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Introduction and aims. Tailored, data-driven teacher coaching shows promise for 

enhancing teachers’ knowledge and skills, improving instructional practices, reducing use of 

discipline referrals for Black students, and reducing student disruption (Denton & Hasbrouck, 

2009; Neuman & Cunningham, 2009; Pianta, Mashburn, et al., 2008; Reinke et al., 2008). 

Notably, much of the extant coaching research has focused on traditional, one-to-one coaching; 

the impact of coaching teacher pairs has been considered less often, despite the potential for 

greater feasibility/efficiency, as well as longer-sustained impacts through near-peer-support 

(Cappella et al., 2012; Wandersman et al., 2008).  

Thus, this study tested a “teacher-to-teacher” (T2T) coaching model, whereby a coach 

worked with two teachers simultaneously, in a randomized controlled trial. Effects were 

compared to the effects ascertained in a prior trial testing a one-on-one coaching approach 

(Bradshaw et al., 2018). We sought to estimate: (Aim 1) the main effects of  coaching (either as 

one-on-one and/or T2T) on teacher classroom management practices and student behavior 

immediately at post-test as well as one year following post-test; (Aim 2) differential effects 

between the coaching models; and (Aim 3) relative time efficiency between the coaching models. 

Method. Participants were 152 teachers in 18 schools (9 elementary and 9 middle) 

recruited in two separate stages to participate in a two-armed study examining the effects of 

“Double Check”, a professional development and coaching intervention promoting teachers’ use 

of culturally responsive practices to improve student engagement. The first 12 schools were 

recruited into the one-on-one coaching arm of the study; an additional 6 schools were recruited 

into the T2T arm of the study. All teachers in all schools were expected to attend five “Double 

Check” professional development sessions. Coaching was provided only to the teachers who 

consented and were randomized (at the teacher-level) to intervention status. The coaching model 

was an adaptation of the Classroom Check-Up (Reinke, 2006; Reinke et al., 2011; Reinke et al., 

2008), involving interviews, feedback, and goal setting with the coach. In the T2T study arm, 

these activities were conducted with both teachers simultaneously, and each teacher also 

observed their paired peer’s classroom.  

Data were collected at the beginning of the first school year of participation (i.e., pre-test; 

T1), at the end of the first school year of participation (i.e., at post-test; T2), and again one year 

following post-test (i.e., T3). Teachers completed online surveys and reported about their 

perceived self-efficacy and work-related stress on 5-point Likert scale items. Perceived self-

efficacy was assessed with three separate scales: (1) the Multicultural Efficacy Scale (Guyton & 

Wesche, 2005); (2) the Culturally-Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy Scale (Siwatu, 2007); and 

(3) Classroom behavior management self-efficacy using the Hoy and Woolfolk (1993) efficacy 

scale. External observers conducted a single, roughly 15-minute classroom observation of each 

teacher at each time point using the Assessing School Settings: Interactions of Students and 

Teachers (ASSIST; Rusby, Crowley, Sprague, & Biglan, 2011; Rusby, Taylor, & Milchak, 

2001). ASSIST measures included event-based tallies as well as global ratings (comprising 5-

point Likert scale items) of student and teacher behaviors. The School-Wide Information System 

(Irvin et al., 2004; May et al., 2003) was used to track office discipline referrals (ODRs). 

We conducted three-level, hierarchical linear models using HLM 7 software 

(Raudenbush, Bryk, & Congden, 2013), with observations (Level 1) nested within teachers 

(Level 2), who were nested within schools (Level 3). Nonlinear change over the three time points 

was modeled using dummy codes for T2 and T3. Models included study arm (i.e., T2T arm = 1; 

one-on-one arm = 0) as a covariate. Cross-level interactions between study arm and the T2 and 

T3 dummy variables were included to account for differences in trends observed between control 



groups of the study arms. Other controls in the analyses were: teachers’ social desirability bias 

(teacher self-report), teacher race/ethnicity, age, and gender (self-report), as well as school level 

(elementary vs. middle school). 

Results (see Table 1). Aim 1. Model 1 included intervention condition (coaching versus 

not coached) as a predictor of the Level 1 coefficients for the  T2 and T3 dummies, thereby 

modeling treatment effects independently at each time point. The results across the 20 outcomes 

were mixed. At T2, three outcomes suggested desirable effects (i.e., tallies of teacher use of 

approvals, tallies of student non-cooperation, and global ratings of teachers’ behavior 

management) and one suggested an undesirable effect (tallies of teacher use of disapprovals). 

There was also an undesirable treatment effect at T3 on ODRs for White students, whereby the 

rates of ODRs for White students was elevated for coached teachers relative to not-coached 

teachers.  

Aim 2. In order to address differential effects by study arm, Model 2 included a cross-

level interaction between study arm and the intervention effects at each time point. The impacts 

of the one-on-one coaching modeled here at T2 reproduce those reported in Bradshaw et al. 

(2018). The T2T coaching was less effective than one-on-one coaching in increasing student 

cooperation and decreasing student disruptive behaviors. Analyses positing the T2T arm sub-

sample as reference group yielded no significant effects for T2T coaching at T2. At T3, a 

differential treatment effect was observed in ASSIST tallies of student non-cooperation, 

reflecting an undesirable, significant treatment effect of T2T coaching on student non-

cooperation.  

Aim 3. Coaches in the T2T coaching study spent an average of 446.9 minutes per teacher 

(SD = 139.2 minutes), whereas coaches in the one-on-one coaching study arm spent an average 

of 522.3 minutes per teacher (SD = 195.1 minutes; difference: 75.4 minutes, p < .01). The two 

coaching models did not differ in terms of teachers’ time spent with coaches (p = .49). 

Discussion. While demonstrating the feasibility of potential time-savings for coaches, 

this particular, small-scale trial suggests there is no such time-saving for teachers and the T2T 

model does not replicate the effects of a coaching intervention as when delivered in a one-on-one 

format. Further investigation and analyses are needed to explore additional implementation and 

experiential factors differing between coaching in one-on-one and paired formats.  
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Table 1 – Effect Estimates for Combined/Main Effects and Differential Effects at Post-Test and One-Year Follow-Up.  

 Model 1 Model 2 

 
Combined Effects 

Treatment Effect  

(Traditional Coaching Model) 

Differential Treatment Effects  

(T2T vs. Traditional Coaching) 

  T2 (post-test) T3 (follow-up) T2 T3 T2 T3 

Disciplinary Referrals  Incident Rate Ratios (95% Confidence Intervals)  

Total 0.89  (0.70,1.12) 0.96  (0.74,1.25) 0.85  (0.65, 1.10) 0.84  (0.57, 1.24) 1.22  (0.68, 2.19) 1.29  (0.76, 2.18) 

Black Students 0.78  (0.57,1.05) 0.89  (0.59,1.36) 0.71 * (0.52, 0.98) 0.82  (0.47, 1.43) 2.13  (0.79, 5.74) 1.26  (0.54, 2.91) 

White Students 1.09  (0.69,1.70) 1.61 * (1.02,2.56) 1.35  (0.80, 2.29) 0.88  (0.37, 2.10) 0.38  (0.13, 1.12) 2.11  (0.76, 5.86) 

ASSIST Tallies Incident Rate Ratios (95% Confidence Intervals) 

Proactives 1.05  (0.89,1.24) 1.04  (0.88,1.22) 1.04  (0.83, 1.31) 0.98  (0.78, 1.23) 1.02  (0.73, 1.43) 1.12  (0.81, 1.55) 

Approvals 1.33 * (1.04,1.70) 1.19  (0.92,1.55) 1.51 * (1.09, 2.10) 1.33  (0.96, 1.84) 0.74  (0.44, 1.22) 0.73  (0.42, 1.28) 

Disapprovals 1.82 * (1.00,3.32) 1.60  (0.91,2.83) 2.08  (0.99, 4.37) 1.04  (0.49, 2.21) 0.68  (0.19, 2.40) 2.64  (0.80, 8.66) 

OTR 1.03  (0.87,1.21) 1.02  (0.84,1.23) 0.98  (0.79, 1.22) 1.02  (0.81, 1.28) 1.11  (0.80, 1.54) 0.99  (0.66, 1.47) 

Student 

Noncooperation 0.53 * (0.31,0.88) 1.22  (0.79,1.9) 
0.52  (0.26, 1.03) 0.66  (0.37, 1.19) 0.95  (0.34, 2.68) 4.11 * (1.65, 0.25) 

Student Disruptives 0.97   (0.78,1.20) 1.25   (0.98,1.59) 0.97   (0.74, 1.27) 1.03   (0.75, 1.41) 1.00   (0.64, 1.57) 1.54   (0.95, 2.49) 

ASSIST Global Ratings Spybrook's Delta (SE) 

CR Practice 0.04  (0.12) 0.01  (0.13) 0.18  (0.17) -0.1  (0.19) -.36  (0.27) .22  (0.3) 

Control 0.07  (0.07) -0.11  (0.08) 0.26  (0.17) -0.1  (0.19) -.33  (0.28) -.28  (0.3) 

Anticipation 0.18 + (0.10) -0.08  (0.11) 0.41  (0.16) -0.1  (0.19) -.41  (0.27) -.01  (0.28) 

Beh. Mgmt. 0.29 *** (0.08) -0.10  (0.09) 0.56 *** (0.17) -0.3  (0.18) -.29  (0.26) .26  (0.29) 

Meaningful Part. 0.06  (0.1) -0.07  (0.11) 0.12  (0.15) -0.1  (0.17) -.12  (0.24) .00  (0.27) 

Student Compliance 0.13  (0.09) -0.13  (0.10) 0.43 * (0.16) -0.1  (0.19) -.62 * (0.26) -.29  (0.29) 

Student Disruptive 

Behaviors -0.11 + (0.06) 0.06  (0.07) 
-0.4 ** (0.16) -0.1   (0.18) .53 * (0.27) .51 + (0.29) 

Teacher Self-Reports Spybrook's Delta (SE) 

CRT Efficacy -0.04  (0.06) -0.05  (0.07) 0.00  (0.13) -0.1  (0.19) -.15  (0.23) -.06  (0.28) 

Multicult. Efficacy 0.00  (0.05) -0.04  (0.07) 0.00  (0.13) -0.1  (0.20) .00  (0.22) .02  (0.28) 

Beh. Mgmt. Efficacy 0.01  (0.07) -0.12  (0.10) 0.12  (0.14) -0.1  (0.20) -.29  (0.23) -.28  (0.31) 

Stress -0.12  (0.11) 0.16  (0.15) -0.17  (0.14) 0.11  (0.19) .16  (0.22) .11  (0.29) 

NOTES: T2 = Time 2 (end-of-year post-test); T3 = Time 3 (one-year follow-up); OTR = Opportunities to Respond; CR = Culturally Responsive; Beh. 

Mgmt. = Behavior Management; Meaningful Part. = Meaningful Participation; CRT = Culturally Responsive Teaching; Multicult. = Multicultural.  

***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, +p < .10.  

 


