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Executive Summary  

 

Today, over 90% of teachers report participating in some form of professional 

development, with districts spending between $2,000-$8,000 annually per teacher. At the same 

time, the empirical evidence suggests that most professional development programs fail to 

produce systematic improvements in teacher effectiveness. These results have prompted some 

policymakers to conclude that investments in professional development cannot improve 

instructional quality at-scale. We revisit this question by examining the potential of investing in 

long-term, individualized coaching rather than the compartmentalized training sessions and 

school-wide workshops that districts most commonly provide for teachers. 

We study the efficacy of individualized teacher coaching by evaluating a coaching 

program developed at the MATCH Charter Public School. In May of 2011, we recruited 59 early 

and mid-career teachers in the Recovery School District in New Orleans to participate in a 

randomized trial of the year-long MATCH Teacher Coaching (MTC) program. MTC coaches 

worked with teachers to help them manage classroom behavior more effectively, use 

instructional time more productively, and align instruction to overarching curricular goals. After 

helping teachers identify areas for growth during a week-long summer workshop, coaches 

provided ongoing feedback throughout the year. We examine whether the MTC program 

improved teachers’ instructional practices as captured by a range of measures including 

classroom observations, principal evaluations, and student surveys.   

Two sources of qualitative data allow us to assess variation in the content and methods 

used during coaching sessions. First, we examine emails that teachers sent to their coaches and 

school leaders outlining what they worked on and what they planned to focus on in the future. 

We code these emails for references to the five key focus areas of coaching: (1) behavior 

management, (2) instructional delivery, (3) student engagement, (4) classroom productivity, and 

(5) classroom climate. These data suggest that teachers and coaches focused predominantly on 

behavior management and instructional delivery. 

We also analyze coaching logs in which coaches described the tools that they used with 

teachers during debriefing sessions. These tools included: (1) direct feedback, (2) lesson 

planning, (3) watching a video of instruction, (4) unpacking beliefs around teaching, (5) 

management planning, (6) reviewing action steps, (7) collecting data, (8) books, (9) practice of 

skills, and (10) personal time management. Coaches provided direct feedback to teachers in 

almost 80% of the sessions, and engaged in lesson planning and reviewed videotaped lessons in 

approximately half the sessions. 
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We find that that MTC improved teachers’ instructional practices across several measures 

of teacher effectiveness.  Compared to control-group teachers who had access to standard 

professional development opportunities, MTC teachers score 0.68 standard deviations (sd) higher 

(p=.001) on a summary index of teacher effectiveness comprised of classroom observation 

scores, principal evaluations, and student surveys. 

Two experienced outside observers who were blind to treatment status rated each teacher 

in the study on separate occasions using an internally developed observational instrument. 

Observers rated teachers who received coaching 0.49 sd (p=.06) and 0.59 sd (p=.03) higher on 

the two rubric domains, the degree to which students achieve the lesson aim and classroom 

behavioral climate (corresponding, respectively, to 1.0 and 1.34 scale points on the 10-point 

scale). In addition, principals rated MTC teachers higher on a composite measure of teachers’ 

effectiveness (0.29 sd [0.29 scale points on a 9-point scale], p=.10). Thirdly, students rated 

coached teachers’ ability to challenge them with rigorous work as 0.33 sd (p=.003) higher than 

control-group teachers on the TRIPOD survey although they did not perceive any significant 

difference in teachers’ ability to control the classroom (0.13 sd, p=.44).  

Analyzing the effect of MTC on specific instructional practices as rated by principals and 

as self-assessed by teachers suggests that the program had a concentrated effect on several 

specific aspects of instructional and professional practice. Principals saw the biggest 

improvement in teachers’ ability to use time effectively in class (0.62 sd [0.77 scale points], 

p=.004).  According to teachers’ self-reports, coaching most improved teachers’ organization 

(0.52 sd [0.77 scale points], p=.09)  

Outside observers, principals, and students all rated teachers who received coaching as 

more effective than those who participated in the standard professional development activities 

provided by their schools. Moreover, these effects are likely to be lower-bound estimates given 

evidence of spillover effects where MTC teachers and school principals shared MTC tips and 

techniques with teachers in the control group.  The positive correlation between favorable 

student responses on the TRIPOD survey and teachers’ value-added scores found in previous 

studies suggests that individualized coaching could lead directly to gains in student achievement. 
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The term ‘professional development’ includes activities that . . . (iv) improve classroom 

management skills; (v)(I) are high quality, sustained, intensive, and classroom-focused in order 

to have a positive and lasting impact on classroom instruction and the teacher’s performance in 

the classroom; and (II) are not 1-day or short-term workshops or conferences. 

- No Child Left Behind 2001 – Title IX – General Provisions – SEC 9101 Definitions 

 

I. Introduction 

For over a century, school systems in the U.S. have attempted to improve instructional 

quality by investing in on-the-job training for their teachers. Today, over 90% of teachers report 

participating in some form of professional development, with districts spending between $2,000-

$8,000 annually per teacher (Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009; 

Miles, Odden, Fermanich, Archibald, & Gallagher, 2011). At the same time, research suggests 

that most professional development programs fail to produce systematic improvements in teacher 

effectiveness (Garet, Cronen, Eaton, et al., 2008; Garet, Porter, Desimone, et al., 2011; Harris & 

Sass, 2011; Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley, 2007). These results, combined with 

influential studies that conclude that teacher effectiveness does not meaningfully improve after 

the first few years on the job (Rockoff, 2004; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kane, 2005), have raised 

doubts about the potential for professional development to improve instructional quality at-scale. 

In this paper, we present evidence in support of an alternative interpretation: improving 

instructional quality is possible but likely requires investments in long-term, individualized 

coaching rather than the compartmentalized training sessions and school-wide workshops that 

characterize professional development in most districts (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009).  

We come to this conclusion based on evidence from two experimental studies of 

individualized coaching: an evaluation of the My Teaching Partner web-based coaching program 

(Allen, Pianta, Gregory, Mikami, & Lun, 2011) and our own study of a coaching program 

developed at the MATCH Charter Public School. In May of 2011, we recruited 59 early and 
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mid-career teachers in the Recovery School District in New Orleans to participate in a 

randomized trial of the year-long MATCH Teacher Coaching (MTC) program. MTC coaches 

worked with teachers to help them manage classroom behavior more effectively, use 

instructional time more productively, and align instruction to overarching curricular goals. After 

helping teachers identify areas for growth during a week-long summer workshop, coaches 

provided ongoing, individualized feedback throughout the year. We examine whether the MTC 

program improved teachers’ instructional practices as captured by a range of measures including 

classroom observations, principal evaluations, and student surveys.  

We find that MTC teachers made large improvements to their instructional practices 

compared to control-group teachers who had access to standard professional development 

opportunities. Experienced outside observers rated MTC teachers half a standard deviation 

higher on each of the two domains captured by an internally developed observational instrument 

that measures the degree to which students achieve the lesson aim and the classroom behavioral 

climate. Principals judged MTC teachers to be more effective than control-group teachers. 

Students perceived MTC teachers to be more effective at challenging them with rigorous work. 

These gains in instructional effectiveness come at an estimated cost of $9,000 per coached 

teacher with a ratio of ten teachers per coach. While these program costs are larger than typical 

expenditures for professional development, they compare favorably to other educational 

interventions on a cost per effect-size basis (Kane & Staiger, 2002; Krueger, 2002). 

In the following sections, we review the evidence on professional development and 

teacher coaching. We then describe the MTC program, our sample of teachers, and our 

experimental design. Next, we present our analytic approach and preliminary findings. Finally, 
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we examine potential threats to the validity of our findings and discuss the implications of our 

results for policy and practice. 

 

II. Background  

The Theory and Practice of Professional Development  

 Professional development (PD) is standard practice in schools across the United States, 

with over 90 percent of schools providing time for PD during regular school hours (Choy, Chen, 

Bugarin, & Broughman, 2006). Under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, schools 

that receive Title I funding are required to allocate 10% of these funds for school-wide 

professional development (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009). According to survey data from the 

U.S. Department of Education, roughly 40% of the $2.67 billion provided to states in 2008/09 

under the teacher quality provision of No Child Left Behind (Title II, Part A) was spent on 

professional development activities (US Department of Education, 2009). No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) stipulates that these funds should be spent on development opportunities that are 

“sustained, intensive, and classroom-focused…and are not one-day or short-term workshops or 

conferences” (ESEA, 2001, p.1963).   

The broad theory of change behind professional develop holds that PD programs build 

teacher knowledge and skills, that these skills will improve classroom teaching, and that 

improved instruction will lead to increased student achievement (Scher & O’Reilly, 2010; Yoon 

et al., 2007). Given the breadth of possible professional development programs available to 

schools and teachers, researchers have sought to identify specific programmatic components and 

conditions under which PD programs produce measurable improvements in academic 

achievement. Based on their review of the literature, Scher and O’Reilly (2010) argue that 
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successful professional development programs provide instructional support and teach 

understanding of how students learn. In addition, a number of authors argue that professional 

development focused on enhancing teachers’ content knowledge, particularly in mathematics and 

science, can improve student achievement (Hill, 2007; Scher & O’Reilly, 2010).  

Empirical Evidence on Professional Development  

Despite an intuitive theory of change and some notable successes (see Yoon et al., 2007), 

much of the literature on professional development shows that program quality is highly variable 

(Choy, Chen, Bugarin, & Broughman, 2006; Hill, 2007) and that even the highest quality 

programs do not always result in improvements in teacher effectiveness or student achievement. 

Teachers themselves report mixed experiences with PD. Despite NCLB’s emphasis on long-term 

and intensive training, more than nine out of 10 teachers report participating in short-term PD 

workshops or conferences (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009), Over 50% of respondents in a 

nationally representative survey of teachers did not agree that PD actually made them better 

teachers (Farkas, Johnson, & Duffet, 2003).  

In a recent review of the empirical literature, Yoon et al. (2007) found that only nine out 

of over 1,300 studies on PD used research designs that supported causal inferences.   Among the 

nine studies that met rigorous standards of experimental research, only four found consistently 

positive and statistically significant effect of PD after estimates were adjusted for the clustering 

of students within teachers and schools appropriately.  Since this review, findings from three 

large-scale studies have raised further questions about the value of investments in professional 

development. 

 Garet and his colleagues (2008, 2011) conducted three large-scale randomized control 

trials of intensive professional development programs that provided over 100 hours of support to 
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teachers. In the former study, the authors examined two programs meant to improve teachers’ 

knowledge of reading principles and instruction strategies in high-poverty schools across six 

districts. While both programs generated positive impacts on teachers’ knowledge of elements of 

reading instruction, neither produced higher test scores in reading. In the latter study, the authors 

examined an intensive mathematics program geared toward rational number topics. Findings 

indicate that the program did not improve teacher knowledge of rational number topics nor did it 

improve student achievement in mathematics.  

Most recently, Harris and Sass (2011) conducted a quasi-experimental study of 

professional development using a rich panel of data from Florida public schools. Unlike previous 

non-experimental studies, the authors were able to control for unobserved student, teacher, and 

school characteristics that often confound estimates of program effects in observational studies. 

They found that professional development was not associated with teacher productivity, with the 

possible exception of middle school mathematics teachers.  

Researchers put forth a variety of explanations for why evidence on professional 

development is characterized by inconsistent findings and insignificant results. First, researchers 

assert that professional development must be time-intensive (Wenglinksy, 2002). Based on their 

review, Yoon et al. (2007) found that only those programs that lasted longer than 14 hours had 

positive impacts on student outcomes. Second, scholars critique schools for providing 

professional development at the school or department level rather than at the classroom level, 

leading to programs that are divorced from specific classroom contexts. Instead, Little (2001) 

advocates for professional development focused on specific instructional challenges in individual 

classrooms. Lastly, scholars argue that successful professional development programs must view 

and engage teacher learning as a dynamic process, much like student learning. In order to do so, 



PRELIMINARY DRAFT: Do not cite or quote without permission from the authors 

 

9 

 

teacher learning must be active.  For example, teachers may engage directly with student work, 

obtain direct feedback on their instruction, or review materials from their own classrooms (Garet 

et al., 2001; Desimone, Porter, Garet, Yoon, & Birman, 2002; Putnam & Borko, 2000). 

Individualized Teacher Coaching 

 In recent years, scholars and practitioners have responded to the critiques of professional 

development by re-envisioning it in the form of individualized and sustained teacher coaching 

programs. Coaching programs are characterized by their focus on providing individually tailored 

feedback to teachers about their actual classroom practices. This approach has been most widely 

adopted in professional development for literacy instructors, such as Reading First, a large 

federal program. However, the current literature on coaching is largely descriptive and 

documents inconsistent evidence of the relationship between literacy coaching, teachers’ 

instructional practices, and student achievement (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009).  

To our knowledge, there exists only one evaluation of a teacher-coaching program that 

uses a rigorous experimental design. Allen, Pianta, Gregory, Mikami, and Lun (2011) present 

evidence from a randomized evaluation of the My Teacher Partner-Secondary program. 

Treatment teachers participated in an initial workshop-based training and ongoing phone 

conversations with instructional coaches twice a month. During each biweekly phone call, 

teachers and coaches reviewed videotaped lessons using the Classroom Assessment Scoring 

System (CLASS) rubric. These conversations focused on improving student-teacher interactions, 

which the authors hypothesized would improve student outcomes through increased student 

motivation and effort. The authors found a positive impact of 0.22 standard deviations on state 

standardized tests in the post-intervention year. 



PRELIMINARY DRAFT: Do not cite or quote without permission from the authors 

 

10 

 

We build on this work by evaluating the effect of a time-intensive, individualized 

coaching program focused on improving teachers’ classroom management and instructional 

practices, both of which are cited as important mechanisms behind improvements in student 

outcomes (Freiberg, Huzinec, & Templeton, 2009; Kane, Taylor, Tyler, & Wooten, 2010).  

 

III. Research Design 

MATCH Teacher Coaching 

The MTC coaching program is centered on a skills-based approach to teaching. Coaches 

work with teachers to identify and set instructional practice improvement goals in several key 

areas: behavior management, classroom climate, lesson planning and execution, productive use 

of class time, and student engagement. Coaches also work with teachers to improve the 

efficiency and effectiveness of their out-of-class practices including homework and test grading, 

data management, and relationship building with parents and students.  

Participating teachers attended a four-day training workshop during the summer and then 

worked individually with one of three experienced coaches for at least three full weeks during 

the school year. Coaches set rigorous expectations for teacher growth and evaluated teachers’ 

progress through formative assessments on the classroom observation rubric developed by the 

coaching program. Coaches also helped teachers to identify daily and weekly goals, to assess the 

extent to which teachers met these goals, and to use these assessments to identify future growth 

areas. Teachers communicated with coaches about their progress every one-to-two weeks 

between coaching sessions. In contrast to many recent professional development efforts, MTC 

does not teach specific content knowledge (Desimone et al., 2002; Garet, Porter, Desimone, 

Birman, & Yoon, 2001; Hill, 2007; Scher & O’Reilly, 2010).  The program’s focus on 
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instructional practices rather than specific academic content allowed coaches to serve teachers 

across a wide range of grades and subjects.  

Sample 

MTC coaches worked in partnership with New Schools for New Orleans to recruit 

teachers employed at charter schools across the Recovery School District. Teachers of all 

subjects and grade levels were encouraged to participate. Recruitment efforts focused on early 

and mid-career teachers, a population known to require on-site support and assistance (Kaufman, 

Johnson, Kardos, Liu, & Peske, 2002). In all, 91 teachers expressed some level of initial interest 

in the program. MTC staff chose to limit the pool of teachers who would be eligible to receive 

coaching to only those teachers who expressed high levels of interest in the program.
1
 This 

restriction resulted in a final sample of 59 teachers.  

Among the final sample, teachers taught at 21 schools operated by 13 different charter 

management organizations.  These schools included six elementary schools, eight K-8 schools, 

four middle schools, one grade 6-12 school, and two high schools – all of which enrolled 

between 300 and 600 students.
2
  All schools except one opened after Hurricane Katrina in 2005, 

and all worked with student populations that were predominantly African-American and low-

income.   

Participating teachers were early to mid-career teachers who taught students ranging from 

kindergarteners to 12th graders across all core academic subjects. In Table 1, we present 

descriptive statistics for the full sample of teachers. In the full sample, 75% were female, 76% 

were white, and 17% were African-American. Over three-fourths of the teachers entered the 

                                                           
1
 Seven points or higher on a scale of 1-10 as assessed by coaches during an informational interview. 

2
 Some teachers changed schools between the time of recruitment/randomization during the 2010/11 school year and 

the 2011/12 school year. During the coaching year, teachers worked in 19 different schools, including three 

additional charter management organizations within the Recovery School District and as one school from the 

Jefferson Parish School District. 
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profession through alternative licensure programs, such as Teach for American or TeachNOLA, 

and attended an undergraduate institution whose admissions process is rated as “Very 

Competitive” or higher by Barron’s rankings.  Including the coaching year, 27% of teachers were 

in their first or second year, 42% were in their third or fourth year, and 31% were in their fifth 

year of teaching or higher. Twenty-two percent of teachers held a master’s degree. 

Experimental Design 

Among the 59 teachers who expressed high levels of interest in coaching and obtained 

the support of their principals to participate, we randomly assigned half to receive an offer of 

coaching using a blocked randomized design. Blocking on the schools teachers taught at in 

2010/2011 allowed us to accomplish two primary goals. First, it ensured that any treatment effect 

would not be confounded by the dominant effect of teachers at one or two schools should a 

majority of those teachers end up in the treatment or control condition due to sampling 

idiosyncrasies. Second, it guaranteed that approximately half of the teachers in each school 

would receive coaching, something that could not be ensured under a simple randomized design.  

Data & Measures 

Two sources of qualitative data allowed us to assess in the content and methods used 

during coaching sessions. First, we examined emails that teachers sent to their coaches and 

school leaders outlining what they worked on and what they planned to focus on in the future. 

We coded these emails using five key focus areas that emerged from the data: (1) behavior 

management, focused on implementing effective classroom management systems and 

techniques; (2) instructional practices, focused on planning and delivering high-quality 

instruction aligned with the lesson aim; (3) student engagement, focused on increasing student 

participation in whole-class discussion and group work; (4) classroom productivity, focused on 
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improving the timing and pacing of lessons; and (5) classroom climate, focused on creating a 

positive classroom environment conducive to learning. We also analyzed coaching logs in which 

the coaches described the tools and techniques that they used with teachers during debriefing 

sessions. These included: (1) direct feedback, (2) lesson planning, (3) watching a video of 

instruction, (4) unpacking beliefs around teaching, (5) management planning, (6) reviewing 

action steps, (7) collecting data, (8) books, (9) practice of skills, and (10) personal time 

management.  

In order to assess the causal effect of MTC on teacher effectiveness, we utilize three 

primary outcome measures that capture specific teacher behaviors and instructional practices: 

ratings on a classroom observation protocol developed by MATCH, composite ratings of 

teachers’ effectiveness as assessed by their principals using a questionnaire designed for this 

purpose, and composite ratings of teachers’ effectiveness as assessed by their students using the 

TRIPOD survey. Following the recommendations outlined by Schochet (2008), we identified a 

parsimonious set of outcomes during the experimental design process that we use in our core 

confirmatory analyses in order to mitigate the threat of multiple hypothesis testing. We describe 

each of these measures and the specific outcome variables we construct below:  

MATCH Classroom Observation Rubric: The MATCH rubric is comprised of two overall 

codes, Overall Achievement of Lesson Aim and Overall Behavioral Climate. Each code is scored 

holistically on a scale of 1-10 based on key indicators throughout the lesson. Indicators for 

Behavioral Climate include time on task, transitions, and student responses to teacher 

corrections. Indicators for Achievement of Lesson Aim include clarity and rigor of the aim, 

alignment of student practice, and assessment and feedback (see Appendix A for the full 

instrument). Two experienced outside observers who were blind to treatment status rated each 
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teacher in the study on separate occasions. After receiving training on how to use the instrument, 

raters achieved high levels of one-off agreement with the director of MCT (80% for 

Achievement of Lesson Aim and 100% for Behavioral climate) on the 10-point scale.
3
  We 

create teacher scores by averaging raw scores across raters and then standardizing that average to 

be mean zero and standard deviation one.  

Principal Survey: We utilize a principal survey adapted from surveys developed by Jacob 

and Lefgren (2008) and Harris and Sass (2009).  We ask principals to rate teachers’ performance 

on ten elements of teaching practice from 1-9 where 1 is inadequate, 5 is average, and 9 is 

exceptional.  Performance areas include: Overall Effectiveness, Dedication and Work Ethic, 

Organization, Classroom Management, Time Management in Class, Time on Task in Class, 

Relationships with Students, Communication with Parents, Collaboration with Colleagues, and 

Relationships with Administrators. Principals also rate teachers’ overall effectiveness by placing 

them in a given quintile of all the teachers at their school (see Appendix B for full instrument). 

We create a composite score of teacher effectiveness by averaging scores across the 11 items 

above and then standardized this composite score to be mean zero and standard deviation one. 

Because the item identifying the quintile of effectiveness is on a different scale than the other 10 

items (1 to 5), we first rescale it before averaging across items. 

 TRIPOD Student Survey: The TRIPOD survey is comprised of items designed to capture 

students’ opinions about their teacher’s instructional practices. Measures of teacher effectiveness 

are categorized into seven domains or “C’s”: Care, Clarify, Control, Challenge, Captivate, 

Confer, and Consolidate. In addition, the survey asks students about their level of academic and 

social engagement in class. We focus our confirmatory analysis on two specific measures, 

                                                           
3
 Other observational instruments with similar scale point ranges also report inter-rater reliability with a one-off 

percent agreement statistic. See Bell, Gitomer, McCaffrey, et al., (2012) for discussion with regard to the CLASS 

protocol, which has a seven-point scale. 
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Control and Challenge, which ask students about the behavioral climate and the level of 

academic rigor in their class and were found to be most predictive of student achievement gains 

(MET Project, 2010). Following the practices of the TRIPOD project, we derive scores for each 

of the 7C’s by standardizing Likert-scale response options for each item and calculating the 

mean response across items.
4
 We then standardize teachers’ average score for each of the 7C’s to 

be mean zero and standard deviation one.  

Our confirmatory analyses consist of five main variables outlined above: the two 

dimensions from the MATCH rubric, a composite measure of teachers’ effectiveness as rated by 

their principal, and two composite measures from the TRIPOD survey. We create a summary 

index of a teachers’ effectiveness by averaging across these five scores in order to increase our 

statistical power and further guard against “false positives” (Anderson 2008; Kling, Liebman & 

Katz, 2007). We weight each measure such that all three data sources are given equal weight in 

the summary index.  

We also conduct a variety of exploratory analyses to understand better the effect of MTC 

coaching on specific instructional practices. These measures include item-level analysis using the 

principal and student surveys, as well as item-level analysis of a teacher self-evaluation survey 

identical to the principal survey described above (see Appendix C for full instrument). 

Data Analyses 

We estimate the effect of MTC on our outcomes of interest using Ordinary Least Squares 

(OLS) regression. We interpret estimates from our analyses as Average Treatment Effects (ATE) 

given that every teacher who was offered coaching, except two who withdrew prior to the 

2011/12 school year, fully participated in the program. These two teachers who were offered 

                                                           
4
 The TRIPOD survey has three forms: Early Elementary (grades K-2), Upper Elementary (3-5), and Secondary (6-

12).  The Early Elementary form has raw scales from 1-3, which we rescaled to match the other forms. 
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coaching are censored from our dataset because one left teaching and moved out of state while 

the other switched schools and chose to withdraw from the study. Using Y to represent a given 

teacher-level outcome of interest, we fit the following model: 

 

                                  (1) 

 

for teacher j in school s at time t. We include a baseline measure of our outcome variable,       , 

when available, to increase the precision of our estimates. We also include fixed effects for the 

schools that teachers taught at in the previous year,       , to account appropriately for our 

blocked randomized design. We estimate standard errors corrected for the clustering of teachers 

within schools.  

For our outcomes on the TRIPOD survey, we fit an analogous student-level model for 

student i: 

 

                             (2) 

 

We again include a set of indicator variables for our randomization, but omit a baseline measure 

of TRIPOD because of the financial costs of collecting these data. In both models, the coefficient 

  on the indictor for whether a teacher was randomly offered the opportunity to participate in 

MTC is our parameter of interest. A positive and statistically significant estimate of   would 

suggest that participating in MTC improved teachers’ effectiveness. We estimate standard errors 

clustered by school rather than fitting a multilevel model to account for the three-level nature of 

the data where students are nested within teachers within school because of the potential for 
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random effects to underestimate standard errors in small samples (Angrist & Piske, 2009, 

p.223).
5
   

 

IV. Preliminary Findings  

Descriptive Evidence on MTC Implementation  

Overall, the MTC program was implemented with a high degree of fidelity to the original 

coaching plan. Teachers received between three and five total weeks of coaching, with 82% of 

teachers receiving four weeks. Coaches reported that variation in the number of weeks of 

coaching that teachers’ received was a result of scheduling difficulties or the need for additional 

support. Seventy-five percent of teachers worked with the same coach throughout the academic 

year.  

We analyzed teachers’ emails and coaches’ logs to assess the content and methods used 

during coaching sessions. In Table 2, we present five key focus areas that emerged from these 

data along with common examples of activities that we categorized under each focus area.
6
 For 

example, some teachers who focused on behavior management worked on implementing a 

consequence/reward system or monitoring students by moving throughout the classroom; some 

teachers who focused on instructional practices worked on aligning activities to the overall 

lesson aim and on writing an exit tickets to assess student understanding of the aim. In Figure 1, 

we show the proportion of total week-long coaching sessions in which each focus area was 

addressed, as well as the proportion of teachers who ever worked on a particular focus area.
7
 

                                                           
5
 Multilevel models with school and teacher random effects result in somewhat smaller standard errors than our OLS 

cluster-corrected standard errors.  
6
 Of the 116 cumulative weeks of coaching, we obtained data on 111 weeks, with missing data for 12 teachers due to 

the fact that they did not send emails. Of these 12 teachers, three did not send emails for two weeks of coaching, and 

the rest missed just one week. 
7
 Since teachers worked on multiple areas in a given week, proportions across focus areas do not sum to one. 



PRELIMINARY DRAFT: Do not cite or quote without permission from the authors 

 

18 

 

Over the course of the academic year, teachers and coaches focused predominantly on behavior 

management and instruction, with 62% of all sessions covering the former and 59% the latter. 

Ninety-three percent of teachers received coaching on behavior management and instruction in at 

least one session.  

The degree to which teachers were coached in these two areas varied widely across 

teachers depending on their specific needs. As illustrated in Figure 2, some teachers never 

worked on behavior management or concentrated on it for only a week, while others spent most 

or even all of their coaching sessions on classroom management issues. The content of the 

coaching sessions also changed over the course of the academic year. Figure 3 shows how the 

distribution of focus areas changed over time with the most notable change being a decreased 

focus on behavior management from 37% of the session focus areas in week one to only 20% of 

the session focus areas in week four. Conversely, coaching sessions became increasingly 

dedicated to improving teachers’ instructional practices over the academic year, moving from 

23% of the session focus areas initially to 32% by week four of coaching.  

Next, we present the frequency with which coaches used different instructional 

techniques with teachers. In Figure 4, we show the proportion of week-long coaching sessions 

where coaches utilized a given tool, as well as the proportion of teachers with whom a tool was 

ever used.
8
 Coaches provided direct feedback in 78% of sessions such that all but one teacher 

received some form of direct feedback. The second and third most commonly used techniques 

were lesson planning and review of videotaped lessons.  

Confirmatory Analyses 

We begin by examining the validity of our randomization process by comparing the 

demographic characteristics of teachers assigned to treatment and control groups. The results 

                                                           
8
 Proportions do not sum to one because coaches used multiple tools in a single session. 
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reported in Table 2 provide strong evidence that the randomization process was implemented 

with fidelity. Differences in mean values across the treatment and control groups are small and 

insignificant for each measure. Furthermore, a joint-test of the significance of all demographic 

variables fails to reject the null hypothesis that these characteristics differ between treatment and 

control groups (F=0.48, p=.88).
  We then examine whether there existed meaningful variation in 

teacher effectiveness across our sample of teachers for whom we have outcome data. 

Distributions of ratings on the MATCH classroom observation rubric (Figure 5 Panel A) and 

principal surveys (Panel B) suggest that our sample of teachers captures a wide range of teacher 

effectiveness at baseline. 

Changes in average scores over time on the MATCH rubric and on the principal and 

teacher surveys all point to greater gains for MTC teachers as compared to teachers in the control 

group. In Figures 6 and 7, we present simple averages for MTC and control-group teachers at 

baseline (in blue) and then at the end of the year (in red). On average, treatment-group teachers 

improved 1.26 and 1.47 scale points more on the MATCH rubric domains, achievement of the 

lesson aim and behavioral climate, than control-group teachers. Principals rated teachers who 

received coaching as 0.60 scale points higher than they started at baseline on a composite 

measure of effectiveness, while teachers who participated in traditional professional 

development opportunities only improved by 0.31 points. Changes in MTC teachers’ 

assessments of their own effectiveness show average gains of 0.71 scale points, while control-

group teachers rated themselves no differently from fall to spring.   

Using our full regression framework, we find that MTC increases teachers’ effectiveness 

across a range of measures and practices. These estimates differ from the simple averages 

described above in that they are weighted averages of the treatment effects estimated in each of 
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our small experiments within individual schools. As shown in Table 3, MTC teachers scored 

0.68 standard deviations (sd) higher than control group teachers (p=.001) on our summary index 

of teacher effectiveness. Across individual instruments, we find that MTC had a consistently 

positive, and sometimes large, effect on teacher effectiveness. Trained classroom observers rated 

coached teachers 0.49 (p=.06) and 0.59 sd (p=.03) higher on achievement of the lesson aim and 

classroom behavioral climate (corresponding, respectively, to 1.0 and 1.34 scale points on the 

instrument). Principals rated teachers who received MTC coaching 0.29 sd (p=.10) higher on a 

composite measure of effectiveness (corresponding to 0.29 scale points) although we do not have 

the statistical power to distinguish this effect from zero under conservative levels of statistical 

significance. It is important to note that principals were not blind to treatment. This could 

potentially bias principal evaluations scores if, for example, principals were inclined to rate 

teachers who participated in coaching more favorably.  

 Similar to outside observers and principals, students also rated teachers who received 

coaching as more effective at challenging them with rigorous work.  Students who were taught 

by MTC teachers rated them as 0.33 sd (p=.003) more effective on the Challenge composite 

score of the TRIPOD survey.
9
 In order to illustrate the magnitude of these effects intuitively, we 

estimate the effect of MATCH teacher coaching on one single item for which the question steam 

was identical across all versions of the student survey: “In this class, we learn a lot almost every 

day.” We find that receiving teacher coaching increased the probability that a student agreed 

with this statement by over 8 percentage points (p=.02). Estimated treatment effects for the 

Control composite were positive but indistinguishable from zero (0.13 sd, p=.44).
10

 Although we 

                                                           
9
 Student survey data was collected for all 52 teachers who remained in the study.  Sets of student surveys for two 

teachers were lost in the mail and are missing completely at random.  
10

 Following Balch (2012), we test the sensitivity of our TRIPOD results to two different response screening 

procedures.  We flag items whose responses are far from the class mean (1 sd for early elementary and 1.5 sd for 
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do not yet know the direct effect of coaching on student achievement, the positive impacts of 

coaching on students’ perceptions of their classroom experiences suggest that individualized 

coaching raises student achievement; the Measures of Effective Teaching (2012) study 

documented how higher ratings on the TRIPOD student survey were predictive of higher value-

added to student achievement. 

Exploratory Analyses 

Analyzing the effect of MTC on specific survey items as rated by principals and as self-

assessed by teachers suggests the program had a concentrated effect on several aspects of 

instructional and professional practice. In Table 4, we present estimates and confidence intervals 

for each of these items. Principals saw the biggest improvement in teachers’ ability to use time 

effectively in class (0.62 sd [0.77 scale points], p=.004. According to teachers’ self-reports, 

coaching most improved teachers’ organization (0.51 sd [0.77 scale points], p=.09). 

When we expand our analyses of the impact of MTC to include the full set of 7C’s 

captured on the TRIPOD survey, we find strong evidence that students’ perceived improvements 

among MTC teachers on a wide range of instructional practices. In Table 5, we find consistent 

positive effects across all other domains of the TRIPOD instrument ranging from 0.16 to 0.30 sd. 

These include measures of how well a teacher Captivates, Cares, Clarifies, Confers, and 

Consolidates as well as students’ perceptions of their own Effort. 

 

V. Threats to Validity 

Attrition 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
upper elementary and secondary), and/or flag students who show no variation in their responses. We find that our 

results are robust to dropping students who are above the 95
th

 percentile in percent of items left blank, who are 

above the 95
th

 percentile of items flagged due to being far from the class mean, or who show no variation in item 

responses. We present findings using all available data as our preferred analysis. 
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 We examine the potential threat that sample attrition poses by conducting a variety of 

tests and robustness checks. Seven out of the 59 teachers in our study were censored from our 

analysis (2 MTC teachers and 5 control teachers) because they left teaching, withdrew 

participation, or moved to a new school that did not grant us access. A pattern of differential 

attrition across teachers in the treatment and control groups could potentially explain away our 

results. For example, if less effective treatment-group teachers left the study or if more effective 

control-group teachers left the study our results would be biased upwards. We first explore this 

issue by examining whether the relationship between the probability of attriting and baseline 

teacher characteristics differed across teachers in the MTC and control groups based on observed 

demographic characteristics. We do this by regressing each demographic characteristic on an 

indicator for attriting, an indicator for MTC teachers, and their interaction. We report the 

parameter estimates associated with these interaction terms which test for differential attrition in 

Table 6. We find no evidence of differential attrition across any of the observed teacher 

characteristics, suggesting that those teachers who left the study were not systematically different 

across the treatment and control groups. 

 As a further robustness check, we re-estimate treatment effects using our full sample of 

59 teachers by imputing missing data for teachers who left the study. We follow Kling, Liebman 

and Katz (2007) by imputing baseline and outcome means within each experimental group and 

re-estimating our results in the full sample (Table 3, column 2). Our results are largely consistent 

with our primary analyses with the exception of the principal rating which is attenuated and no 

longer marginally significant. As a second approach, we impute missing data for baseline and 

outcome measures of effectiveness using multiple imputation following Rubin (1987). We create 

10 replication data sets where missing data for individual teachers are imputed using teacher 
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characteristics and an indicator for treatment status (Table 3, column 3). Again, we find that our 

results are largely unchanged. Overall, we interpret the results of these tests as strong evidence 

that our findings cannot be explained away by differential sample attrition. 

Spillover Effects 

 Given our blocked design in which teachers were randomized to treatment versus control 

groups within schools, it is likely that control-group teachers were exposed to elements of 

coaching through their colleagues. Analyses of end-of-study teacher surveys indicate that 10 of 

the 25 control-group teachers who remained in the study and in their schools did learn about 

MTC techniques from their colleagues who received coaching; eight control-group teachers said 

that they used MTC techniques in their own classrooms. In addition, coaches indicated that 

several principals incorporated MATCH teacher coaching techniques into their school-wide 

professional development. These data suggest that our estimated treatment effects likely 

understate the full effect of MTC. 

 

VI. Conclusion  

Improving the instructional practices of the 3.5 million teachers in classrooms across the 

United States will be central to any large-scale effort to increase teacher effectiveness in public 

schools. However, studies repeatedly find that professional development, as it is practiced in 

most public schools, does little to change teachers’ classroom practices or improve student 

achievement. For most teachers, professional development is the act of attending workshops on 

new instructional materials or pedagogical techniques with their colleagues. Calls for reform 

have narrowed the size and scope of these activities to focus on the content or challenges of 

grade- or subject-specific teams. Some districts and schools are replacing independent providers 



PRELIMINARY DRAFT: Do not cite or quote without permission from the authors 

 

24 

 

of professional development content with experienced teachers and instructional leaders with 

local expertise. Student work and assessment data are being injected into the discussion in new 

and innovative ways. None of these reforms, however, have changed the core organizing 

principles of professional development: that it is generalized across teachers or teams, often 

abstracted from an individual teacher’s own classroom context, and brief.   

Findings from this study, combined with those of Allen et al. (2011), should call into 

question these longstanding features of professional development. While My Teaching Partner 

differs from MATCH Teacher Coaching in important ways, the two programs share a common 

framework for professional development that is marked by individualization, classroom-based 

work, and a sustained, in-depth focus throughout the academic year. These organizing principles 

are a fundamental departure from the cornerstones on which the professional development 

infrastructure was built in public education. In contrast to the vast majority of literature on 

professional development, we find that teacher coaching can enhance teachers’ classroom 

practices dramatically. Outside observers, principals, and students all rated teachers who 

received coaching as more effective than those who participated in standard professional 

development activities provided by their schools. MATCH teacher coaches work one-on-one to 

help teachers identify and implement specific ways in which they could improve their behavior 

management, classroom climate and productivity, instructional techniques, and student 

engagement. This individualization makes coaching widely applicable to early and mid-career 

teachers across grades and subjects.  

We argue that the broad scope of teacher coaching can provide a viable alternative to 

school-wide professional development programing. An expanded role for expert coaches would 

also offer teachers a new opportunity on the professional career ladder that directly capitalizes on 
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their classroom expertise and does not require them to abandon the classroom for an 

administrative position. This does not mean that all master teachers would also be expert 

coaches. Which characteristics and experiences best prepare someone to become an expert coach 

remains an open question. 

In addition, teacher coaching points to the potential for technology to remake the core 

practices of teacher development. The My Teacher Partner program was conducted entirely 

through a web-based platform. Both programs relied heavily on videotaped lessons of teachers to 

facilitate discussions about specific instructional practices that teachers could improve upon. 

Videos allowed coaches to focus narrowly on instruction in the context of the classroom setting 

and to avoid unproductive disagreements about what they observed as compared to how a 

teacher remembered a lesson. Such practices are likely to spread as handheld digital video 

recorders become increasingly affordable and better able to capture activities and discussions. 

Professional development programming in public schools supports a multibillion dollar 

industry. The choices policymakers and administrators make when allocating these funds are 

critical in a time when public education funding has been undercut by a prolonged recession. 

This study provides strong evidence of the effect of individualized teacher coaching among a 

group of early- to mid-career teachers in New Orleans charter schools. We still do not know 

whether MATCH Teacher Coaching can be equally effective among teachers in traditional 

public schools and across a wider variety of contexts, or whether these effects are sustained over 

time. Answering these questions will take time, but the evidence-to-date suggests doing so will 

be a valuable investment. 

     



PRELIMINARY DRAFT: Do not cite or quote without permission from the authors 

 

26 

 

References 

Anderson, M.L. (2008). Multiple inference and gender differences in the effects of early  

intervention: A reevaluation of the Abecedarian, Perry Preschool, and Early Training 

Projects. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 103, 1481-1495. 

 

Angrist, J.D., & Pischke, J.S. (2009). Mostly harmless econometrics: An empiricist’s  

companion. Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ. 

 

Allen, J. P., Pianta, R. C., Gregory, A., Mikami, A. Y., & Lun, J. (2011). An interaction-based 

approach to enhancing secondary school instruction and student achievement. Science, 

333, 1034-1037. 

 

Balch, R. T. (2012). The validation of a student survey on teacher practice. (Unpublished 

doctoral dissertation). Graduate School of Vanderbilt University, Nashville, TN. 

 

Bell, C. A., Gitomer, D. H., McCaffrey, D. F., Hamre, B. K., Pianta, R. C., & Qi, Y. (2012). An 

argument approach to observation protocol validity. Educational Assessment, 17(2-3). 

 

Bloom, H. S. (1984). Accounting for No-shows in Experimental Evaluation Designs. Evaluation 

Review, 8(2), 225-246.  

 

Chetty, R., Friedman, J.N., & Rockoff, J.E. (2011). The long-term impacts of teachers: Teacher 

value-added and student outcomes in adulthood. NBER Working Paper No. 17699. 

 

Choy, S. P., Chen, X., Bugarin, R., & Broughman, S. P. (2006). Teacher professional 

development in 1999-2000: What teachers, principals, and district staff report. Statistical 

analysis report. Washington, D. C.: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 

Education Statistics. 

 

Darling-Hammond, L., Wei, R. C., Andree, A., Richardson, N., & Orphanos, S. (2009). 

Professional learning in the learning profession: A status report on teacher development 

in the United States and abroad. Palo Alto, CA: National Staff Development Council and 

The School Redesign Network, Stanford University. 

 

Desimone, L., Porter, A., Garet, M., Yoon, K. S., & Birman, B. (2002). Effects of professional 

development on teachers’ instruction: Results from a three-year longitudinal study. 

Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 24(81), 81–112. 

 

Deussen, T., Coskie, T., Robinson, L., & Autio, E. (2007). “Coach” can mean many things: Five 

categories of literacy coaches in Reading First. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 

Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Evaluation and 

Regional Assistance. 

 

Farkas, S., Johnson, J., & Duffett, A. (2003). Stand by me: What teachers really think about 

unions, merit pay, and other professional matters. New York: Public Agenda. 



PRELIMINARY DRAFT: Do not cite or quote without permission from the authors 

 

27 

 

 

Freiberg, H. J., Huzinec, C. A., & Templeton, S. M. (2009). Classroom management – a pathway 

to student achievement: A study of fourteen inner-city elementary schools. Elementary 

School Journal, 110(1), 63-80. 

 

Garet, M. S., Cronen, S., Eaton, M., Kurki, A., Ludwig, M., Jones, W., Uekawa, K., Falk, A., 

Bloom, H. S., Doolittle, F., Zhu, P., & Sztejnberg, L. (2008). The impact of two 

professional development interventions on early reading instruction and achievement. 

Washington, D. C.: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education 

Statistics. 

 

Garet, M. S., Porter, A. C., Desimone, L., Birman, B. F., & Yoon, K. S. (2001). What makes 

professional development effective? Results from a national sample of teachers. 

American Educational Research Journal, 38(4), 915-945. 

 

Garet, M. S., Wayne, A. J., Stancavage, F., Taylor, J., Eaton, M., Walters, K., Song, M., Brown, 

S., Hurlburt, S., Zhu, P., Sepanik, S., & Doolittle, F. (2011). Middle school mathematics 

professional development impact study: Findings after the second year of 

implementation. Washington, D. C.: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 

Education Statistics. 

 

Gordan, R., Kane, T.J., & Staiger, D.O. (2006). Identifying effective teachers using performance 

on the job. Hamilton Discussion Paper 2006-01. The Brookings Institution. 

 

Harris, D.N., & Sass, T.R. (2009). What makes for a good teacher and who can tell? CALDER 

Working Paper No. 30 

 

Harris, D. N., & Sass, T. R. (2011). Teacher training, teacher quality, and student achievement.  

Journal of Public Economics, 95, 798-812. 

 

Hill, H. C. (2007). Learning in the teacher workforce. Future of Children, 17(1), 111-127. 

 

Jacob B.A., & Lefgren L. (2008). Can principals identify effective teachers? Evidence on 

subjective performance evaluation in education. Journal of Labor Economics, 20(1), 101-

136. 

 

Kane, T. J., & Staiger, D. O. (2002). The promise and pitfalls of using imprecise school 

accountability measures. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 16(4), 91-114. 

 

Kane, T. J., Taylor, E. S., Tyler, J. H., & Wooten, A. L. (2010). Identifying effective classroom 

practices using student achievement data. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of 

Economic Research. 

 

Kaufman, D., Johnson, S. M., Kardos, S. M., Liu, E., & Peske, H. G. (2002). “Lost at sea”: New 

teachers’ experiences with curriculum and assessment. Teachers College Record, 104(2), 

273-300. 



PRELIMINARY DRAFT: Do not cite or quote without permission from the authors 

 

28 

 

 

Kling, J.R., Liebman, J.B., & Katz, L.F. (2007). Experimental analysis of neighborhood effects.  

Econometrica, 75, 83-119. 

 

Krueger, A. B. (2002). Economic considerations and class size. Working Paper 9975. 

Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.  

 

Little, J. (2001). Professional development in the pursuit of school reform. In A. Lieberman & L. 

Miller (Eds.), Teachers caught in the action (pp. 23-44). New York: Teachers College 

Press. 

 

Measures of Effective Teaching Project (2012). Gathering feedback for teaching: Combining 

high-quality observations with student surveys and achievement gains. Seattle, WA: The 

Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. 

 

Measures of Effective Teaching Project. (2010). Learning about teaching. The Bill & Melinda 

Gates Foundation.  

 

Miles, K. H., Odden, A., Fermanich, M., Archibald, S., & Gallagher, A. (2011). Inside the black 

box of professional development spending: Lessons from comparing five urban districts. 

Journal of Education Finance, 30(1), 1-26.  

 

Putnam, R. T., & Borko, H. (2000). What do new views of knowledge and thinking have to say 

about research on teacher learning? Educational Researcher, 29(1), 4-15. 

 

Rivkin, G., Hanushek E., & Kain, J. (2005). Teachers, schools, and academic achievement. 

Econometrica, 73(2), 417-458. 

 

Rockoff, J.E. (2004). The impact of individual teachers on student achievement: Evidence from 

panel data. American Economic Review, 94(2), 247-252. 

 

Rubin, Donald. 1987. Multiple imputation for nonresponsive in surveys. New York: Wiley &  

Sons Inc. 

Scher, L., & O’Reilly, F. (2009). Professional development for K-12 math and science teachers: 

What do we really know? Journal of Research on Educational Effectiveness, 2(3), 209-

249. 

 

Schochet, P. Z. (2008). Technical methods report: Guidelines for multiple testing in impact 

evaluations. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education 

Sciences, National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance. 

 

United States Department of Education (2009). Findings from the 2008-09 Survey on the Use of 

Funds Under Title II, Part A July 2009. Retrieved February 16, 2012 from: 

http://www.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/2009findings.doc 

 

http://www.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/2009findings.doc


PRELIMINARY DRAFT: Do not cite or quote without permission from the authors 

 

29 

 

Wenglinsky, W. (2002). How schools matter: The link between teacher classroom practices and 

student academic performance. Education Policy Analysis, 10(12), 1–30. 

 

Yoon, K. S., Duncan, T., Lee, S. W. Y., Scarloss, B., & Shapley, K. (2007). Reviewing the 

evidence on how teacher professional development affects student achievement. 

Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, 

National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Regional Educational 

Laboratory Southwest. 



PRELIMINARY DRAFT: Do not cite or quote without permission from the authors 

 

30 

 

  

Tables 

 

 

 
 

Variable Full Sample

Female 0.746

African American 0.169

White 0.763

Age 26.1

Experience 3.97

1-2 Years 0.271

3-4 Years 0.424

5 Plus Years 0.305

Alternative Certification 0.763

Masters' Degree 0.220

College Institution Rank 2.32

Level of Interest in Coaching 9.11

Table 1. Teacher Characteristics

Notes: Sample includes all 59 teachers for all variables except for 

College Institution Rank, where three teachers either did not 

provide the name of their undergraduate institutation or it was not 

found in Barron's ranking. Coaches rated teachers' level of 

interest in coaching on a 1-10 scale.
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Table 2. Focus Areas of Coaching

Focus Area Technique

Behavior Management “Consequence Ladder” (Reward System)

Reminder of Consequences

“Narrating Compliance”

Movement around Room/Monitoring

Developing an Authoritative Presence

“Do it Agains” (Students Asked to Revise Behavior)

Classroom Climate Smiling

Using a Positive Tone

Private Corrections of Student Mistakes

Classroom Productivity Timing and Pacing of Lesson

Instruction Practices Aligning Class Activities with Lesson Aim

Utilizing Clear Directions

Creating Measurable Objectives

Backwards Planning

Developing Exit Tickets

Increasing Time for and Scaffolding of Student Practice

Increasing Rigor of Lesson through Higher-Order Thinking Tasks

Student Engagement Choral Response

Call and Response

Cold Calling

Turn and Talks

Decreasing Ratio of Teacher to Student Talk

Rearranging Desks to Facilitate Group Conversation
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Variable Treat Control p-value

Female 0.700 0.793 0.420

African American 0.200 0.138 0.533

White 0.767 0.759 0.943

Age 26.1 26.0 0.798

Experience 3.93 4.00 0.938

Alternative Certification 0.833 0.724 0.502

Masters' Degree 0.200 0.241 0.707

College Institution Rank 2.41 2.22 0.576

Level of Interest in Coaching 9.23 8.98 0.330

F-statistic from Joint Test 0.477

p-value 0.882

Table 3. Baseline Teacher Characteristics across Treatment and Control 

Groups

Notes: Sample includes all 59 teachers for all variables except for College 

Institution Rank, where three teachers either did not provide the name of 

their undergraduate institution or it was not found in Barron's ranking. 
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Primary 

Findings

Impute Group 

Means

Multiple 

Imputation

Summary Index .675** .580** .691**

(.182) (.174) (.215)

Observations 52 59 59

Lesson Aim .494+ .564* .621**

(.247) (.211) (.224)

Behavioral Climate .594* .658** .714**

(.256) (.214) (.225)

Observations 52 59 59

Overall Composite .293+ .138 .216

(.167) (.172) (.275)

Observations 52 59 59

Control 0.13 .175 .188***

(.164) (.143) (.052)

Challenge .327** .333*** .326***

(.096) (.082) (.056)

% Agree "learn a lot" .085* .083** .078**

(.034) (.028) (.023)

Teachers 50 59 59

Observations 1449 1763 1763

Notes: + p<0.1, *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.  Each cell contains results from a 

separate regression.  All estimates, except the % who agree that they "learn a lot" in 

their class, are reported as effect sizes with corresponding standard errors clustered by 

school in parentheses.  All regressions include fixed effects for schools (in the prior 

year).  The summary index includes the five main outcome variables, the two 

observation items, the principal evaluation, and the two student survey domains. 

Parameters estimated with multiple imputation use all teacher characteristics in Table 2 

and an indicator for treatment status to impute missing values across ten replication 

data sets.  We impute 30 obsevations per teacher for TRIPOD outcomes. 

Table 4: Parameter Estimates of the Effect of Match Teacher Coaching on Measures 

of Teacher Effectiveness

MATCH Classroom Observation Rubric

Pincipal Evaluation

TRIPOD Student Survey
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Principal 

Evaluation

Teacher Self-

Evaluation

Overall Effectiveness .285 .293

(.176) (.185)

Dedication and Work Ethic .104 .442

(.200) (.390)

Organization -.119 .515+

(.276) (.284)

Classroom Management .281 0.34

(.286) (.221)

Time Management in Class (allocating time effectively) .303 .315

(.287) (.283)

Time on Task in Class (using time effectively) .615*** .241

(.185) (.209)

Relationships with Students .017 -.132

(.191) (.296)

Communication with Parents .034 .299

(.231) (.244)

Collaboration with Colleagues .168 .302

(.208) (.329)

Relationships with Administrators -.109 .069

(.244) (.293)

Quintile of Overall Effectiveness .225 .126

(.201) (.261)

Observerations 52 52

Table 5: Parameter Estimates of the Effect of MATCH Teacher Coaching on Specific 

Instructional Practices

Notes: + p<0.1, *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.  Each cell contains results from a 

separate regression.  Standard errors in parentheses are clustered by school.  All 

regressions include fixed effects for schools (in the prior year).  
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Variable Coefficent p-value

Female 0.019 0.961

African American -0.048 0.888

White -0.336 0.388

Age -3.506 0.328

Experience -1.501 0.443

Alternative Certification 0.045 0.906

Masters' Degree -0.406 0.282

Level of Interest in Coaching -0.807 0.358

Table 7. Parameter Estiamtes of the Difference in Demographic 

Characteristics of Attritors across Treatment and Control Groups

Notes: n=59.  Seven teachers left the study, two teachers in the treatment 

group and five teachers in the control group.

Coefficient

Captivates .279**

(.096)

Cares .294**

(.100)

Clarifies .297**

(.107)

Confers .208*

(.099)

Consolidates .213**

(.081)

Effort .157*

(.066)

Observations 1449

Table 6. Parameter Estimates of the Effect of MATCH 

Teacher Coaching on Domains from the TRIPOD Student 

Survey

Notes: + p<0.1, *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001. Each 

cell contains results from a separate regression.  Standard 

errors in parentheses are clustered by school.  All 

regressions include fixed effects for schools (in the prior 

year). 
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Figures 

 

 

Figure 1. Percent of sessions (n=101) where focus area was addressed (red) and percent of 

teachers (n=28) who ever worked on given focus area (blue). 

 
 

 
Figure 2. Distributions of the number of sessions (n=101) that each teacher (n=28) worked on a 

given focus area.  
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Figure 3. Changes in the content of coaching across coaching sessions by percent focus area. 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Percent of coaching sessions (n=106) where instructional tool was used (red) and 

percent of teachers (n=28) with whom instructional tool was ever used (blue). 
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Figure 5. Baseline distributions of ratings of the MATCH observation rubric’s behavioral 

climate domain (Panel A) and principal evaluation ratings (Panel B). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 6. Average baseline and spring scores for treatment and control-group teachers on two 

dimensions of the MATCH observation rubric. 
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Figure 7. Average baseline and spring scores for treatment and control-group teachers on 

composite indicators of effectiveness as rated by principals and self-assessed by teachers. 
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Appendix A 

MATCH Teacher Residency Program: External Evaluation Form 

Teacher:    Observer:     Date:       Class Period:  

STUDENT OUTPUTS 

OVERALL ACHIEVEMENT OF LESSON AIM (1 TO 10 RATING): _____ 

(Degree to which the majority of students appeared to master the academic objective of the class.) 

 

OVERALL BEHAVIORAL CLIMATE (1 TO 10 RATING): _____ 

(Degree to which you observed high student effort and low student misbehavior. 

Assessing Aim Achievement 

 More inference work involved in this assessment, as it’s difficult to consistently collect and evaluate student 

work as a component of these observations.  

 Informed by data from the Instructional Quality and Student Engagement categories of the rubric. 

 

Clarity and 

Rigor of the 

Aim 

Indicators of High ALA Ratings  Notes 

The aim of the lesson is clearly stated 

and often referred to. It’s ambitious but 

achievable for the time allotted.  

  

 

Alignment of 

Student 

Practice 

 

The majority of the instruction – 

questions, tasks, explanations, etc – is 

aligned with the aim. Students are given 

sufficient “at-bats” to achieve the aim.  

  

 

Assessment 

and 

Feedback  

 

Student work – answers to questions, 

completed tasks, etc – is assessed 

throughout the lesson. Assessments 

provide students with multiple 

opportunities to get feedback.  The 

standards for quality work are 

transparent.  

 

  

 

Assessing Behavioral Climate 

 The focus is on both student behavior and effort, which can generally be boiled down to time on task: are 

students working hard to complete the tasks of a lesson with minimal distractions?  

 Informed by data from the Classroom Management and Student Engagement categories on the rubric.  

 

 

Time on 

Task 

Indicators of High BC Ratings  Notes 

Approximately 90% (or higher) of the 

students are consistently on task 

throughout the lesson. The students 

maintain their focus and effort 

irrespective of the task (e.g. listening to 

the teacher vs. taking notes vs. working 

in small groups, etc) 
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Transitions 

Students frequently comply quickly 

with directions, resulting in transitions 

between tasks that occur with minimal 

loss of instructional time. 

  

 

Response to 

Teacher 

Corrections 

 

 

Students bounce back quickly after 

having their behavior corrected by the 

teacher. There’s very minimal to no 

“pushback” after a correction, and the 

rest of the class maintains their 

effort/focus in these situations.  

  

 

Teacher Performance Objectives Priority 

Areas* 

Data and Comments 

A. Classroom Management Objectives  

Notices and responds without hesitation to all student 

misbehaviors and provocations. 

   

Responds to provocations/misbehaviors with the 

appropriate tone and consequences. 

 

 

Addresses provocations/misbehaviors with minimal 

impact to the cohesiveness of the lesson. 

 

Preempts behavioral concerns through frequent 

reminders, clear directions, praise, and physical 

proximity. 

 

 

Manages transitions with minimal loss of instructional 

time. 
 

B. Student Engagement Objectives 

Maximizes the number of opportunities that student have 

to participate actively in class. 

   

Notices and responds appropriately to any obvious 

declines in student effort. 

 

Communicates a sense of urgency about the importance 

of what’s being taught. 

 

C. Instructional Quality Objectives 

Communicates to students how the lesson connects to 

relevant prior knowledge and/or broader goals, themes, 

or essential questions 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tasks of the lesson are aligned to drive a clear and 

appropriately rigorous academic objective/aim. 

 

 

Provides concise, logical and appropriately paced 

presentations (both verbal and visual) of academic 

content. 

 

 

Conducts frequent checks for understanding and adapts 

instruction based on student feedback. 

 

 

Provides immediate feedback to students on their 

mastery of the lesson’s aim to ensure academic 

expectations are clear to all students. 
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Explanation of Numerical Ratings: 

Below Expectations = 1-3 

Approaching Expectations = 4-5 

Meets Expectations = 6-7 

Exceeds Expectations = 8-10 

*Priority Areas: 

Objectives marked with an “X” are noted as priority areas for the teacher to improve upon his/her overall 

performance in subsequent evaluations. 
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Appendix B: 

 

MTC NOLA: Principal Survey 

 
Teacher:  ___________________________ School: _______________________________         

 

Evaluator:  __________________________ Title: ________________________________ 

 

MATCH Charter School in Boston provided year-long professional development and individualized 

coaching program to a select group of teachers in New Orleans Public Schools. MATCH is also 

evaluating the impact this PD program has on teachers’ practices and student achievement. Now that we 

have completed the program, we would like to learn about your perception of participating teachers’ 

current effectiveness. We thank you in advance for your time. 

(1) Please rate the teacher on a scale from 1 (Inadequate) to 9 (Exceptional) on the following 

characteristics (type an X in the appropriate box for each characteristic). 

 

In
a
d

eq
u

a
te

 

 

  

A
v
er

a
g
e 

 

  

E
x
ce

p
ti

o
n

a
l 

 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

A) OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS 

 
         

B) INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY 

 
         

C) DEDICATION AND WORK ETHIC 

 
         

D) ORGANIZATION 

 
         

E) CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT 
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F) TIME MANAGEMENT IN CLASS 

(ALLOCATING TIME EFFECTIVELY) 
         

G) TIME ON TASK IN CLASS 

(USING TIME EFFECTIVELY) 
         

H) RELATIONSHIPS WITH STUDENTS 

 
         

I) COMMUNICATION WITH PARENTS 

 
         

J) COLLABORATION WITH 

COLLEAGUES 
         

K) RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

ADMINISTRATORS 
         

L) ABILITY TO RAISE TEST SCORES 

IN MATH (IF APPLICABLE) 
         

M) ABILITY TO RAISE TEST SCORES 

IN ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (IF 

APPLICABLE) 

         

N) ABILITY TO RAISE TEST SCORES 

IN SCIENCE (IF APPLICABLE) 
         

O) ABILITY TO RAISE TEST SCORES 

IN SOCIAL STUDIES (IF 

APPLICABLE) 

         

 

 

(2) Please rank this teacher’s overall effectives relative to all the teachers at your school (type 

an X on the appropriate line): 

 

_____ TOP QUINTILE (81
ST

 TO 100
TH

 PERCENTILE) 

_____ UPPER MIDDLE QUINTILE (61
ST

 TO 80
TH

 PERCENTILE) 

_____ MIDDLE QUINTILE (41
ST

 TO 60
TH

 PERCENTILE)  

_____ LOWER MIDDLE QUINTILE (21
TH

 TO 40
TH

 PERCENTILE) 

_____ BOTTOM QUINTILE (1
ST

 TO 20
TH

 PERCENTILE) 

 

 

(3) Is this teacher the best teacher at your school (type an X on the appropriate line):   

_____ YES   _____ NO 

 

 

(4) Is this teacher the second best teacher at your school (type an X on the appropriate line): 

  

 

_____ YES   _____ NO 
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Appendix C: 

 

MTC NOLA: Teacher Survey 

 
Name (first & last):________________________ School: ____________________________         

 

You are one of roughly sixty teachers who has agreed to participate in a study to evaluate the 

effectiveness of a year-long professional development and individualized coaching program. In order to 

evaluate the program, we would like to learn about your opinions on effective teaching, your perception 

of your own level of effectiveness, and some background demographic information. Your feedback is 

extremely valuable.  Thank you in advance for taking the time to answer each survey question to the best 

of your ability. We ask for your name above to match this survey to other data; however, neither your 

name nor any recognizable characteristics will be used in our analyses or reported in any documents.  

 

(1) Please rate each of the following teacher characteristics with regard to their impact on 

student achievement on a scale from 1 (Not Important) to 9 (Extremely Important) (type an 

X in the appropriate box for each characteristic). 

 

N
o
t 

Im
p

o
rt

a
n

t 

 

  

M
o
d

er
a
te

ly
 

Im
p

o
rt

a
n

t 

 

  

E
x
tr

em
el

y
 

Im
p

o
rt

a
n

t 

 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

P) INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY 

 
         

Q) DEDICATION AND WORK ETHIC 

 
         

R) ORGANIZATION 

 
         

S) CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT 

 
         

T) TIME MANAGEMENT IN CLASS 

(ALLOCATING TIME 

EFFECTIVELY) 

         

U) TIME ON TASK IN CLASS 

(USING TIME EFFECTIVELY) 
         

V) RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

STUDENTS 
         

W) COMMUNICATION WITH 

PARENTS 
         

X) COLLABORATION WITH 

COLLEAGUES 
         

Y) RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

ADMINISTRATORS 
         

Continue on Next Page 
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(2) Please rate yourself on a scale from 1 (Inadequate) to 9 (Exceptional) on the following 

characteristics (type an X in the appropriate box for each characteristic). 

 

In
a

d
eq

u
a

te
 

 

  

A
v

er
a

g
e 

 

  

E
x

ce
p

ti
o

n
a
l 

 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Z) OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS 

 
         

AA) INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY 

 
         

BB) DEDICATION AND WORK 

ETHIC 

 

         

CC) ORGANIZATION 

 
         

DD) CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT 

 
         

EE)  TIME MANAGEMENT IN CLASS 

(ALLOCATING TIME EFFECTIVELY) 
         

FF) TIME ON TASK IN CLASS 

(USING TIME EFFECTIVELY) 
         

GG) RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

STUDENTS 
         

HH) COMMUNICATION WITH 

PARENTS 
         

II) COLLABORATION WITH 

COLLEAGUES 
         

JJ) RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

ADMINISTRATORS 
         

KK) ABILITY TO RAISE TEST 

SCORES IN MATH (IF APPLICABLE) 
         

LL) ABILITY TO RAISE TEST SCORES 

IN ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (IF 

APPLICABLE) 

         

MM) ABILITY TO RAISE TEST 

SCORES IN SCIENCE (IF 

APPLICABLE) 

         

NN) ABILITY TO RAISE TEST 

SCORES IN SOCIAL STUDIES (IF 

APPLICABLE) 

         

Continue on Next Page 
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(3) Please rank your overall effectives relative to all the teachers at your school.  

(type an X on the appropriate line) 

 

_____ TOP QUINTILE (81
ST

 TO 100
TH

 PERCENTILE) 

_____ UPPER MIDDLE QUINTILE (61
ST

 TO 80
TH

 PERCENTILE) 

_____ MIDDLE QUINTILE (41
ST

 TO 60
TH

 PERCENTILE)  

_____ LOWER MIDDLE QUINTILE (21
TH

 TO 40
TH

 PERCENTILE) 

_____ BOTTOM QUINTILE (1
ST

 TO 20
TH

 PERCENTILE) 

 

 

(4) Are you the best teacher at your school. (type an X on the appropriate line)   

 

_____ YES   _____ NO 

 

 

(5) Are you the second best teacher at your school. (type an X on the appropriate line)   

_____ YES   _____ NO 


