

Because the tool was a binary-measure checklist, teachers were not necessarily motivated to 

improve on implementation of the indicators once they were in place. In future studies and 

practice with teachers, the use of a rating scale may enable researchers to assess the quality of 

implementation of the indicators along a continuum. A rating scale may have the propensity to 

provide teachers with a measure for not only putting indicators into place, but for improving the 

quality of their practice.  

Another limitation of the study was that the ‘researcher as coach’ is not a sustainable 

model of professional development. Although coaching teachers supports improvement of 

practices with relative ease and quickness, it may not always be feasible for schools to participate 

in coaching research studies or to hire coaches as their main source of professional development. 

Research on peer coaching has shown that the coach does not have to be a researcher or an 

expert in the field to be effective in making change. The coach, as an MKO (i.e., more 

knowledgeable other), can be a fellow teacher or colleague that has more experience with a 

particular practice or skill. Teachers serving as peer coaches can be as effective as coaches from 

outside of the school when improving the instructional and classroom management practices of 

teachers (Johnson, Finlon, Kobak, & Izard, 2017). Peer coaching is an area of research that has 

yet to be explored in Deaf education.  

A final limitation of this study is that students’ academic achievement was not directly 

examined. Active engagement in activities specifically related to educational outcomes has 

shown to improve students’ academic achievement (Berliner, 1990; Cobb & Hops, 1973; 

Dotterer & Lowe, 2011; Fitzpatrick & Pagani, 2013). Yet, past research shows that DHH 
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students are more likely to be passively engaged (Metz, 2013). Passive engagement is not likely 

to foster significant improvements in academic achievement for DHH students. However, 

without a direct measure of academic achievement, the results of this study are not able to 

demonstrate that active engagement does, in fact, improve learning outcomes of DHH students. 

Therefore, future replications of this study should include both academic engagement and 

student learning measures.  

To improve the learning outcomes of DHH students with highly diverse experiences and 

significant gaps in academic achievement (Knoors & Hermans, 2010; Qi & Mitchell, 2011; 

Traxler, 2000), teachers must implement evidenced-based instructional and classroom 

management practices. Instruction in classrooms serving DHH students must be intentional, 

meaningful, and individualized. Flexible instructional arrangements enable teachers to 

proactively plan for individualized student instruction (Connor et al., 2009; Tomlinson et al., 

2003). Coaching is a promising method of professional development for guiding teachers 

working with DHH students through the challenging process of rethinking, restructuring, and 

reorganizing their classrooms to meet the unique needs of their students through academically 

responsive instruction. 
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APPENDIX A 

Steps to Individualizing Student Instruction Ladder 

 

 

From A Handbook for Using Assessment to Guide Individualized Student Instruction in the 

Classroom. By C. M. Connor, N. Sparapani, S. Ingebrand, T. Wood, T., and E. Crowe, 2015. 

Retrieved from http://www.mya2i.net Reprinted with permission. 

 

 



COACHING TEACHERS IN DEAF EDUCATION CLASSROOMS 124 

 

 

APPENDIX B 

Implementation of Flexible Instructional Arrangements Checklist 
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APPENDIX C 
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APPENDIX D 

Pre-intervention Interview Questions 

 

1) Describe your teaching experiences. For example, how long have you been a classroom 

teacher with DHH students? 

 

2) Describe how you typically provide instruction to your students (e.g., whole class 

instruction, small groups). 

 

3) Where along the “Steps to Individualized Instruction” ladder do you think you fall? 

Why?  

 

4) Describe the ways you individualize instruction in your classroom. 

 

5) What does ‘flexible instructional arrangements’ mean to you? 

 

6) Describe any classroom management coaching and professional development that you 

have received. 

 

7) Why did you agree to participate in this study? 

 

8) What are your goals for being in the study for yourself and for your students? 

 

9) Which instructional period and content area(s) would you like to focus on for purposes of 

the study (e.g., language arts, math, social studies, science, or a combination of subject 

areas)? 

 

10) What questions do you have about the study? 
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APPENDIX E 

Post-intervention Interview Questions 

 

1) What did you like most about the coaching? Least? 

 

2) What aspect of the ongoing support and feedback did you find most useful (e.g., in-

person meetings, reflections)? The least useful? Why? 

 

3) Where along the “Steps to Individualized Instruction” ladder do you think you fall now? 

Why?  

 

4) What does ‘flexible instructional arrangements’ mean to you? 

 

5) How do you feel implementing flexible instructional arrangements impacted your 

instruction? 

 

6) How do you feel flexible instructional arrangements impacted your students? 

 

7) Do you believe that implementing flexible instructional arrangements is important? Why 

or why not? 

 

8) Going forward, will you continue to implement flexible instructional arrangements? 

Identify the arrangements you will continue to use and those that you will not use. Will 

you use flexible instructional arrangements in other content areas? Explain. 

 

9) In terms of the indicators, which did you find easiest to implement? Which were most 

difficult? 

 

10) What suggestions do you have for future coaching? How could you have been better 

supported? 

 

11) Parting thoughts? 
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APPENDIX F 

Coaching Intervention Treatment Integrity Checklist 

 

1) Did the coaching session take place in the teacher’s classroom? 

2) Did the coach begin the session by asking the teacher if she has any questions or concerns? 

3) Did the coach address reflections, questions, and/or concerns posted by the teacher on the 

online reflective journal? 

4) Did the coach provide feedback to the teacher based on the video recorded observation? 

5) Did the coach provide the teacher with support for the indicators included in the current 

short-term goal? 

6) Did the coach collaborate with the teacher (i.e., elicit the teacher’s input)? 

7) Did the coach support the teacher in identifying a new short-term goal (or decide to continue 

with the current short-term goal)? 
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