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“Perhaps the most significant thing we have confirmed for ourselves is that, 
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what new ‘method’ or latest technique is attempted, the mind/brain will 
always choose to reduce such practices to fit entrenched assumptions and 
beliefs. To really restructure anything means to restructure our thinking and 
shift deep connections in our psyche.” 
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Ten Outcomes of Implementing Cognitive CoachingSM 

 
What are some of the reasons to implement Cognitive CoachingSM?  

What are some of the benefits it will bring to my school district?   
How will coaching help teachers in the district improve their practice?   

What are some of the ways that students in our school system will benefit? 
 
These are all important questions, the answers to which are revealed in research.  
Researchers have found the following: 
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Outcome #1 – Cognitive CoachingSM was linked with increased 

student test scores and other benefits for students. 
 
• Göker (2020) conducted a study in which he provided Cognitive CoachingSM to 13 

student teachers at the primary level and compared the findings with 13 student 
teachers who did not receive Cognitive CoachingSM. The study lasted for 10 
weeks, during which time he did three coaching cycles consisting of a Planning 
Conversation, an Observation, and a Reflecting Conversation. As a result of the 
intervention, those in the treatment group became more focused on students, and 
they had higher expectations of the students. They also became more aware of 
the importance of analyzing the needs of their students.  

 
• Akyildiz and Semerci (2016) used a reflective teaching approach that was 

supported by Cognitive CoachingSM sessions by a trained Cognitive Coach for 
seven weeks with a group of 30 university students who were learning to speak 
the English language. They compared the academic success immediately after 
the intervention as well as three weeks later with a group of 30 university students 
who had been taught to speak English in a traditional lecture-based manner. They 
found that the Cognitive Coaching reflective teaching group grew significantly 
more and retained their learning at a significantly higher level three weeks after 
the course had ended than the students who had been taught in a lecture format. 
 

• Rogers, Hauserman, and Skytt (2016) developed the Leader2Leader (L2) 
Leadership Pilot Program to assist new principals in Alberta, Canada. In this 16-
month program, 15 experienced principals who had completed the Cognitive 
CoachingSM 8-day training provided coaching for 23 new principals. “Provincial 
test scores went up in 10 schools [and] stayed essentially the same in eight 
schools” (p. 22). 
 

• In a study by González Del Castillo (2015), three regular education elementary 
teachers who were teaching children who were linguistically diverse received 
Cognitive Coaching from the researcher. She gathered data from semi-structured 
interviews, classroom observations, and the Cognitive Coaching sessions. The 
participants used Cognitive Coaching skills with their students and observed that 
their students grew in their ability to think more deeply. They associated the 
positive outcomes for their students with their use of Cognitive Coaching. 
Furthermore, the “teachers showed evidence of more responsive teaching, 
especially with linguistically diverse students” (p. 117). They felt more confident in 
their work with linguistically diverse students.  
 
The teachers believed that the Cognitive Coaching they received was focused on 
their needs, in contrast to traditional professional development, which did not 
meet their needs (González Del Castillo, 2015). They felt increasing ownership of 
what they were doing in the classroom. They felt active as they received Cognitive 
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Coaching rather than feeling passive, as they did when they attended regular 
professional development sessions. 

 
• In a study by Alicea (2014), 9 K-12 ESL teachers and 44 ESL paraprofessionals 

attended 12 seminars on the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) 
over two years, and they received Cognitive Coaching as they were implementing 
what they had learned. They filled out a three-part survey at the end of their 
training.  Alicea “found that post-implementation as a measure of cognitive 
coaching was a statistically significant predictor of the ESL teachers’ and ESL 
paraprofessionals’ knowledge of SIOP” (p. 97). In addition, “as ESL teachers’ and 
ESL paraprofessionals’ knowledge of SIOP increased, their use of SIOP in their 
classrooms also increased” (pp. 97-98).   
 

• Irons (2014) explored the impact of training in asking mediative questions (Costa & 
Garmston, 2002) and coaching with a trained Cognitive Coach for 10 weeks on the 
questions that one middle school teacher and five mentors asked their students. 
Sessions were recorded and transcribed for a total of 173 minutes. Participants filled out 
questionnaires at the beginning of the study and at the end. Irons found that the 
participants valued receiving coaching on how they were applying what they learned in 
the seminar; moved from asking closed-ended questions to asking open-ended 
questions; developed the language pattern of using the word, space; talked about how 
they had learned and grown as a result of the seminar; and indicated that their students 
were learning in the same areas that they were learning. In addition, they had 
implemented the elements of mediative questions into their practice.  
 

• Jaede, Brosnan, Leigh, and Stroot (2014) examined the influence of Cognitive 
CoachingSM on 28 middle school and high school mentor teachers in an urban 
setting. Their “thinking and talking about teaching and learning moved from the 
generic question of ‘How do students learn?’ to the fine-grained and nuanced 
questions, ‘How will I ensure these students, in this classroom, in this school, in 
this community learn?’ and ‘How does who I am in the context of my classroom 
impact learning?’” (p. 27). 

 
• Diaz (2013) conducted a study in which teachers (Grades 2-5) who were not 

associated with the National Board Certification process had the opportunity to 
experience the elements of the process. She compared three groups—Group 
One: those who received elements of the National Board Certification process, 
including Cognitive CoachingSM; Group Two: those who participated in the 
National Board Certification process; and Group Three: a control group. Each 
group included four teachers. Those in Group One received 8-10 coaching 
sessions in four months. She found increases in student achievement on the 
district benchmark reading assessment in Group One. Student achievement in 
teachers’ classes in Group One improved more than in Group Two and Group 
Three.   
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• Rinaldi (2013) asked third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade teachers who had received 

Cognitive Coaching training to teach their students about the Five States of Mind 
and have them develop a Question Bank for each of the States of Mind. They 
asked themselves and each other the questions to help them solve problems in 
mathematics. She found that when the students used the Question Banks for 10 
weeks, they grew significantly from pretest to posttest on their overall scores on 
the Mathematics Constructed Response Rubric (Los Angeles Unified School 
District, n.d.). Third grade students grew significantly on both of the subscales, 
fourth grade students grew significantly on four of the five subscales, and fifth 
grade students grew significantly on three of the four subscales.  

 
• Rinaldi (2013) also found that when third, fourth, and fifth grade students 

developed and used Question Banks based on the Five States of Mind for 10 
weeks, they grew significantly on all five of the subscales of the Five States of 
Mind Scale (Consciousness, Craftsmanship, Interdependence, Flexibility, and 
Efficacy) (Ushijima, 1996a) in a repeated measures analysis of variance.  

 
• In addition, Rinaldi (2013) found that when third, fourth, and fifth grade students 

developed and used Question Banks based on the Five States of Mind for 10 
weeks, the third grade students grew significantly from pretest to posttest on the 
Implicit Theories of Intelligence for Children—Self-Form (Dweck, 1976) in a 
paired-samples t test. 

 
• Four elementary education teacher candidates participated in a 15-week inquiry-

based practicum in which they participated in an initial interview, received three 
Cognitive Coaching cycles, participated in five online seminars, received 
information about their teaching via the Classroom Assessment Scoring System 
(CLASS) instrument (Pianta, La Paro, & Hamre, 2008), engaged in peer 
discussions, and filled out Professional Disposition Reflections (Linn, 2012). “The 
data indicated that participation in inquiry-based field experiences positively 
influenced the teacher candidates’ effective interactions with children in all three 
CLASS domains: Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and Instructional 
Support” (p. 196). Linn concluded “that participation in inquiry-based field 
experiences positively supports teacher candidates’ ability to recognize, describe, 
and emulate effective classroom interactions with children” (p. 202). 

 
• Robinson (2011) found that five teachers who received monthly Cognitive 

CoachingSM sessions from August to November and participated in a Community 
of Practice to support them in taking the National Board certification improved 
significantly in “perceived knowledge of their students” (p. 31). They “were more 
aware of setting high, meaningful instructional goals based on their knowledge of 
students and their needs” (p. 31). “They became even more consistently aware of 
who their students were and even more attentive to how they might meet their 
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students’ individual needs” (p. 41). As a result, “they felt better prepared to meet 
those student needs” (p. 42). In their Cognitive CoachingSM conversations, they 
“discussed students and their learning needs approximately 90% of the time” (p. 
43). In addition, participants spent approximately 75% of their time in their 
Communities of Practice “discussing [their] students and their learning” (p. 44).  
 

• Robinson (2011) also found that “after the intervention, the participants were more 
likely to agree that their assessment provided evidence of student learning” (p. 
32). The intervention “provided structured opportunities for the participants to 
analyze and discuss their students’ instructional needs, how they approached 
these needs through instructional strategies and the impact on student learning” 
(p. 32). “They were more aware of their students’ prior knowledge and understood 
students’ learning needs at a deeper level” (p. 45). During their Cognitive 
CoachingSM conversations, they “discussed their grade level curriculum and their 
instructional approaches approximately 80% of the time” (p. 47). The teachers 
also “began to align their teaching practice to the NBPTS standards” (p. 49).   

 
• Fifteen teachers who had taken instruction in Sheltered Instruction Observation 

Protocol (SIOP) received Cognitive Coaching as they were implementing what 
they had learned with English Language Learners (Batt, 2010). Before receiving 
coaching, 53% of the teachers had implemented the model “to a great extent,” 
while after coaching, 100% had implemented it “to a great extent” (p. 1003). 
“Virtually all teachers reported positive effects on student learning as a result of 
SIOP implementation after coaching. . . . The self-reports corroborated with data 
obtained from observation ratings on the valid and highly reliable SIOP instrument 
(Echevarría et al., 2008)” (p. 1003). “This study suggests that coaching has a 
direct and significant effect on teachers’ instruction. The cognitive coaching phase 
heightened implementation substantially, even after teachers had already had an 
extended period of long-term ongoing training and peer collaboration in each 
school” (p. 1004). The teachers in the study believed that they developed higher 
expectations for their culturally diverse students as a result of participating in 
Cognitive Coaching. In addition, “all teachers reported gains in students’ 
achievement as a result of heightened SIOP implementation following the 
coaching phrase, which both rewarded teachers for employing the framework and 
further motivated them” (p. 1005).  

 
• When 14 8th grade students were taught to use Cognitive CoachingSM to coach 

each other in writing using the Planning Conversation and employing pausing, 
paraphrasing, and probing, all except one student grew two stanines on the 
International Educational Research Bureau (ERB) Writing Assessment Program 
(WrAP) (Powell & Kusuma-Powell, 2007). 

 
• In Powell and Kusuma-Powell’s (2007) study in which 14 students coached each 

other in their writing, the researchers perceived that the students increased in self-
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confidence in their writing and thinking abilities. In addition, the students in the 
study reported that they were applying the nonverbal and verbal skills that they 
learned in their personal lives.  

 
• Third grade students’ test scores improved over a three-year period as a result of 

teachers receiving the Read to Achieve Grant and receiving Cognitive CoachingSM 
from an instructional coach as they were implementing the grant (Reed, 2007). 
“Teachers attributed the success of the third grade students to the collaboration of 
the second and third grade team and the instructional coach” (p. 232). 

 
• In Eger’s (2006) study, veteran teachers at the high school level reported that 

“Cognitive coaching had a significant impact on transforming their teaching” (p. 
61). They said, “they learned new strategies that created a calmer classroom, 
more discussions and openness between teachers and students, and a greater 
sense of ownership in teachers and students solving their own problems” (p. 61).  

  
• In addition, teachers in Eger’s (2006) study said that their participation in 

Cognitive CoachingSM as a method of supervision changed their teaching styles, 
which “had an impact on the classroom environment” (p. 62). They perceived their 
classrooms as being “a lot friendlier” (p. 62) and believed that “they . . . were less 
reactive to situations and student behaviors” (p. 62). They felt that they were more 
open with students “during class discussions” (p. 62). In their students, they saw 
“more thinking about answers and better connection of ideas and concepts” (p. 
62). They observed that, “students are opening up and sharing things in 
discussions that did not occur before” (p. 62). In addition, teachers felt “a greater 
sense of calm working with colleagues and students” (p. 64). Participants 
perceived that Cognitive CoachingSM “influenced student behaviors, their thinking, 
and the climate of the classroom thus impacting student achievement” (p. 64).   

 
• Eger (2006) found that when second- and third-year teachers received Cognitive 

CoachingSM from their mentors, they “perceived that improving their instruction, 
providing a variety of lessons, and better classroom management resulted in 
greater student participation, more involved learning, . . . ultimately having a 
greater impact on student achievement” (p. 92).  

 
• Students of five first-grade teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM in a nine-

week study grew in guided reading level, dictation, and word identification more 
than students in a control group, although not significantly (Slinger, 2004). Small 
sample size, length of the study (only nine weeks), the control group consisting of 
students from higher socio-economic status homes, the fact that the control group 
teachers had more experience and the students began at a higher level, and the 
fact that not all student progress may have been measured by the instruments 
that were used may have influenced the outcome. In addition, one treatment 
group teacher had significantly lower mean gains for students in the low group 
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than the other teachers. This could possibly be because of having higher 
numbers or English as a Second Language (ESL) and special education students 
and other factors.  
 

• When nine experienced third and fourth grade teachers from low performing 
schools who were in a Masters level program coached each other for four months 
focusing on using rubrics for teaching strategies and wrote reflections, their 
students grew significantly over a comparison group on the Degrees of Reading 
Power (DRP) reading comprehension test (Fine & Kossack, 2002).  

 
• Kindergarten students’ test scores on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, Level 

BR (Beginning Reading) (MacGinitie, MacGinitie, Maria, & Dryer, 2000) were 
compared for teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM for a year after 
participating in a two-week lecture course in implementing a balanced literacy 
program, teachers who only attended the two-week course, and teachers who 
received no training (Rennick, 2002). Student test scores for the Cognitive 
CoachingSM group were significantly higher, and students of teachers in the group 
receiving no training scored significantly higher than students of teachers in the 
group who received the two-week lecture course. 

 
• The lower-achieving kindergarten students’ test scores on An Observation Survey 

(Clay, 1993) were compared for teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM for 
a year after participating in a two-week lecture course in implementing a balanced 
literacy program, teachers who only attended the two-week course, and teachers 
who received no training (Rennick, 2002). Student test scores for the Cognitive 
CoachingSM group were significantly higher on the subtests of word identification, 
and hearing and recording sounds in words. No significant differences were found 
for the subtests of letter identification and text reading.   

 
• When the four subtests of An Observation Survey (Clay, 1993) were correlated for 

lower-achieving students, the correlations for the teachers who received Cognitive 
CoachingSM for a year after participating in a two-week lecture course in 
implementing a balanced literacy program were greater than the correlations for 
teachers who only attended the two-week course, and teachers who received no 
training (Rennick, 2002).      

 
• Teachers trained in Cognitive CoachingSM found themselves consciously creating 

an atmosphere of trust and nonjudgmentalness in their classrooms, seeking to 
help their students arrive at decisions on their own (McLymont, 2000; McLymont & 
da Costa, 1998). 

 
• Teachers who were supervising student teachers indicated that using Cognitive 

CoachingSM with their student teachers impacted their own teaching (Clinard, 
Mirón, Ariav, Botzer, Conroy, Laycock, & Yule, 1997). In addition, they found 
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themselves using non-judgmental feedback with their students and reflecting 
more on their lessons.  

 
• Teachers who participated in a three-year project utilizing Cognitive CoachingSM 

increased significantly in reported level of use of Standards-Based Education than 
did teachers in a matched control group (Hull, Edwards, Rogers, & Swords, 1997).    

 
• Teachers who participated in a three-year project utilizing Cognitive CoachingSM 

decreased significantly in referring students to special education when compared 
with teachers in a matched control group (Hull, Edwards, Rogers, & Swords, 
1997).    

 
• Teachers trained in Cognitive CoachingSM grew significantly on the 

Encouragement of Higher Order Thinking Skills subscale of the Teacher Survey 
(McCombs, 1995) over a matched control group (Hull, Edwards, Rogers, & 
Swords, 1997).   

 
• In a three-year project utilizing Cognitive CoachingSM, monthly dialogue groups, 

and Nonverbal Classroom Management to assist teachers in implementing 
Standards-Based Education, differences in changes for the treatment and control 
schools were found on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) for Total ITBS Score 
and Integrated Writing Total Score between Year 1 and Year 3, for Math 
Advanced Skills and Integrated Writing Advanced Skills between Year 1 and 2 
and between Year 1 and 3, and for Math Total Score between Year 1 and 2 (Hull, 
Edwards, Rogers, & Swords, 1997). While scores for control schools improved 
over time, improvements found for treatment schools exceeded changes for 
control schools.  

 
• Teacher interns who received mentoring for a year by experienced teachers who 

had been trained in Cognitive CoachingSM had more journal entries about student 
learning, what new students needed, and student welfare (Burk, Ford, Guffy, & 
Mann, 1996). Their topics were more student-centered, while student teachers in 
a traditional student teaching program had more teacher-centered entries that 
were focused on their own performance. Those who received Cognitive 
CoachingSM also wrote about more successes than concerns, and they wrote 
about more answers than about questions. In addition, they wrote that they felt 
confident that they could solve problems, and they wrote evaluations of how they 
solved the various problems that they encountered. They were able to draw their 
own conclusions rather than looking outside of themselves for answers.  

 
• Cognitive CoachingSM was used as part of a program to restructure a Title I 

program by having teachers teach collaboratively rather than pulling the students 
out of class (Hagopian, Williams, Carrillo, & Hoover, 1996). Teachers received 
training in how to manage instruction, Cognitive CoachingSM, pedagogy, and 
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assessment. After two years, teachers showed significant improvements in their 
perceptions that the model impacted teaching and student learning.  

 
• Students of teachers who were trained in Cognitive CoachingSM were assessed in 

their question asking skills for quantity and quality (Ushijima, 1996b). In one 
semester, 78% of the students increased the quantity of questions asked, 74% of the 
students increased in the quality of the questions they asked, and they decreased 
65% in the number of irrelevant responses that they gave. In one year, 85% of the 
students increased the quantity of questions asked, 91% of students increased in the 
quality of the questions they asked, and they decreased 46% in irrelevant responses. 
Students of teachers who participated in more coaching cycles gained more than did 
students of teachers who participated in fewer coaching cycles.  

 
• Students of teachers who were trained in Cognitive CoachingSM were assessed in 

their math problem solving skills (Ushijima, 1996b). In one year, 86% of the students 
showed gains in their math problem solving skills. Students of teachers who 
participated in more coaching gained more than did students of teachers who 
participated in less coaching.  

 
• Teachers trained in Cognitive CoachingSM who used it over the course of a year 

reported that they made changes in their teaching (Awakuni, 1995). Both interview 
data and observations confirmed that they increased in their use of inquiry methods, 
including asking more higher-level questions, varying their explanations and feedback 
to students, and involving students more in discussions. They also made changes in 
their classroom management, using more strategies to work with misbehavior, 
organizing the classroom to prevent behavior problems from occurring, motivating 
students with grades, and rethinking how curriculum was aligned. In addition, they 
used new strategies for teaching and assessing students, such as using cooperative 
learning and helping students clarify their thinking in writing projects. They also 
attempted to accommodate different learning styles by using art, video, music, 
projects, and demonstrations.  

 
• Teachers expanded their teaching practices over the course of a year, adopting such 

practices as team teaching, learning logs, peer tutoring, marketing strategies, student 
choices, multiple forms of assessment, exhibitions, interviews, and learning styles 
(Awakuni, 1995).  

 
• Teachers using Cognitive CoachingSM expanded their repertoires of strategies to 

increase student learning such as re-teaching concepts more frequently, giving 
choices to students, asking questions that were essential, and taking the role of 
facilitator when working with students (Awakuni, 1995). They also used multiple 
strategies for assessing students such as journals, rubrics, case studies, and 
portfolios.  
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• Teachers who used Cognitive CoachingSM for a year wrote numerous entries in 

their journals about students who had changed tremendously as a result of their 
teaching and coaching (Awakuni, 1995). 

 
• High school sophomores viewed 10-15 minute videotapes of their teacher being 

cognitively coached twice a week for six weeks, and the control group of students 
viewed videotapes of the teacher reporting the results of the coaching conversations 
for the same period of time (Muchlinski, 1995). Those who viewed the tapes of the 
Cognitive CoachingSM conversations increased in the use of verification behaviors in 
problem solving. The differences approached significance.  

 
• In their comments on the portfolios of teachers who were using Cognitive CoachingSM 

to help them reach their goals, principals emphasized their teachers’ increasing use 
of higher level questions with students and their growth in communicating with and 
working with students (Edwards & Newton, 1994c). 

 
• Teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM expanded their teaching repertoires, 

requested greater student accountability, exhibited more power as they planned 
lessons, and became more conscious of their behaviors and options as they worked 
with students (Garmston, Linder, & Whitaker, 1993). They also began to use the 
coaching behaviors of paraphrasing, probing, and gathering data with their students 
as they internalized the coaching process.  

 
• As a result of being cognitively coached for a year, senior high teachers taught more 

thinking skills to their students and modeled the skills of coaching (Sommers & Costa, 
1993). 

 
• University professors trained in Cognitive CoachingSM showed substantial 

improvement in using language more precisely in their teaching, as well as in 
expanding their teaching repertoires (Garmston & Hyerle, 1988). They improved 
moderately in engaging in increased instructional dialogue with other faculty 
members and having higher levels of student learning.   

 
 

Outcome #2 – Teachers and administrators grew in efficacy. 
 
• Göker (2020) conducted a study in which he provided Cognitive CoachingSM to 13 

student teachers at the primary level and compared the findings with 13 student 
teachers who did not receive Cognitive CoachingSM. The study lasted for 10 weeks, 
during which time he did three coaching cycles consisting of a Planning 
Conversation, an Observation, and a Reflecting Conversation. He administered the 
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) before 
and after the intervention to both groups. Student teachers in the treatment group 
grew significantly more than those in the comparison group on all three subscales of 
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the scale (Student Engagement, Instructional Strategies, and Classroom 
Management), while teachers in the control group decreased significantly in efficacy 
from pretest to posttest. 
 

• DeMasters (2018) studied “the relationship between teacher efficacy and their use of 
Cognitive CoachingSM tools such as wait time, pausing, paraphrasing, and asking 
meditative questions in the classroom” (p. iii). Forty-four teachers who had received 
the Foundation training in Cognitive CoachingSM participated. She used the Teacher 
Sense of Efficacy Scale by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) with the subscales of 
Student Engagement, Instructional Strategies, and Classroom Management. She 
found a “moderate positive relationship” “between the level of overall implementation 
of cognitive coaching tools and overall teacher efficacy” (p. 92). She also found a 
“moderate positive relationship” between each of the subscales of Student 
Engagement, Instructional Strategies, and Classroom Management and teachers’ 
use of the Cognitive Coaching tools (p. 93). In addition, she found a “moderate 
positive relationship” between teachers’ wait time and Student Engagement and 
Classroom Management and a “strong positive relationship” between wait time and 
instructional strategies (p. 94). She found a “moderate positive relationship” (p. 95) 
between teacher level of paraphrasing and the subscales of Student Engagement 
and Instructional Strategies and a ”weak positive relationship” between level of 
paraphrasing and Classroom Management” (p. 96). She found a “moderate positive 
relationship“ “between the level of implementation of mediative questions asked” and 
each of the three subscales (p. 96). 
 

• In a study of teachers going through National Board Certification, Grockocki (2018) 
found that “self-efficacy is directly affected by cognitive coaching processes and 
bears a strong relationship to passing the National Board Certification” (p. 83). 
 

• Sándigo (2017) found that when 4 tutors at the college level used Cognitive 
CoachingSM to coach 10 Hispanic tutees for 21 weeks to help them improve in 
academic English (AE), the tutors grew in self-efficacy, and the tutees increased in 
“confidence to succeed academically” (p. iii).   

 
• Wooten Burnett (2015) used the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES) 

(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) and the Physical Education Teaching Efficacy Scale 
(PETES) (Humphries, Hebert, Daigle, & Martin, 2012) to measure the efficacy of 
seven physical education teacher candidates in a Masters program as a result of 
receiving three cycles of Cognitive CoachingSM (three Planning Conversations and 
three Reflecting Conversations) over a period of six weeks. Seven teachers 
participated in the control group. She also collected data from semi-structured 
interviews, an open-ended survey, and the three cycles of Planning and Reflecting 
conversations. She found that “Cognitive CoachingSM had a statistically significant 
impact on physical education teacher candidates’ teacher efficacy measured by the 
PETES and OSTES” (p. 121). In addition, she found from the qualitative data that, 
”the planning conversation helped them become more aware of student needs” (p. 
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96). The participants in the treatment group indicated that “the planning 
conversation helped them (a) think critically—category 1, (b) set realistic 
expectations—category 2, and (c) be more flexible—category 3” (p. 97). “The 
planning conversation helped them become more aware of their self-development” 
(p. 97). Finally, the participants indicated that they had “become more aware of their 
lesson planning development” as a result of participating in the planning 
conversations (p. 98). Participants also indicated that the reflecting conversations had 
helped them to increase in self-development and “become more aware of their lesson 
reflection development” (p. 102). Data from the open-ended surveys indicated that 
the teachers in the treatment group had grown in their ability to plan lessons and in 
their self-development. They planned lessons to help students be successful. They 
also grew in their ability to reflect on their lessons. They indicated that Cognitive 
Coaching helped them grow both professionally and personally, and that it “impacted 
their overall student teaching experience“ (p. 109). Overall, they developed by 
becoming more focused on students, they developed personally, and they increased 
their abilities to plan lessons. 
 

• Skytt, Hauserman, Rogers, and Johnson (2014) used the Principal Sense of Self-Efficacy 
Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004) to measure the efficacy of 15 experienced 
principals who coached 23 beginning principals. At the beginning of the study, the coaches’ 
efficacy was significantly higher than the principals’ efficacy on two of the three subscales 
(Instructional Leadership and Management). Their scores did not differ on the Moral 
Leadership scale. After two years, no differences were found between the efficacy of the 
coaches and the efficacy of the principals. 

 
• Rogers, Hauserman, and Skytt (2016) developed the Leader2Leader (L2) Leadership Pilot 

Program to assist new principals in Alberta, Canada. In this 16-month program, 15 
experienced principals who had completed the Cognitive CoachingSM 8-day training 
provided coaching for 23 new principals. For the principals, “both their own self-efficacy and 
the school’s collective efficacy increased in 21 schools and stayed the same in two schools” 
(p. 22) 

 
• Robinson (2011) found that five teachers who received monthly Cognitive 

CoachingSM sessions from August to November and participated in a Community of 
Practice to support them in taking the National Board certification improved 
significantly in self-efficacy as indicated by the teacher efficacy items from the Energy 
Sources Team Self-Assessment Survey created by Ellison and Hayes (2002), as well 
as by qualitative data. According to Robinson, “the participants believed that they had 
the capabilities to successfully complete the board process” (p. 30) and were able to 
“explore resources within themselves” (p. 63).               
 

• Student teachers who received mentoring during a semester from Clinical Faculty 
who were trained in Cognitive CoachingSM grew more in teaching efficacy than did 
teachers who received mentoring from Clinical Teachers who were not trained in 
Cognitive CoachingSM. Formative assessment and the language of support were 
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most important in helping them grow in efficacy. Mutual trust, positive relationships, 
and formal feedback were also important in their growth (Maginnis, 2009). 
 

• Baker (2008) assessed the content knowledge related to Cognitive CoachingSM of 11 
mentors and correlated it with the level of self-efficacy of 15 Initially Licensed 
Teachers whom they were mentoring. She found that mentors who had a high level 
of content knowledge had mentees with high levels of self-efficacy as measured by 
Bandura’s Teacher Self Efficacy Scale (2006), and mentors who had low levels of 
content knowledge of Cognitive CoachingSM had mentees with lower self-efficacy. 

 
• Teachers who participated in a three-year project utilizing Cognitive CoachingSM grew 

more in teaching efficacy on the Teacher Efficacy Scale (Gibson & Dembo, 1984) 
than did teachers in a matched control group (Edwards, Green, Lyons, Rogers, & 
Swords, 1998).  

 
• Teachers with higher levels of teaching efficacy indicated that they used 

paraphrasing more frequently, asked questions more often, coached students and 
parents more, and generally used coaching skills more often than did teachers with 
lower levels of teaching efficacy (Edwards, Green, Lyons, Rogers, & Swords, 1998).   

 
• Teachers who were coached by experienced Cognitive CoachesSM scored 

significantly higher on the State of Mind of Efficacy than did a matched control group 
(Alseike, 1997). 

 
• Teachers who were trained in Cognitive CoachingSM grew significantly in teaching 

efficacy between 1993 and 1996 (Edwards & Green, 1997). Growth in teaching 
efficacy was correlated with length of time in the district, more positive attitudes 
toward Cognitive Coaching SM, implementation of a larger number of teaching 
practices in the past two years, and more positive attitudes toward Professional 
Growth Planning.  

 
• Second-year, third-year, and fourth-year teachers who participated in a seven-month 

program of Cognitive CoachingSM grew significantly on the Teacher Efficacy Scale 
developed by Guskey and Passaro (1993) over a matched control group (Krpan, 
1997; Smith, 1997). They also grew significantly over the control group during the 
same period of time on written expressions of efficacy.  

 
• Teachers who participated in Cognitive CoachingSM showed higher levels of teaching 

efficacy than did teachers in a matched control group (Edwards & Newton, 1995). 
 
• Teachers who used Cognitive CoachingSM more frequently scored significantly higher 

in teaching efficacy than did teachers who used it less (Edwards & Newton, 1994b). 
 

 



 

 

15 
Outcome #3 – Cognitive CoachingSM impacted teacher thinking, 
causing teachers and administrators to be more reflective and to  

think in more complex ways. 
 

• Göker (2020) conducted a study in which he provided Cognitive CoachingSM to 13 
student teachers at the primary level and compared the findings with 13 student 
teachers who did not receive Cognitive CoachingSM. The study lasted for 10 weeks, 
during which time he did three coaching cycles consisting of a Planning 
Conversation, an Observation, and a Reflecting Conversation. The student teachers 
reported that the intervention helped them to become more reflective. 
 

• National Board Certification “(NBC) qualitative data revealed that through the process 
of cognitive coaching their reflective practices were developed to further their ability 
to connect to the expectations of the National Board questions and apply clear and 
consistent written clarity, which increased self-efficacy in those participants” 
(Grochocki, 2018, p. 77). Furthermore, “those who receive cognitive coaching are 
more likely to demonstrate the reflective thinking skills necessary to be successful in 
completing the National Board Certification process than those who are not offered 
cognitive coaching support (Grockocki, 2018, p. 83). 
 

• In a study by González Del Castillo (2015), three regular education elementary 
teachers who were teaching children who were linguistically diverse received 
Cognitive Coaching from the researcher. She gathered data from semi-structured 
interviews, classroom observations, and the Cognitive Coaching sessions. 
“Participants . . . pointed out the increase in their use of reflective practice” (p. 114). 
They also felt “empowered to use skills and practices they were familiar with, analyze 
them, modify them, and apply them in a new way as a result of their participation in 
the cognitive coaching cycles” (p. 115). They felt the support of others as they were 
using the new strategies for working with their students, and they valued having the 
opportunity to engage in dialogue with their coach.  

 
In addition, the participants indicated  
 

that having the opportunity to discuss their planned activities prior to the actual 
lesson delivery was helpful, because it allowed them to create a mental picture 
of their lesson, see what needed to be adjusted, and what additional planning 
was necessary. (p. 116) 

 
• Chang, Lee, and Wang (2014) compared 117 elementary and secondary teachers 

who had participated in three days of Cognitive Coaching training and used the skills 
in their schools for a year with 117 teachers in the comparison group. They found that 
the teachers who used Cognitive Coaching improved significantly more than the 
comparison group in their ability to reflect on their practice, both in the strategies that 
they used and the content of their reflections.  
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• Jaede, Brosnan, Leigh, and Stroot (2014) examined the influence of Cognitive 

CoachingSM on 28 middle school and high school mentor teachers in an urban 
setting. They found that the mentor teachers increased their ability to reflect on their 
practice, and they were able to assist their interns in reflecting on their practice. Their 
use of Cognitive CoachingSM enabled them to become better mentors by focusing on 
the thinking and learning of their interns. They were able to assist their interns in 
becoming more autonomous, “help the interns develop their own perspective about 
teaching, and create their own identity as a teacher in an urban context” (p. 22). 

 
• Bjerken (2013) studied teachers at the elementary, middle, and high school levels in 

a school district to determine their thoughts about how receiving Cognitive 
CoachingSM for four years had impacted their teaching. They had participated in three 
coaching cycles per year for four years with a certified Cognitive Coach. They filled 
out surveys and participated in focus groups. They indicated that they had increased 
in reflection and had decreased in their sense of isolation. Rather than focusing on 
the faults in their past lessons, they were able to focus on the positive aspects of 
lessons they had taught. They were able to apply their new learnings in future 
lessons and professional endeavors. In addition, participants focused more on the 
details of the lessons when they were being observed and coached than when they 
were not being coached. Teachers also focused more on planning for specific groups 
of students, as well as individuals. They became aware of how students were 
engaged while they were teaching, how they were interacting with their students, and 
how students were learning. They expressed the desire for more specific feedback 
and ideas for improving their lessons. They wanted the coach to have taught their 
grade level and subject. Some participants indicated that they were more able to 
identify when students were achieving and were better able to measure student 
achievement. They believed that student learning had increased for the unit they 
were teaching and could not say whether student achievement in general had 
increased.  
  

• Diaz (2013) conducted a study in which teachers (Grades 2-5) who were not 
associated with the National Board Certification process had the opportunity to 
experience the elements of the process. She compared three groups—Group One: 
those who received elements of the National Board Certification process, including 
Cognitive CoachingSM; Group Two: those who participated in the National Board 
Certification process; and Group Three: a control group. Each group included four 
teachers. Those in Group One received 8-10 coaching sessions in four months. As a 
result of reflecting, collaborating with one another, and working with a coach, the 
teachers in Group One grew in their ability to understand content knowledge and the 
needs of their students. They indicated that they were reflecting more, and that they 
were more focused on meeting their students’ needs. They refined what they did as a 
result of reflecting on their practice. They talked about what they believed as 
teachers, and they explored the positive dispositions that they held as professionals. 
They talked about the ways in which they collaborated with parents and colleagues. 
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They enjoyed having time to collaborate with their coach, as well as to watch 
videotapes of themselves and discuss what they were seeing with a coach. Teachers 
in Group One saw value in being coached.  

 
• Avant (2012) found that four effective instructional coaches demonstrated the Five 

States of Mind of flexibility, efficacy, consciousness, craftsmanship, and 
interdependence when talking about their practice, as well as elements of Emotional 
Intelligence (managing emotions, understanding emotions, perceiving emotions, and 
facilitating thought). 
 

• Henry (2012) compared the weekly reflective journals (13-15 weeks) of teacher 
candidates who had been exposed to Cognitive CoachingSM with the journals of 
teacher candidates who had not been exposed to Cognitive CoachingSM. She 
selected 18 journals from each group (every fifth journal), beginning with the journal 
entries from Week 4. She found that the teacher candidates who had experienced 
Cognitive CoachingSM “were able to learn more from their experiences and used 
more words indicating higher levels of the five states of mind in their reflective 
journals” (Abstract). 

 
• Lin (2012) studied the growth of 28 mathematics teachers in their instructional 

conversations over a year as a result of receiving Cognitive CoachingSM. She used 
multilevel modeling to analyze the data. Two coders analyzed the teachers’ lesson 
plans for eight sessions. Additional data included the teachers’ reflection journals, 
feedback from the coaches, and the observation notes from the coaches. Lin also 
conducted interviews with the coaches to clarify questions she had while analyzing 
the data. Lin found that the coached teachers grew consistently as a result of 
receiving Cognitive CoachingSM, noting that they had low scores on instructional 
planning prior to receiving Cognitive CoachingSM. Teachers grew the most after the 
first coaching conversation, the next most after the second conversation, and the next 
most after the third conversation. Teachers who taught at the elementary level grew 
more quickly than secondary teachers in their instructional conversations.   

 
• Four elementary education teacher candidates participated in a 15-week inquiry-

based practicum in which they participated in an initial interview, received three 
Cognitive Coaching cycles, participated in five online seminars, received information 
about their teaching via the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) 
instrument (Pianta et al., 2008), engaged in peer discussions, filled out Professional 
Disposition Reflections (Linn, 2012). 

 
The recurring themes revealed several positive influences on the teacher 
candidates’ professional development including 

o enhanced awareness and personal value of people and experiences that 
helped prepare them for their practicum experiences;  

o improved abilities to demonstrate meaningful understanding and application 
of content knowledge; . . .  
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o effective utilization of reflective learning as a strategy to enhance awareness 

of themselves as professionals, practice professional discernment, internalize 
professional standards, and refine their thinking in ways that contribute to 
enhanced intentionality as effective teachers. (p. 197) 

 
• Loeschen (2012) conducted a phenomenological study of four mentor teachers who 

had received four days of Cognitive CoachingSM training to assist their mentees. 
(Typically, the training lasts for eight days.) The teachers reported that Cognitive 
CoachingSM had influenced their own practice by supporting the way they reflected, 
helping them to experience cognitive shifts in the way they thought, and influencing 
the way they taught their own students. They increasingly asked themselves 
questions as they were teaching and afterwards. They realized the need to reflect, 
and they connected their new thinking with what they already knew. They 
increasingly believed that asking themselves questions was important, and they used 
their questions to help them refine what they were doing with their students in their 
own classrooms. 

 
• Bal and Demir (2011) developed the Cognitive Coaching Questionnaire (CCQ) to 

measure the growth of 180 pre-service teachers in metacognitive skills as a result of 
receiving Cognitive Coaching. The teachers were studying in the Science and 
Technology Education Department at Çukurova University in Turkey. The instrument, 
which contains 34 items related to planning (5 items), thinking (23 items), and 
evaluating (6 items), had a reliability of .94. They found that “teachers use some 
steps [in] the cognitive coaching approaches (23.52%), and they do not use most of 
the steps (73.52%)” (p. 339). They suggested that “the teachers do not really know 
about the new approach called cognitive coaching, and therefore they do not [know] 
how metacognition is used in the teaching process” (pp. 339-340).  

 
• Robinson (2011) found that five teachers who received monthly Cognitive 

CoachingSM sessions from August to November and participated in a Community of 
Practice to support them in taking the National Board certification “became more self-
reflective in their teaching practice throughout the semester of study” (p. 34). The 
teachers indicated that, “they more often analyzed why they teach, what they teach, 
and what the benefits on student learning might have been” (p. 36). In addition, the 
teachers indicated “that they believed [the Cognitive CoachingSM conversations] 
helped them through the National Board process” (p. 37). Teachers spent 
approximately 75% of the time in their Communities of Practice reflecting on their 
practice.   

 
• Eger (2006) found that for veteran teachers who had received training in Cognitive 

CoachingSM who were mentoring second- or third-year teachers using Cognitive 
CoachingSM and had chosen to be supervised with the Cognitive CoachingSM model, 
“Cognitive coaching has at least ‘some’ to a ‘great’ extent of impact on the four 
phases of teacher thinking, with the greatest impact occurring at the evaluation and 
analysis phase” (p. 50).   
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• When Eger (2006) gathered data to determine the effects of Cognitive CoachingSM on 

the four phases of teacher thinking, she found “a significant difference between those 
[veteran] teachers that had three or more courses in cognitive coaching to those only 
having one course in cognitive coaching. Teachers with three or more courses in 
cognitive coaching had a greater ability when it came to clear and precise language, 
lesson planning, and evaluation of lessons. These same teachers reported that 
cognitive coaching helped them to monitor their progress when it came to 
implementing their lessons more so than teachers who had only taken one course in 
cognitive coaching” (p. 54).  

 
• In Eger’s (2006) study, veteran teachers “discussed how cognitive coaching’s 

reflective practice resulted in higher levels of thinking and more critical analysis of 
goals, lesson, plans, and teaching behaviors, as well as evaluation of their own 
teaching and student performance” (p. 67).   

 
• Eger (2006) found that the more commonalities the mentor and second- or third-year 

teacher had (grade level, department, subject taught, etc.), “the greater impact 
mentoring appeared to have when it came to the four phrases of their teacher 
thinking and behaviors” (p. 99). 
 

• Evans (2005) coached two middle school teachers on their implementation of 
research-based recommended practices for teaching middle school students. During 
the course of five coaching cycles (Planning Conversation, Observation, and 
Reflecting Conversation), the teachers moved from describing their lessons and 
reflecting on their lessons in general terms to being more specific about their lessons 
and reflecting in more depth.   

 
• In their reflection logs, first grade teachers who were coached during a nine-week 

period of time reflected continually about their teaching processes (Slinger, 2004). 
This reflection resulted in the teachers changing their lesson plans. The teachers also 
felt affirmed from reflecting and became more conscious about how they delivered 
instruction in the classroom. In addition, the teachers reflected between the times 
when they were coached. 

 
• First grade teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM examined and reflected on 

data in order to improve their classroom practices, and they refined their instruction 
based on the data (Slinger, 2004). “Conversation topics shifted from relating that 
students ‘had needs’ to specifically identifying those needs and discussing what could 
be done about it” (p. 164). 

 
• Gomez (2005) conducted a study in which administrators used Cognitive CoachingSM 

on a weekly basis for six weeks with 15 teachers. Each session lasted approximately 
two hours. Participants in the experimental group and the control group completed 
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the Reflective Attitude Survey (Young, 1989) before and after the intervention for 
the experimental group. The teachers in the experimental group also completed a 
survey after the first month of school. Teachers in the experimental group grew 
significantly more on the Reflective Attitude Survey than those in the control group. In 
addition, “participants in the treatment group had a more positive perception toward 
reflective attitudes and practices as compared with the control group on the post-
survey” (p. 86). In addition, “this positive effect continued through the first month of 
school” (p. 92). 

 
• When master teachers used Cognitive Coaching with their student teachers, the 

student teachers reflected on their practice, as evidenced by data from both the 
master teachers and the student teachers (Brooks, 2000a, 2000b). The student 
teachers reported that the coaching that they received from the master teachers 
helped them to reflect and grow.   

 
• Teachers who received three cycles of Cognitive CoachingSM over a period of seven 

months were compared with a group of teachers who received traditional evaluation, 
which included observations by administrators and letters containing suggestions 
after the observations (Moche, 1999, 2000/2001). They were also compared with a 
group of teachers who participated in informal discussions about their classroom 
instruction. Although all of the teachers grew on a measure of reflective thinking, the 
Reflective Pedagogical Thinking Instrument (RPT) (Sparks-Langer, Simmons, Pasch, 
Colton, & Starko, 1990), teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM grew 
significantly more than the control groups.  

 
• Teachers implementing Cognitive CoachingSM over three years increased the length 

of their coaching conversations over time (Edwards & Green, 1999a). In initial 
conversations, teachers talked in generalities about their lessons, and they talked 
about their performance as they interacted with the class as a whole. In later 
coaching conversations, teachers who were being coached focused more on the 
effects that their lessons had on student learning, as well as the effects of their 
lessons on individual students in the class. 

 
• Teachers who had been trained in Cognitive CoachingSM scored above the mid-point 

on the subscales of analyzing and evaluating, and applying on the Teacher Thought 
Processes questionnaire (Foster, 1989), indicating that Cognitive CoachingSM had 
impacted those two areas of their thinking about instruction, which suggested that 
they grew in higher order thinking skills (Uzat, 1999). In addition, teachers scored 
above the midpoint on thinking more while they were teaching, “using clear and 
precise language during teaching” (Uzat, 1999, p. 61), evaluating their actions while 
they were planning their lessons and teaching them, thinking about the behaviors 
they used while they taught, and thinking about possible alternatives while they were 
teaching.  
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• Teachers using Cognitive CoachingSM reflected more deeply on their practice at 

the end of the project than at the beginning (McLymont, 2000; McLymont & da Costa, 
1998). 

 
• Teachers who participated in Cognitive CoachingSM training and coached each other 

reported that Cognitive CoachingSM assisted them in thinking more precisely about 
their teaching (Schlosser, 1998). They hypothesized that they had become more 
reflective as a result of Cognitive CoachingSM.  

• Teachers who had received Cognitive CoachingSM from experienced coaches scored 
significantly higher than did teachers who had not received Cognitive CoachingSM on 
measures of planning, teaching, analyzing, and applying (Alseike, 1997).  

 
• Teachers who had received Cognitive CoachingSM from experienced coaches scored 

significantly higher than teachers who had not received Cognitive CoachingSM on 
measures of Efficacy, Flexibility, Consciousness, Interdependence, and overall 
Holonomy (Alseike, 1997). 

 
• Second-year, third-year, and fourth-year teachers grew significantly in seven months 

over a matched control group in expressions of how they had grown professionally 
(Krpan, 1997). Those who participated in Cognitive CoachingSM indicated that they 
grew in awareness of their teaching practices as a result of coaching. They indicated 
that they had numerous opportunities to grow and change professionally.  

 
• During eight months, special education interns in a masters program who met 

monthly to learn and practice Cognitive CoachingSM skills grew significantly in 
awareness, skill development, and application of those skills (McMahon, 1997). At 
the end, they also had grown in their ability to think reflectively, to self-analyze and 
self-evaluate, and to apply the coaching skills in their teaching.  

 
• Teachers in a seven-month study using Cognitive CoachingSM grew significantly over 

a matched control group in their perceptions of their abilities to bring about purposeful 
change (Smith, 1997).  

 
• Second-year, third-year, and fourth-year teachers who participated in Cognitive 

CoachingSM over a seven-month period of time increased in their abilities to think 
reflectively on qualitative measures of reflection (Smith, 1997). They grew in 
awareness about their teaching practices, became more observant, and gained 
greater insights into their teaching. This self-reflection helped them to redefine their 
perceptions about their teaching roles. They also grew in appreciation for the value of 
self-reflection.  

 
• Teacher interns who received mentoring for a year from experienced teachers who 

had been trained in Cognitive CoachingSM wrote that they felt confident that they 
could solve problems, and they wrote evaluations of how they solved the various 
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problems that they encountered (Burk, Ford, Guffy, & Mann, 1996). They were 
able to draw their own conclusions rather than looking outside of themselves for 
answers.  

 
• Teachers who used Cognitive CoachingSM for 1½ years showed a 40% increase in 

the State of Mind of Efficacy, a 33% increase in Flexibility, a 27% increase in 
Consciousness, and a 37% increase in Craftsmanship (Ushijima, 1996b). 
Quantitative measures were supported by the qualitative measures. When teachers 
used the coaching process at least four times, they showed gains in the Five States 
of Mind.  

 
• Teachers who used Cognitive CoachingSM with student teachers became more 

reflective as they re-examined their teaching methods and classroom management 
strategies, revisited strategies they had been using for many years, and brainstormed 
teaching ideas with their colleagues (Clinard, Ariav, Beeson, Minor, & Dwyer, 1995). 

 
• In their comments on the portfolios of teachers who were using Cognitive CoachingSM 

to help them reach their goals, principals emphasized their teachers’ growth in self-
reflection and their increased desire to learn and grow professionally (Edwards & 
Newton, 1994c). 

 
• First-year teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM grew significantly on the 

conceptual level question, “When I am told what to do . . .” (Edwards, 1993). This 
indicated that they were thinking in more complex ways.  

 
• Higher numbers of formal and informal interactions with coaches were correlated with 

increased growth on the Reflective Pedagogical Thinking Instrument (RPT) (Sparks-
Langer, Simmons, Pasch, Colton, & Starko, 1990) (Edwards, 1993). 

 
• First-year teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM and filled out more 

Interaction Sheets, which were their reflections on their coaching conferences, grew 
more on the Reflective Pedagogical Thinking Instrument (RPT) (Sparks-Langer, 
Simmons, Pasch, Colton, & Starko, 1990) than did those who filled out fewer 
Interaction Sheets (Edwards, 1993).  
 

• Teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM became more flexible in their thinking 
and teaching styles as they became more balanced, using the side of their brains that 
they formerly hadn’t used as much (Garmston, Linder, & Whitaker, 1993). They 
became more balanced in using analytic and intuitive styles. 

 
• Administrators who had been trained in Cognitive CoachingSM were asked to reflect 

on an event in which they used their Cognitive CoachingSM skills in order to obtain an 
outcome (Lipton, 1993). As they reflected, they made conscious choices, used 
paraphrasing, pacing and leading, and elements of rapport, kept the Five States of 
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Mind in their awareness, identified goals for their own growth, related their positive 
results to specific coaching maps and tools, and reflected on their growth in coaching. 
In addition, they identified next steps for their own growth, recognized their own 
growth as well as the growth of the person they were coaching, reflected on the 
importance of coaching for their staff, and expressed appreciation for being asked to 
reflect in writing on the event.  

• As a result of being coached for a year, senior high teachers reported that the 
coaching facilitated their achieving their goals because they changed the strategies 
they used in teaching their students (Sommers & Costa, 1993). 

 
• Teachers who participated in seven or more coaching conferences perceived that 

Cognitive CoachingSM had a high level of impact on their thought processes in the 
areas of planning, teaching, analyzing, evaluating, and applying (Foster, 1989). It 
didn’t matter whether they were coached by an administrator or by a colleague.  

 
• In a peer coaching program for professors in which they received 42 hours of training 

in Cognitive CoachingSM, the professors showed maximum improvement in their 
ability to analyze and evaluate themselves (Garmston & Hyerle, 1988). They also 
grew in self-perception and the ability to autonomously perform cognitive activities. In 
addition, they developed increased confidence in themselves and greater enthusiasm 
for teaching.  

 
 

Outcome #4 – Teachers were more satisfied with their  
positions and with their choice of teaching as a profession. 

 
• Teachers who participated in a three-year project utilizing Cognitive CoachingSM grew 

more in satisfaction with their positions than did teachers in a matched control group 
(Edwards, Green, Lyons, Rogers, & Swords, 1998).   

 
• Teachers who participated in a three-year project utilizing Cognitive CoachingSM grew 

more in satisfaction with teaching as a profession than did teachers in a matched 
control group (Edwards, Green, Lyons, Rogers, & Swords, 1998).    

 
• Teachers involved in a Cognitive CoachingSM program lasting a year indicated that 

they were satisfied with their positions because of the support they gave to one 
another (Awakuni, 1995).   

 
• Teachers who used Cognitive CoachingSM in working with student teachers as 

University Associates reported “renewed enjoyment and enthusiasm about teaching 
in the classroom” (Clinard, Ariav, Beeson, Minor, & Dwyer, 1995, p. 21). In addition, 
they became more motivated to remain in the field of education. 

 
• Teachers who engaged in Cognitive CoachingSM were significantly more satisfied 
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with teaching as a profession than were teachers in a matched control group 
(Edwards & Newton, 1994a, 1995). 

 
• Teachers trained in Cognitive CoachingSM expressed more positive feelings about all 

aspects of their experiences as teachers than did teachers who did not take Cognitive 
CoachingSM training (Edwards & Newton, 1994a, 1995). Those trained in Cognitive 
CoachingSM listed 16 sources of dissatisfaction with their positions, and those who 
hadn’t taken the training listed 57 sources of dissatisfaction.  

 
• Teachers trained in Cognitive CoachingSM were more likely to mention autonomy and 

flexibility, as well as the opportunity to contribute to students, as sources of 
satisfaction with their teaching position (Edwards & Newton, 1994a). 

 
• Teachers who had taken Cognitive CoachingSM training mentioned the following 

sources of satisfaction with teaching as a profession more often than those who had 
not taken the training: 1) learning and growth; 2) the ever-changing nature of the 
profession; 3) the opportunity to make a difference; 4) the opportunity to be creative; 
and 5) staff (Edwards & Newton, 1994a). 

 
• Teachers who had been trained in Cognitive CoachingSM listed the following as being 

positive influences on their attitudes toward Cognitive CoachingSM: 1) usability of 
skills; 2) respectful of teachers and nonjudgmental; 3) positive influence on school 
culture; 4) coaching triads with whom they coached; 5) it makes sense; 6) personal 
growth; 7) opportunity to reflect (Edwards & Newton, 1994a).   

 
• Teachers who took Cognitive CoachingSM training expressed significantly higher 

satisfaction with teaching as a career than did teachers who had not taken Cognitive 
CoachingSM training (Edwards & Newton, 1994b).   

 
• First-year teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM from trained coaches 

expressed more satisfaction with the supervision they received than did first-year 
teachers who received traditional supervision (Edwards, 1993).   

 
         

Outcome #5 – School cultures became more professional. 
 

• Skytt, Hauserman, Rogers, and Johnson (2014) used the School Climate Index for 
principals (DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2005) to measure the perceptions of school 
climate of 15 experienced principals who coached 23 beginning principals for two years. 
Both coaches and principals increased on all four subscales. The coaches increased more 
on the Academic Press subscale than the principals. School climate increased in both 
coaches’ and principals’ schools. Teacher Professionalism increased more in the principals’ 
schools, followed by Collegial Leadership, Community Engagement, and Academic Press.  
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• Rutgers and Reddy (2013) conducted a study at the University of Stellenbosch in 

South Africa. They found that when Grade R teachers learned to use Cognitive 
CoachingSM, they reported that they grew in the Five States of Min, as well as in their 
ability to communicate and their skills as leaders. They also became more reflective. 
The student teachers whom they coached improved in their ability to plan lessons. 

 
• Knaebel (2008) observed a literacy coach in a Reading First School in Indiana 3-4 

times per week for 4 months in a qualitative single case study. She also conducted 
informal interviews with her. The coach was trained in Cognitive CoachingSM and 
used it with her teachers. Knaebel found that the coach possessed the following 
characteristics: credentials, knowledge of the research base, knowledge of what she 
was responsible to do, an in-depth understanding of the context in which she worked, 
and the ability to access the resources in her teachers. The competencies that she 
possessed included the ability to build trust and rapport, collaborate with her 
teachers, serve as a model, coach her teachers, conduct regular classroom visits, 
provide professional development to her teachers, and be organized. 
 

• “While the implementation of Cognitive CoachingSM influenced change in educational 
practice, it did not occur unless a teacher was open and willing to change. Teachers 
also had to recognize there was need to change” (Reed, 2007, p. 231). Teachers 
experienced “a renewed sense of professionalism” (p. 231) as a result of being 
coached by an instructional coach, which brought about “a more professional 
attitude,” as well as “teachers’ willingness to change their educational practice” (p. 
231).  

 
• Teachers trained in Cognitive CoachingSM grew significantly on the Teacher 

Professionalism and Goal Setting subscale of the School Culture Survey (Saphier, 
1989) over a matched control group (Edwards, Green, Lyons, Rogers, & Swords, 
1998). Teachers who had higher scores on Teacher Professionalism and Goal 
Setting built rapport with others more frequently and participated in more coaching 
cycles.  

 
• Teachers trained in Cognitive CoachingSM grew significantly on the Administrator 

Professional Treatment of Teachers subscale of the School Culture Survey (Saphier, 
1989) over a matched control group (Edwards, Green, Lyons, Rogers, & Swords, 
1998).  

 
• Teachers who felt that their administrators treated them more professionally had 

participated in more Cognitive CoachingSM cycles (Edwards, Green, Lyons, Rogers, & 
Swords, 1998). 

 
• Supervising teachers indicated that by supervising student teachers using Cognitive 

CoachingSM, they increased their sense of professionalism and were able to network 
with other educators (Clinard, Mirón, Ariav, Botzer, Conroy, Laycock, & Yule, 1997). 
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• Teachers who had taken Cognitive CoachingSM training, when compared with a 

control group, spent more hours in workshops both during school time and outside of 
school time, had implemented more new teaching practices in the last two years, had 
more positive attitudes toward Cognitive CoachingSM, and had more positive attitudes 
toward Professional Growth Planning (Edwards & Green, 1997). 

 
• In a 1½ year study of teachers using Cognitive CoachingSM, team teaching improved, 

teachers had more of a sense of community, they trusted each other more, they had 
greater resiliency, they shared ideas more, they felt more comfortable with taking 
risks, they solved problems together, they were more accepting of differences 
because of mutual respect, they communicated more across grade levels, and they 
gave and received more support and feedback in their work with children (Ushijima, 
1996b). 

 
• Teachers involved in a year-long Cognitive CoachingSM program took on more 

leadership positions during their involvement such as giving presentations to the 
faculty, increasing their involvement in state activities, and joining the school 
leadership team (Awakuni, 1995). 

 
 

Outcome #6 – Teachers collaborated more. 
 
• In Eger’s (2006) study, which was done at the secondary level, “there was a strong 

conviction that cognitive coaching was responsible for developing deeper and 
stronger relationships with their peers, as well as with their students” (p. 57). 
Teachers said that Cognitive CoachingSM created more “collaboration, more 
conversations, and improved relationships more so now than in the past” (p. 58). 
They reported that they were able to listen more effectively, “become more patient 
with their colleagues and students” (p. 60), and improve their relationships with 
others. In addition, Cognitive CoachingSM “increased teachers’ appreciation and 
awareness of what other teachers did” (p. 60). They enjoyed having coaching 
partners who were in different departments. 

 
• Teachers who had taken training in Cognitive CoachingSM reported that the training 

reduced their sense of isolation and helped them grow in trust (Dougherty, 2000). 
They also felt more of a sense of collegiality with other teachers in their school. 

 
• Teachers who were trained in Cognitive CoachingSM grew significantly on the 

Collaboration subscale of the School Culture Survey (Saphier, 1989) over a matched 
control group (Edwards, Green, Lyons, Rogers, & Swords, 1998). Teachers who had 
higher scores in Collaboration on the School Culture Survey (Saphier, 1989) built 
rapport more frequently, participated in more coaching cycles, and believed that they 
had changed more as a result of Cognitive CoachingSM.   
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• Teachers using Cognitive CoachingSM to improve their teaching of mathematics 

developed a collaborative coaching community as they worked together to discover 
new insights about their teaching (McLymont, 2000; McLymont & da Costa, 1998). 

 
• Teachers who were coached by experienced Cognitive Coaches scored significantly 

higher on the State of Mind of Interdependence than did a matched control group 
who had never experienced Cognitive CoachingSM (Alseike, 1997). 

 
• In a study by Edwards and Green (1997), teachers who participated in Cognitive 

CoachingSM scored significantly higher than a control group on the Relatedness 
subscale of the Vincenz Empowerment Scale (Vincenz, 1990). While this was the 
only subscale of the instrument on which significance was obtained, treatment group 
scores were higher than control group scores on all subscales of the instrument and 
on Total Empowerment. 

 
• Teachers who grew more in Total Empowerment on the Vincenz Empowerment 

Scale (Vincenz, 1990) indicated that they informally coached their colleagues more 
frequently, built rapport with colleagues more frequently, paraphrased colleagues 
more often, asked questions of their colleagues more often, and used Pace and Lead 
more frequently (Edwards & Green, 1997).   

 
• Higher levels of empowerment were associated with more frequent coaching 

conversations (Edwards & Newton, 1995).   
 
• Teachers reported that, as a result of Cognitive CoachingSM training and 

implementation, they had more of a sense of community in the school, they talked 
more about teaching, and the atmosphere in the school was more positive (Edwards 
& Newton, 1994b). Teachers also indicated that they had more rapport among 
themselves, they seemed more open to growth and new ideas, and they tended to 
evaluate themselves more frequently.  

 
• As a result of being coached for a year, senior high teachers talked more with their 

colleagues about their teaching and ceased being concerned about the extra time 
involved in coaching (Sommers & Costa, 1993). 

 
 

Outcome #7 – Cognitive CoachingSM benefited  
teachers professionally. 

 
• Freeman Mack (2020) found that 12 of 16 teachers “indicated that teachers felt the 

coaching meetings positively influence their teaching ability and they were motivated 
to try something new in their instruction” (p. 92). 
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• Göker (2020) conducted a study in which he provided Cognitive CoachingSM to 13 

student teachers at the primary level and compared the findings with 13 student 
teachers who did not receive Cognitive CoachingSM. The study lasted for 10 weeks, 
during which time he did three coaching cycles consisting of a Planning 
Conversation, an Observation, and a Reflecting Conversation. Teachers who 
received Cognitive CoachingSM. The teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM 
reported that the treatment helped to shape their identity as teachers. According to 
the participants, the coaching conversations elicited “strong emotions,” which they 
believed helped them to shape their identities (p. 573). The participants also indicated 
that they improved in their ability to develop lesson plans. “ 
 

• Alea (2019) coached two teachers at the middle school level in high poverty schools 
to help them to implement “student-centered discourse practices” (p. 10). She 
conducted two coaching cycles at a distance. She found that she needed to adjust 
her coaching and seek to build rapport with them. The teachers she coached 
indicated that the process benefited them, “they appreciated the teacher centered 
and coaching design of Cognitive Coaching,” and they wanted more coaching cycles 
(p. 92). They indicated that they “became more student-centered” as a result of the 
coaching, “they grew as practitioners,” and they were “feeling more confident in their 
discourse teaching skills” (p. 93).   

 
• In Bair’s (2017) study, “12 teacher educators used the Cognitive Coaching model to 

engage in critical reflection about their teaching” (p. 79). The study lasted for two 
years, and 10 of the participants completed all of the requirements. The participants 
identified areas on which to focus, and they chose a coaching colleague. Bair found 
“that the educators’ participation facilitated professional collegiality, personal self-
renewal, and pedagogical improvement, suggesting that Cognitive Coaching has the 
potential to be an effective approach to faculty development” (p. 79). In addition, they 
built trust among themselves, liked the aspect of using positive presuppositions, 
realized the importance of listening, and learned to set aside their identity of expert to 
be a coach. The coaching experiences also helped them to be more effective with 
their students.   

 
• “The data shows that cognitive coaching builds and strengthens the ability of 

[National Board Certification] candidates no matter where they are in the process of 
certification” (Grockocki, 2018, p. 83). 
 

• Netolicky (2016a, 2016b) studied a school that had adopted Cognitive CoachingSM 
and the Danielson Framework for Effective Teaching. She conducted in-depth 
interviews with teachers and leaders of the school. She found that  
 

for the researcher [(i.e., Netolicky)], coaching and being coached shaped 
professional identity. Teachers found coaching and being coached to shift their 
beliefs about learning and teaching. School leaders took the strategic view that 
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a coaching model, which trusts the capacities of teachers to reflect and 
improve, was empowering and capacity building. (Netolicky, 2016a, p. 81) 

 
• Chang, Lee, and Wang (2014) compared 117 elementary and secondary teachers 

who had participated in three days of Cognitive Coaching training and used the skills 
in their schools for a year with 117 teachers in the comparison group. They found that 
the teachers who used Cognitive Coaching improved significantly more than the 
comparison group in their teaching effectiveness in the areas of communicating, 
grasping teaching strategies, and applying teaching strategies dynamically. 

 
• Donahue-Barrett (2014) investigated the effects of Cognitive Coaching with six 

elementary teachers in a writing workshop. She found that with 4-6 cycles of 
coaching, the teachers increased in their knowledge of writing instruction, as well as 
in their instructional practices. She also found that the planning conferences, 
demonstration lessons, and coteaching lessons were most effective in helping to 
increase the teachers’ knowledge and instructional practices. The teachers said that 
they would have preferred to have had more time with their coach. 
 

• Jaede, Brosnan, Leigh, and Stroot (2014) examined the influence of Cognitive 
Coaching on 28 middle school and high school mentor teachers in an urban setting. 
They found that the mentors changed their view of the role they played. They came to 
see themselves “as teacher educators, mediators of intern learning” (p. 23). They were 
focused on helping their interns grow each day, and they created “a collaborative 
partnership with the shared goal of identifying evidence of student learning” (p. 23). 
They also came to see themselves as teacher leaders with “collegial collaboration with 
colleagues, students and parents” (p. 25).  

 
• Skytt, Hauserman, Rogers, and Johnson (2014) examined the self-reported 

competencies of 15 experienced principals who coached 23 beginning principals for 
two years. Both the coaches and the beginning principals were more competent and 
had acquired the behaviors fostering the competencies on the seven indicators on 
the Alberta Professional Practice Competencies for School Leaders (Government of 
Alberta, 2012) by the end of the project. According to Rogers, Hauserman, and Skytt 
(2017), the coaches showed significant gains in 4 of 7 competencies (“Embodying 
Visionary Leadership, Leading a Learning Community, Providing Instruction 
Leadership, and Managing School Operation and Resources” (p. 15)). The beginning 
principals increased in the same competencies as the coaches as well as two other 
competencies (“Fostering Effective Relationships and Development and Facilitating 
Leadership” (p. 16)).  

 
• Hauserman, Edwards, and Mastel (2013) conducted four focus groups with 19 

teachers at a school in which the teachers were asked to compare their impressions 
of walk-throughs with Cognitive CoachingSM. The teachers had experienced walk-
throughs by their administrators for a year, followed by Cognitive CoachingSM from 
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their administrators for a year. The first theme of the study was “Reflection as a 
Catalyst for Change” (p. 14). The teachers indicated that the walk-throughs did not 
assist them in growing professionally, while Cognitive CoachingSM allowed them to 
reflect on their practice and gain insights. The second theme was “Support and Trust” 
(p. 16). The teachers felt that their administrators supported them in the Cognitive 
Coaching process, and they trusted their administrators. The third theme was 
“Openness and Collaboration” (p. 17). The teachers felt less isolated with Cognitive 
CoachingSM, and they were more willing to share their ideas with administrators and 
with other teachers. The teachers felt encouraged to grow professionally, and they 
increased in their abilities to reflect. In short, the teachers preferred Cognitive 
CoachingSM over walk-throughs.  
 

• Rich (2013) compared the experiences of “two novice alternatively certified reading 
teachers positioned at two chronically underperforming and high poverty schools” 
(Abstract). One teacher received Cognitive CoachingSM from her, and the other 
teacher did not. She gathered data through interviews, observations, and four coaching 
cycles that included Planning and Reflecting Conversations. She found that “Cognitive 
Coaching substantially influenced her ability to self-monitor and self-modify her 
teaching behaviors” (p. 124). The teacher became more efficacious, as demonstrated 
by her “increased capacity to make informed instructional decisions resulting in 
improved learning outcomes for her students” (p. 124). She showed an internal locus 
of control when she made errors. In addition, she also became more flexible, as 
evidenced by her changing her instruction when she found out her students would 
learn more. She became more craftsmanlike, as evidenced by her continual quest to 
improve her teaching craft. She improved in asking questions and differentiating 
instruction. As a result, her students grew in their ability “to think critically and to 
engage in complex thought” (p. 124). She also grew in consciousness as evidenced 
by changing the decisions she made, as well as her behaviors. Rich concluded that, 
“all four states of mind played an important influence on Participant 01B’s ability to 
make changes to her practice. However, if Participant 01B had not taken the time to 
reflect and to become conscious of her own teaching decisions and behaviors, she 
would not have been able to make the modifications that she made in the study” (p. 
168). Thus, for Rich, consciousness appeared to be the State of Mind that drove the 
other States of Mind. 

 
• Four elementary education teacher candidates participated in a 15-week inquiry-

based practicum in which they participated in an initial interview, received three 
Cognitive Coaching cycles, participated in five online seminars, received information 
about their teaching via the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) 
instrument (Touchstone, n.d.), engaged in peer discussions, filled out Professional 
Disposition Reflections (Linn, 2012). The teachers demonstrated “new professional 
insight and abilities gained through experiential learning; broadened professional, 
personal, and interpersonal awareness prompted by the coinquiry interactions with 
their peers, cooperating teachers, and faculty” (p. 197). 
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• McCloy (2011) worked with a student teacher and a mentor teacher, providing five 

preobservation protocols based on the National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards propositions and postobservation protocols based on Cognitive 
CoachingSM. Rather than the focus being on the student teacher, the focus was on 
the mentor teacher. The student teacher asked the questions of the mentor teacher. 
McCloy found that the mentor teacher benefited professionally from the experience. 
Specifically, the mentor teacher reported that the quality of the relationship with her 
student teacher facilitated her learning, she learned from her student teacher, she 
learned to examine her own lesson plans more critically, she noticed the difference 
between the naïveté of her student teacher and her own experience and felt affirmed, 
and she felt a sense of accountability for providing accurate information to her 
student teacher. 
 

• Robinson (2011) found that five teachers who received monthly Cognitive 
CoachingSM sessions from August to November and participated in a Community of 
Practice to support them in taking the National Board certification improved 
significantly in the way they “viewed themselves as a community of practice” (p. 31). 
Robinson suggested “that the intervention may have had a positive impact as it 
provided structured time devoted to supporting the participants’ needs as they 
navigated through the board certification process” (p. 32). 

 
• Batt (2010) conducted a study in which 15 teacher leaders were trained in the 

Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) for working with English Language 
Learners. After participating in the training, 80% of the teachers indicated that they 
were committed to implementing the model. In reality, only 53% of them implemented 
the model. Then, they received Cognitive CoachingSM around implementing the 
model. After that, 100% of the teachers were fully implementing it. This was also 
evident in the qualitative data. In addition, nearly all of the teachers said that students 
were benefiting from the SIOP model after they had received Cognitive CoachingSM.  

 
• In a study by Robinson (2010) of a mentoring program, both novice teachers and 

mentor teachers mentioned Cognitive CoachingSM as being an important part of the 
program. 

 
• Beltman (2009) found that teachers who participated in Cognitive CoachingSM training 

enjoyed the training, used the skills, grew in their understanding of coaching over the 
eight days of training, and refined their skills. In addition, they no longer felt like they 
needed to solve problems for others, and they continued practicing their skills. After 
eight days of training, teachers had a mean over 3.0 on a scale of 1 to 5, indicating 
that they felt that their training had made a difference, they consciously used the skills 
they had learned, and they were looking forward to more experiences in Cognitive 
CoachingSM.   
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• “When teachers engaged in coaching conversations with the instructional coach 

and other teachers, they had opportunities to create new mental models and attempt 
new strategies and techniques they might not have otherwise attempted without 
support” (Reed, 2007, p. 230). “While teachers struggled to identify the process of 
Cognitive CoachingSM, they acknowledged changes in their instructional practice over 
time as they engaged in individual conversations with the instructional coach and met 
in cross-grade level groups with the instructional coach” (p. 212).  

 
• In Eger’s (2006) study, second- and third-year teachers who were coached by mentor 

teachers who had been trained in Cognitive CoachingSM reported that Cognitive 
CoachingSM had the most impact on supporting their emotional needs and helping 
them think about their behaviors in teaching students.   

 
• As he used Cognitive CoachingSM skills to coach two middle school teachers in using 

research-based methods for teaching at the middle school level, Evans (2005) moved 
from believing that he needed to tell teachers what to do to realizing the importance 
of listening to them. He also grew in his coaching skills the more he coached them.  
He believed Cognitive CoachingSM to be a way of improving instruction at the middle 
school level. According to Evans, “I can report to a teacher what I have seen during a 
three-minute visit; however, I have learned from this study that reporting on what I 
have observed will not lead to improved instruction. The teachers want to engage in 
professional conversations that will help their performance” (p. 122). 

 
• Teachers who were coached in five coaching cycles in implementing research-based 

strategies for working with middle school students had definite ideas about what they 
wanted to focus on in their coaching sessions (Evans, 2005). Initially, the coach, who 
was their assistant principal, had thought that he would coach them on areas that 
they hadn’t been implementing. Evans suggested that if he had coached them in 
more coaching cycles, they may have moved into focusing on additional strategies.  

 
• Coy (2004) investigated the year-long Transition to Teaching Program, of which 

Cognitive CoachingSM was a key component. She found that during the course of the 
year, mentors moved from a “sense of failure and frustration as Mentors” to a “sense 
of personal growth and empowerment” (p. 142). In addition, they moved from not 
“understand[ing] their roles as mentors” to having “rejuvenated energy levels” (p. 
142). They went from having “limited success attributed to ‘Random Acts of 
Collaboration’ between mentor and protégé” to “recogniz[ing] sound mentoring 
practices” and “recogniz[ing the] need for protégés to reflect on their practices” (p. 
142). Coy also found that the mentors were able to establish trust and rapport, and 
they moved from telling the protégé what to do to asking questions and paraphrasing 
in order “to assist the protégé to be more reflective and self-directed” (p. 146). She 
discovered that at the end of the project, “the focus of the mentors . . . was the 
development of the protégé, not the ‘cloning’ of the mentor” (p. 140).   
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• In Coy’s (2004) study, protégés who were being Cognitively Coached moved from 

being concerned about surviving to being focused on “the success of students” (p. 
159). “The data provided instances from the various focus groups, case-profiles, and 
field notes of examples of self-directed behavioral changes both in terms of the 
mentor and protégés” (p. 146). In “the final mentor focus group,” mentors pointed out 
a “number of instances” of “the proteges’ self-management, self-monitoring, and self-
modification” (p. 140). “Self-directed learning was evident for mentors and protégés in 
that they recognized their strengths and weaknesses and either sought solutions to 
their dilemmas or modified their behaviors as they taught and learned” (p. 148).  

 
• As a result of being coached, first grade teachers reported that they were able to 

think on deeper levels and with greater clarity, become more accountable for their 
actions, solve problems, feel the support of others, feel as though they were 
challenged, and target their teaching (Slinger, 2004).  

 
• First grade teachers reported that being coached impacted their reading instruction 

“in the following positive ways: (a) instruction became more focused, (b) more 
thoughtful planning occurred, (c) teachers increased their craftsmanship in particular 
areas of instruction, and (d) the status quo was questioned” (Slinger, 2004, p. 153). 

 
• During exit interviews after receiving Cognitive CoachingSM for nine weeks, first grade 

teachers said positive things about Cognitive CoachingSM (Slinger, 2004). They 
reported that the experience had impacted their thought processes. They spent more 
time reflecting about their practice, and they thought in different ways about their 
craftsmanship as teachers. In addition, they said that they felt supported and stronger 
as a result of having a coach, and they valued having the opportunity to be coached.   

 
• As a result of being coached, first grade teachers grew during a nine-week period in 

their assessment of themselves in the Five States of Mind (Slinger, 2004).   
 
• When 64 experienced third and fourth grade teachers from low performing schools 

who were in a Masters level program coached each other for four months focusing on 
using rubrics for teaching strategies and wrote reflections, they became more 
comfortable with peer assessment, became more tolerant of the lack of structure that 
comes with working in groups at the college level, and became more open to 
receiving feedback and ideas about their teaching (Fine & Kossack, 2002). In 
addition, they developed more appreciation for Cognitive CoachingSM, used it in their 
classrooms, and shared it with others.  

 
• Based on data from both master teachers and student teachers, the college that 

provided training in Cognitive CoachingSM for master teachers who were supervising 
student teachers had a positive return on its investment. Brooks (2000a, 2000b) used 
Kirkpatrick’s (1998) model to evaluate the effects of the training. The master teachers 
enjoyed the training and what they had learned. They understood what they had 
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learned from the training. They applied what they had learned with the student 
teachers with whom they worked. As evidenced by reports from the student teachers, 
the master teachers used what they learned with them. In addition, student teachers 
noticed a difference between master teachers who had been trained in Cognitive 
Coaching and master teachers who had not received the training.   

 
• Dougherty (2000) found that teachers who participated in Cognitive CoachingSM 

training liked the training, learned how to use Cognitive CoachingSM, changed their 
behavior, and obtained results from using their new communication skills, all 
elements of Kirkpatrick’s (1998) model for evaluating the effects of training.  
 

• Community college department chairs tended to use elements of Cognitive 
CoachingSM and laissez-faire supervision when they supervised both full-time and 
part-time faculty because they tended to relate in more of a collegial manner with 
those whom they supervised, although they were not aware of the formal strategies 
(Tarnasky, 2000). 

 
• Mackie (1998) compared teachers who used the Cognitive CoachingSM format with 

teachers who received traditional supervision. Those who used Cognitive CoachingSM 
rated the overall quality of the observation process significantly higher. They also 
indicated that the collegial coaching process had more impact on their teaching 
practices, as well as on their attitudes toward teaching. 

 
• In a study in which supervising teacher mentors used Cognitive CoachingSM with 

student teachers, the researchers concluded that Cognitive CoachingSM training was 
an excellent way to prepare mentor teachers (Clinard, Mirón, Ariav, Botzer, Conroy, 
Laycock, & Yule, 1997). They also concluded that “Cognitive CoachingSM seems to 
have an impressive impact on mentors in their interaction with student teachers, in 
their own classes, and beyond their work as teachers in the school” (p. 27).   

 
• Beginning teachers in the Student/Teacher Expanded Program (STEP), an 

alternative teacher training program, participated in 1-year internships and received 
mentoring from teachers who had been trained in Cognitive CoachingSM (Burk, Ford, 
Guffy, & Mann, 1996). They were compared with teachers in a traditional 12-week 
student teaching program. Those who participated in the STEP program increased 
significantly over the control group on ratings by self, supervising teacher, and 
university supervisor on all subscales of the Proficiencies for Teachers survey (Burk, 
Ford, Guffy, & Mann, 1996), including: 1) Learner-Centered Knowledge, 2) Learner-
Centered Instruction, 3) Equity in Excellence, 4) Learner-Centered Communications, 
and 5) Learner-Centered Professional Development. The areas of Learner-Centered 
Knowledge and Equity in Excellence were the most robust.  

 
• Teachers who used Cognitive CoachingSM with student teachers reported that they 

also used Cognitive CoachingSM with students in their own classrooms (Clinard, 
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Ariav, Beeson, Minor, & Dwyer, 1995). In addition, they developed more rapport 
with students in their classrooms and focused more on creating child-centered 
environments for their students.  

 
• Teachers who used Cognitive CoachingSM with student teachers became more aware 

of areas in which they needed to grow professionally (Clinard, Ariav, Beeson, Minor, 
& Dwyer, 1995). They also improved in their ability to communicate with others, felt 
more confident in facilitating the thinking of others, and became more respectful of 
other people.  

 
• Student teachers who had received ten hours of training in Cognitive CoachingSM 

along with their supervising teachers reported that Cognitive CoachingSM provided 
them with a greater understanding of why teaching occurs the way it does, facilitated 
trust with their cooperating teacher, caused them to think deeply as they planned 
lessons, provided a common language for them to share with their cooperating 
teachers, and helped them anticipate the lesson in the Planning Conversation and 
bring closure to the lesson in the Reflecting Conversation (Townsend, 1995). In 
addition, Cognitive CoachingSM provided a structure that gave them time to think 
about their teaching, required the supervising teacher to use the recommended 
coaching practices of nonjudgmental responses, helped them own the lesson and 
feel a sense of power, helped them when they received support, and worked best 
when the supervising teacher had confidence in Cognitive CoachingSM. 

 
• Cooperating teachers who had received ten hours of training in Cognitive CoachingSM 

along with their student teachers reported that Cognitive CoachingSM helped them 
become more conscious about their teaching, validated their beliefs about teaching, 
worked well for both progressive and traditional teachers, encouraged them to have 
collegial relationships with other coaches, enhanced the reflection of teachers who 
were already reflective, and helped them realize the value of listening by using 
paraphrasing and probing (Townsend, 1995). In addition, the success of the program 
depended on the ability of the cooperating teachers to use the Cognitive CoachingSM 
strategies effectively. 

 
• Teachers in a graduate program of educational administration and leadership 

focusing on collaboration were coached each semester on their formative portfolios 
(Geltner, 1994). They also wrote reflectively on each document or artifact. They 
reported that Cognitive CoachingSM was one of the most powerful aspects of the 
program. In addition, they said that later in their careers, when they were in difficult 
situations, they found themselves thinking about their coaching experiences and 
realizing that they had the resources they needed within themselves to be successful.    

 
• Graduate students in educational administration and leadership who used formative 

portfolio assessment, reflective practice, and Cognitive CoachingSM indicated that 
they deepened in their understanding, had opportunities to create meaning, and were 
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able to engage in metacognitive analysis (Geltner, 1993). They also said that their 
linkages between theory and practice were enhanced, they became more open to 
exploring complex problems because they were in a safe environment, and they 
redefined and reaffirmed themselves as developing leaders. 
 

 
Outcome #8 – Cognitive CoachingSM benefited teachers and principals 

personally. 
 

• Göker (2020) conducted a study in which he provided Cognitive CoachingSM to 13 
student teachers at the primary level and compared the findings with 13 student 
teachers who did not receive Cognitive CoachingSM. The study lasted for 10 weeks, 
during which time he did three coaching cycles consisting of a Planning 
Conversation, an Observation, and a Reflecting Conversation. As a result of the 
intervention, those in the treatment group indicated that “they became more aware of 
their self-development through the planning conversation” (p. 574). They also 
indicated that they had grown in the state of mind of Flexibility. They became more 
aware of the importance of setting goals and thinking critically, and they grew in 
confidence. 
 

• Rogers, Hauserman, and Skytt (2016) developed the Leader2Leader (L2) Leadership 
Pilot Program to assist new principals in Alberta, Canada. In this 16-month program, 
15 experienced principals who had completed the Cognitive CoachingSM 8-day 
training provided coaching for 23 new principals. “Eighteen [of the new principals] 
“indicated that Cognitive Coaching benefited them personally” (p. 22). 
 

• Teachers who had taken eight days of Cognitive CoachingSM training indicated that 
they had developed personally as a result of the training (Beltman, 2009). 

 
• Edwards (2004) found that teachers who are interested in Cognitive CoachingSM are 

interested in “Becoming” in their lives. She identified five steps in the process: 
“Beginning the Journey, Learning for Becoming, Gathering Colleagues on the Path, 
Re-Identifying, and Continuing the Journey” (p. 71).   

  
• Teachers reported that the verbal and non-verbal messages in the coaching 

conversations created a comfortable atmosphere in which they felt secure and free to 
express themselves and learn from each other (McLymont, 2000; McLymont & da 
Costa, 1998). They also reported that they increased in creativity and flexibility.  
 

• Teachers first used Cognitive CoachingSM in their personal lives before using it in 
their professional lives because trust had already been established in those 
relationships (Schlosser, 1998).   

 
• After participating in Cognitive CoachingSM for a year, teachers reported having 
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increased confidence in themselves, as well as a greater sense of self (Awakuni, 
1995). 

 
• Teachers who used Cognitive CoachingSM with student teachers grew in their positive 

feelings about themselves, and they altered their attitudes with people in their families 
(Clinard, Ariav, Beeson, Minor, & Dwyer, 1995). 

 
• Teachers trained in Cognitive CoachingSM listed usability of skills in all areas of their 

lives as the #1 source of satisfaction (Edwards & Newton, 1994a). They listed self-
growth as the #2 source of satisfaction.  

 
 
Outcome #9 – Cognitive CoachingSM benefited administrators. 

 
• Lindle (2016) conducted a study in which eight district-level leaders coached nine 

veteran principals in other rural districts. One of the themes that emerged was the 
importance of posing questions. “Coaches agreed that their questioning strategies 
seemed to help their protégés effectively focus and specifically address respective 
protégés’ schools’ priority needs” (p. 454). While the coaches indicated that they had 
to overcome their previous habit of providing solutions rather than asking questions, 
“overall, coaches believed that learning to ask questions also served to build rapport 
with their protégés along with providing an effective approach to helping veteran 
principals with school improvement” (pp. 454-455). 
 

• Rogers, Hauserman, and Skytt (2016) developed the Leader2Leader (L2) Leadership 
Pilot Program to assist new principals in Alberta, Canada. In this 16-month program, 
15 experienced principals who had completed the Cognitive CoachingSM 8-day 
training provided coaching for 23 new principals. They contacted each other via e-
mail and telephone, and they also met face-to-face. “Both the coaches and new 
principals preferred personal contact” (p. 12). They used both coaching and 
collaboration when they met. “Coaches should feel without prejudice that they have 
the flexibility to consult when appropriate and to engage in Cognitive Coaching when 
appropriate, and the new principals should have knowledge of this expectation” (p. 
14).  

 
• In the study by Rogers, Hauserman, and Skytt (2016), both principals and coaches 

directed the conversations approximately equally with no statistically significant 
difference. They most frequently discussed “providing instructional leadership,” 
followed by “managing school operations and resources and embodying visionary 
relationships” (p. 15, italics in original). The coaches “frequently to very frequently” 
used the behaviors that were taught in their Cognitive CoachingSM seminars (p. 16).  

 
• During the study by Rogers, Hauserman, and Skytt (2016), the coaches grew 

significantly in confidence in their abilities to provide coaching to the new principals 
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from the beginning to the end of the 16-month study. The coaches and principals 
had a “high level of rapport and trust” as they worked together (p. 21). In addition, the 
coaches and new principals indicated that they had developed a high level of trust 
with those with whom they worked. 

 
• As a result of the intervention reported by Rogers, Hauserman, and Skytt (2016), 22 

or the 23 new principals reported that their experiences with Cognitive CoachingSM 
had provided them with professional benefits. “As a group, the new principals felt they 
were now better prepared and more confident for each of the seven competencies,” 
which were to “address instructional issues, manage school operations and school 
resources, attend to personnel issues, administer student discipline, and interact with 
he parent/guardians and the community at-large” (p. 23).   

 
• At the end of the study by Rogers, Hauserman, and Skytt (2016) in which 23 new 

principals received Cognitive CoachingSM for 16 months, 19 of the new principals “felt 
they were more reflective and were thinking in more complex ways” (p. 22), and 16 of 
the new principals “were more satisfied at choosing to become a principal” (p. 22). 
Sixteen of the principals reported that in addition to their receiving benefits from 
coaching, ”their teachers, their students, and the students’ parents” had also 
benefited (p. 22). Finally, “school climate and collaboration among teachers 
increased in 13 and 16 schools, respectively” (p. 22).  

 
• Ellison (2003) investigated the impact of weekly coaching sessions with a trained 

Cognitive Coach on 12 principals and 4 assistant principals over four months. They 
received 6 to 8 hours of coaching in 10 to 13 sessions lasting between 20 and 60 
minutes. They also responded to two reflective questions via e-mail after each 
coaching session. Data included the coach’s observations and a 40-question survey 
designed to measure the Five States of Mind filled out by the administrator, three 
staff members, and his/her supervisor. The data from the principals, assistant 
principals, and their supervisors indicated that the participants had grown in the Five 
States of Mind. Participants grew the most in the States of Mind of Consciousness, 
Craftsmanship, and Flexibility. Each of the assistant principals told the Cognitive 
Coach “that this was one of the most valuable professional development experiences 
in which they had ever engaged” (p. 23). Five of the participants requested coaching 
after the study had ended.  
 

• Principals identified collaboration with supervisors on work goals, frequent interaction 
with and observation by supervisors, responsive practices, and trusting relationships 
as contributing to their growth (McDonough, 1991, 1992). These are all involved in 
Cognitive CoachingSM.  
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Outcome #10 – Cognitive CoachingSM benefited people  

in fields other than teaching. 
 
• González (2009) worked with priests, nuns, and lay people who were participating in 

a three-year course in Spiritual Accompaniment, as well as those earning their 
Masters and Doctoral degrees in Spiritual Theology or in Christian Anthropology at a 
university in Rome, Italy. He developed the survey, “Relaciones con Dios y con el 
Prójimo,” (Relationships with God and with Others) to measure the Five States of 
Mind related to the spiritual life. In the factor analysis of the instrument, Flexibility was 
contained in Efficacy. In addition, the State of Mind of Interdependence contained two 
separate subscales—Collaboration and Altruism. In other words, one type of 
Interdependence involved working with others (collaboration), and the other type 
involved working for others (altruism). 

 
González (2009) used four groups in his study. Participants in Group 1, who received 
the full eight-day training in Cognitive CoachingSM and were coached twice a month 
from October through May, grew the most in the Five States of Mind from pretest to 
posttest (71.8 points overall, with significant growth from pretest to posttest in 
Consciousness, Craftsmanship, Efficacy, Collaboration, and Altruism). Group 2, who 
only received coaching twice a month, grew the next most (56.8 points, with 
significant growth in Consciousness, Collaboration, and Altruism). Group 3, who only 
took the eight-day training, grew the next most (40.2 points, with significant growth in 
Consciousness and Efficacy). Group 4, who did not receive anything, either 
regressed or stayed the same (-7.3 points, with no significant growth).    

 
• Human resource developers from product and service organizations identified the 

States of Mind of Consciousness and Interdependence, followed by Flexibility, as 
critical attributes for all employees to have. These are three of the Five States of Mind 
that Cognitive CoachingSM seeks to impact in teachers (Liebmann, 1993).  
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Twenty Recommendations 

for Implementing Cognitive CoachingSM 

 
What are some of the factors that leaders in a district should consider  

as they are implementing Cognitive CoachingSM? 
How can district leaders ensure maximum return on their investment? 

What conditions need to be present in a system in order to  
maximize the impact of Cognitive CoachingSM? 

Who should be trained, and what kinds of support might teachers need  
during the implementation process? 

 
These questions are important for leaders to consider as they are designing a plan for 
bringing Cognitive CoachingSM into a school district’s culture. Researchers have identified 
the following twelve recommendations as being critical for implementing Cognitive 
CoachingSM in a system. 
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13.  Structure time for Cognitive CoachingSM.               50 
 
14. Recognize that teachers tend to use Cognitive CoachingSM skills on an  

 informal basis more frequently than they use the formal  
 Planning Conversation, Observation, and Reflecting Conversation.              52 

 
15. Invite teachers to use their coaching skills in many contexts.            52 
 
16. Distinguish between coaching and evaluation.               53 
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Recommendation #1 – Establish long-term, district-level support to 
provide training and to support teachers 

as they are implementing Cognitive CoachingSM. 
 

• Freeman Mack (2020) conducted a study to determine how effectively a school 
district was implementing Cognitive CoachingSM. She suggested that “an initiative for 
implementation must be consistently examined, shared, and revisited throughout an 
implementation process and a model for successful coaching support must be 
apparent” (p. 102). Central Office personnel need to communicate the goals in writing 
throughout the district so that all schools that are involved know what the district is 
doing and what is expected of them. In addition, teachers must know what to expect 
as well as how their coaches will work with them. She also recommended not pulling 
coaches out of their positions to perform other duties in the district, causing them to 
have to cancel coaching conversations with teachers. 
 

• Bair (2017) conducted a two-year study in which faculty in a teacher education 
program took training in Cognitive CoachingSM and chose a colleague as a coach. 
She found that “extensive administrative support—demonstrated by funding for 
stipends, training, monthly lunches, and the purchase of books—conveyed the 
institutional message that critical reflection about teaching was a normal, desirable 
professional habit and boosted the motivation and scholarly engagement of the 
participants” (p. 84). 
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• Reed (2007) discovered the importance of allowing three to five years to implement 
Cognitive CoachingSM in a school or district. “The teachers involved . . . did not have 
great success in the very first year and even faced some difficulty during the second 
year. However, they recognized in years three to five, they had developed strong 
educational techniques which accounted for their students’ success” (p. 236). 
“Implementation of any innovation or reform is a process. It takes time to build 
capacity and understanding within a faculty/staff” (p. 236). 

 
• It is important that school districts involve the teachers’ union early in the process of 

deciding to use instructional coaches in order to make sure that they understand and 
support the use of instructional coaches and the Cognitive CoachingSM process 
(Reed, 2007).  

 
• When school district leaders wove Cognitive CoachingSM into all levels of the district, 

veteran teachers pointed out “the improvement and incorporation of cognitive 
coaching in the culture and climate at various levels of the institution, whether it is the 
overarching district goals, changes in the classroom environments, or relationships 
among peers and students” (Eger, 2006, p. 57). The teachers “used terms like ‘it is 
the way we do business here,’ ‘it is a culture of continuous improvement,’ and ‘the 
district is a more thoughtful district, more reflective’” (p. 57).   

 
• Coaches need to be supported as they take training to do online coaching and as 

they engage in online coaching (Aldrich, 2005).   
 

• Teachers who took training in Cognitive CoachingSM reported that having the support 
of administrators helped them to be successful as they began implementing their 
newly acquired coaching skills (Dougherty, 2000). 

 
• It is important for districts to make a long-term commitment to Cognitive CoachingSM 

(Johnson, 1997). If not, an elite group of those who have been trained is created. In 
addition, teachers learn that innovations in teaching are “here today, gone tomorrow.” 
Without long-term support, teachers are expected to use their planning time and 
lunch periods for coaching.   

 
• A systemic focus in the school district is important in implementing Cognitive 

CoachingSM so that teachers have a clear message about its importance and value 
and don’t see it as an isolated activity (Johnson, 1997).   

 
• It is important for teachers to have other teachers in their school who are trained in 

Cognitive CoachingSM so they will have coaching partners (Johnson, 1997). 
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• By practicing Cognitive CoachingSM skills in meetings and other district events, 

teachers are able to see the importance and value of coaching and internalize the 
skills (Johnson, 1997).   

 
• For most effective implementation, communication between district-level and site-

level administrators about expectations needs to occur (Weatherford & Weatherford, 
1991). In addition, in order for Cognitive CoachingSM to become a norm, either or both 
levels need to hold a value for the program and make it a priority. Ongoing 
assessment must be performed on it, and continuous follow-up training must be 
made available.  

 
 

Recommendation #2 – Enlist principals’ support and  
modeling of Cognitive CoachingSM. 

 
• Freeman Mack (2020) underscored the importance of district administrators getting 

principals involved in supporting Cognitive CoachingSM in the schools. Principals can 
more effectively support the coaches in their schools when they understand Cognitive 
CoachingSM and receive professional development and support.  
 

• Tennison (2016) examined the characteristics of deeply embedded Cognitive 
Coaching practice in two elementary schools by interviewing two principals and eight 
teachers (four teachers from each school). In addition, she examined documents and 
made observations at the schools. Participants suggested that the leader needs to 
serve in a coaching role. Seven of the ten participants mentioned this theme 12 
times. 
 

• Teachers who were in schools with principal support for Cognitive CoachingSM were 
more likely to persist in a three-year project in which Cognitive CoachingSM was used 
to help teachers implement Standards-Based Education than those in schools without 
principal support (Edwards & Green, 1999b). Teachers tended to stay in the project 
when their principals participated in Cognitive Coaching SM training, supported the use 
of Cognitive CoachingSM, and modeled coaching behaviors. 

 
• Principal support of Cognitive CoachingSM is a key determinant of its success 

(McLymont, 2000; McLymont & da Costa, 1998).  
 
• Administrators need to be in favor of the process and participate in the training along 

with the teachers when Cognitive CoachingSM is implemented for maximum success 
(Weatherford & Weatherford, 1991). In addition, they need to model the process, 
value it, and make it a priority. 
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Recommendation #3 – Be aware of implementation concerns and use 
tools such as the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) Stages of 
Concern and Levels of Use when implementing Cognitive CoachingSM. 

 
• When principals have received training in Cognitive CoachingSM and support the 

instructional coach, teachers are generally more willing to work with the instructional 
coach and value the coaching process (Reed, 2007). In addition, the principal needs 
to hold teachers accountable for participating in coaching and understand that the 
instructional coach is supposed to serve as a coach to the teachers and not as an 
Assistant Principal. “Principals and the campus leadership must not only be a part of 
the planning process but also understand what is expected of them during the 
implementation process and what they must establish as expectations for their 
campus” (p. 234).  

 
• Reed (2007) found that three types of resistance to using instructional coaches 

included “resistance as a pervasive attitude by individual teachers, . . . resistance of 
the union, . . . [and] resistance to change” (p. 176). “There appeared to be a synergy 
between the themes of campus leadership and teachers’ willingness and openness to 
learn. As resistance increased, the opportunity for implementation of the Cognitive 
CoachingSM process decreased” (p. 226).  

 
• Reed (2007) found that teachers’ concerns about the implementation of Cognitive 

CoachingSM aligned with the Stages of Concern in the Concerns-Based Adoption 
Model (CBAM), developed by Hall and Hord (2001).  

 
• Reed (2007) suggested that when instructional coaches use Cognitive CoachingSM 

with teachers, they need to explain the Cognitive CoachingSM process, including the 
different types of conversations, the various responses that they make, etc., so that 
the teachers will be able to understand what they are doing. When teachers 
understand the process, they will become more accepting of it. “While teachers may 
not need the eight day Cognitive CoachingSM seminar training model, they do need 
an awareness of the process and terminology used by an instructional coach, 
principal, or assistant principal. They need to understand how the instructional coach 
uses the Cognitive CoachingSM process as a tool” (p. 234). 

 
• Teachers reported that the use of non-judgmental behaviors, although powerful ways 

of mediating the thinking of others, seemed unnatural to them at first until they 
became accustomed to using them (Schlosser, 1998).  

 
• According to Donnelly (1988), administrators who are implementing Cognitive 

CoachingSM go through stages of concern and levels of use that are detailed in the 
Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) (Hall & Hord, 2001). They tend to 
implement aspects of Cognitive CoachingSM that are similar to old methods of 
supervision first, and those that are unique to Cognitive CoachingSM are implemented 
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later. In Donnelly’s study, new administrators displayed early stages of concern, 
and experienced administrators displayed Stage Four concerns.  

 
 

Recommendation #4 – Recognize that all teachers can 
benefit from being involved in Cognitive Coaching SM. 

 
• No differences were found in the effect of Cognitive CoachingSM on the four phases of 

teacher thinking by “grades taught, number of years teaching, number of years in the 
district and number of years using cognitive coaching” (Eger, 2006, p. 54).   

 
• No differences were found according to years of experience in how teachers reported 

that Cognitive CoachingSM impacted their instructional process in the areas of 
planning, teaching, analyzing, applying, or overall instructional process (Alseike, 
1997). 

 
• No significant differences were found between males and females who received 

Cognitive CoachingSM in their receptivity to coaching, their report of its impact on their 
planning, analysis, and applying, nor on their States of Mind of Efficacy, Flexibility, 
Consciousness, Interdependence, and overall Holonomy (Alseike, 1997). Females 
scored higher than males on teaching, and males scored higher than females on 
Craftsmanship. 

 
• No differences were reported by number of years of teaching for the States of Mind of 

Flexibility, Craftsmanship, Consciousness, and Interdependence (Alseike, 1997). 
Teachers with 16 to 20 years of teaching experience had higher overall Holonomy, 
and teachers with 6 to 20 years of experience had higher Efficacy than did teachers 
with 0 to 5 years of experience or teachers with over 21 years of experience. 

 
• No significant differences were found in teacher responses on the Teacher Thought 

Processes questionnaire (Foster, 1989), a measure of teacher reflective thought, for 
number of years of teaching experience in the areas of teaching, planning, analyzing 
and evaluating, and applying.  
 

• No differences were found between elementary and secondary teachers in their 
perceptions of the impact that Cognitive CoachingSM had on their thought processes 
(Foster, 1989). 

 
 

Recommendation #5 – Create norms of collaboration. 
 
• Tennison (2016) examined the characteristics of deeply embedded Cognitive 

Coaching practice in two elementary schools by interviewing two principals and eight 
teachers (four teachers from each school). In addition, she examined documents and 
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made observations at the schools. She found that “creating a culture of 
collaboration was the most important component of a deeply embedded culture of 
Cognitive Coaching” (p. 88). Participants mentioned collaboration 30 times, and they 
used the word team 43 times. Participants believed that “developing a collaborative 
culture” was critical, with all of the participants mentioning it 27 times (p. 91). They 
indicated that “deeply embedded Cognitive Coaching environments work to build 
team mentality skills. Team mentality skills as outlined in this dissertation include the 
critical tools of paraphrasing, pausing, and probing questions” (p. 92). Nine of the ten 
participants mentioned this theme 19 times.  

 
• Teachers indicated that norms of “leave me alone” and “you-never-want-to-shine” in 

the teaching culture worked against their using Cognitive CoachingSM (Johnson, 
1997). If they rose above the rest, they tended to be asked to take on additional 
responsibilities, adding to their already full workload. 

 
• Teacher schedules and the structure of the buildings in which they worked tended to 

keep them away from their colleagues and contribute to feelings of isolation, making 
coaching and building relationships with other teachers a challenge (Johnson, 1997). 

 
• When student teachers who had used Cognitive CoachingSM in their student teaching 

experiences were no longer encouraged or supported in using their skills, they 
tended to not take the time to engage in coaching (Townsend, 1995).   

 
 

Recommendation #6 – Create a climate of self-directedness. 
 

• Tennison (2016) examined the characteristics of deeply embedded Cognitive 
Coaching practice in two elementary schools by interviewing two principals and eight 
teachers (four teachers from each school). In addition, she examined documents and 
made observations at the schools. She found that “self-direction emerged as the 
second most important component in implementing a deeply embedded Cognitive 
Coaching environment, just after the component of establishing a collaborative 
culture” (p. 103). This theme appeared 44 times. “The second largest subtheme 
revealed was self-managing, self-monitoring, and self-modifying,” and the participants 
mentioned it 23 times, and all of the participants mentioned it. In addition, “the leader 
working to build internal resourcefulness in others was an important subtheme for 
establishing self-direction in the school culture” and was mentioned 14 times by 7 of 
the participants (p. 105). Finally, participants made seven comments about the 
importance of “strengthening the collective efficacy of the entire system” (p. 107). 
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Recommendation #7 – Invite voluntary participation. 

 
• In order for Cognitive CoachingSM to be successful, teachers must be able to choose 

whether or not to participate in the process (Krpan, 1997; Smith, 1997). 
 

• Coaching needs to be voluntary rather than prescribed and mandated (Weatherford & 
Weatherford, 1991). 

 
 

Recommendation #8 – Establish a trusting environment. 
 

• Freeman Mack (2020) emphasized the importance of coaches establishing trust with 
the teachers they coached by building a collaborative relationship, being on time, and 
getting to know the them.  
 

• Mackenzie (2017) found that when teachers experienced a lack of trust in the 
environment, and when they realized that what they shared in coaching exchanges 
with principals was shared with others and was not confidential, they tended to feel 
betrayed. They either focused even more on building relational trust, or they focused 
on obeying policy and backed away from Cognitive CoachingSM. “Leadership 
perceived Cognitive Coaching as a set of behavioural tools or skill sets which could 
be utilized to ‘fix’ teachers, rather than a philosophy and way of ‘being’ to support 
teacher learning and capacity development” (p. 98). 

 
• Tennison (2017) examined the characteristics of deeply embedded Cognitive 

Coaching practice in two elementary schools by interviewing two principals and eight 
teachers (four teachers from each school). In addition, she examined documents and 
made observations at the schools. She found that “creating a trusting climate is an 
essential component of a deeply embedded culture of Cognitive Coaching” (p. 83). 
Participants mentioned trust 85 times in the interviews. Participants believed that it 
was important to establish relationships of trust within the school. Seven of the ten 
participants mentioned this twelve times. In addition, participants defined aspects of 
trust, which included “showing transparency, listening to others, providing open 
communication, and communicating honestly with each other” (p. 87). Six of the ten 
participants mentioned this theme 11 times. Finally, the participants talked about the 
importance of fostering trust in an organization. Seven of the ten participants 
mentioned this theme 18 times.  

 
• In a study that employed Cognitive CoachingSM and the Danielson Framework for 

Teaching, Netolicky (2016a, 2016b) discovered that “Coaching for growth requires a 
trust-based non-judgmental coach-coachee relationship” (Netolicky, 2016a, p. 78). “It 
is a combination of care and challenge, discomfort and support, which can lead to 
breaking through learning barriers into new spaces of understanding, new ways of 
thinking, or new levels of skill” (Netolicky, 2016a, p. 79). 
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• Lindle (2016) conducted a study in which eight district-level leaders coached nine 

veteran principals in other rural districts. The importance of building trust emerged as 
a key theme as the coaches worked with their principals.    
 

• Instructional coaches need to take time to build relationships of trust with the 
teachers whom they are coaching (Reed, 2007). They need to be “approachable” (p. 
197), “respectful” (p. 197) of the teachers, and “knowledgeable” (p. 201) about 
instruction. Teachers need to see them as being able to provide resources, and they 
need to be “non-judgmental” (p. 202). They need to provide “open communication” (p. 
195) so that the teachers don’t feel like the coaches are above them. “Teachers 
worked closely with the instructional coach when there was a high level of trust” (p. 
243). 

 
• Aldrich (2005) conducted a study on online coaching and found that in order for 

Cognitive CoachingSM to succeed online, participants must have trust and rapport. 
They must also use the skills of acknowledging, paraphrasing, and asking 
mediational questions. In addition, participants must engage with each other and with 
the content.   

 
• Nonjudgmental behaviors contributed to the development of trust in coaching 

relationships (McLymont, 2000; McLymont & da Costa, 1998).   
 
• It is important for teachers to not only establish trusting relationships with coaching 

partners, but to establish trusting relationships in the larger school organization, as 
well (Johnson, 1997).   

 
• A major theme in Krpan’s (1997) research was that trust between all members of a 

coaching team is critical to success.  
 
• Trust needs to exist in the coaching relationship (Weatherford & Weatherford, 1991). 
 
 

Recommendation #9 – Emphasize the importance of reflection. 
 

• Tennison (2016) examined the characteristics of deeply embedded Cognitive 
Coaching practice in two elementary schools by interviewing two principals and eight 
teachers (four teachers from each school). In addition, she examined documents and 
made observations at the schools. She found that “deeply embedded Cognitive 
Coaching environments place a large emphasis on reflection” (p 95). This was the 
most frequently mentioned theme, appearing 22 times. In addition, 6 of the 10 
participants discussed the importance of people examining their mental models 11 
times.   
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Recommendation #10 – Create a climate of learning in the organization. 

 
• Tennison (2016) examined the characteristics of deeply embedded Cognitive 

CoachingSM practice in two elementary schools by interviewing two principals and 
eight teachers (four teachers from each school). In addition, she examined 
documents and made observations at the schools. She found that “deeply embedded 
Cognitive Coaching environments understand that organizational learning is the 
catalyst that moves an entire organization forward” (p. 107). This was the most 
prominent theme of the study, with 9 of the 10 participants mentioning it 28 times.  
 

 
Recommendation #11 – Emphasize the importance of developing the 

identity of a mediator of thinking. 
 

• Tennison (2016) examined the characteristics of deeply embedded Cognitive 
Coaching practice in two elementary schools by interviewing two principals and eight 
teachers (four teachers from each school). In addition, she examined documents and 
made observations at the schools. She found that it is critical that teachers hold the 
identity of a mediator of thinking in order to have an environment in which Cognitive 
Coaching is deeply embedded. In addition, educators who are trained in Cognitive 
Coaching travel different paths. She concluded that “all humans have their own 
journey in developing an identity as a Cognitive Coach” (p. 128). 

 
 

Recommendation #12 – Involve teachers right away  
in using their coaching skills. 

 
• Practice in using Cognitive CoachingSM skills is essential in order to bring about the 

growth that is possible with Cognitive CoachingSM (Edwards & Green, 1999a). 
 

• When teachers became involved immediately after receiving their training in 
implementing coaching skills and participating in coaching, they tended to persist in a 
three-year project using Cognitive CoachingSM to implement Standards-Based 
Education (Edwards & Green, 1999b).  

 
• The more coaching that teachers received, the more they indicated that Cognitive 

CoachingSM impacted their planning, applying, and overall teaching, as well as their 
interdependence (Alseike, 1997). 

 
• Teachers who participated in seven or more Cognitive CoachingSM training sessions 

scored significantly higher than those who hadn’t attended any sessions, or had only 
attended one or two sessions, on teaching, applying, and overall instructional 
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processes (Alseike, 1997). All of the teachers received Cognitive CoachingSM from 
experienced trainers. In addition, teachers who had attended seven or more trainings 
scored significantly higher in the States of Mind of Efficacy and Consciousness than 
did teachers who hadn’t attended any trainings or had attended one or two trainings, 
even though they had received coaching from experienced coaches.   

 
• Teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM from experienced coaches, yet had 

never coached another teacher, scored significantly lower in teaching, applying, and 
the State of Mind of Efficacy than did teachers who had coached another teacher 
seven or more times (Alseike, 1997).   

 
• Teachers who used Cognitive CoachingSM more frequently obtained significantly 

higher scores on the Self-Reflection Survey: Cognitive CoachingSM Rating Scale 
(Schuman, 1991) than did those who used it less (Edwards & Newton, 1994b).  
Subscales included planning, teaching, analyzing and evaluating, and applying. 

 
• When teachers participated in seven or more Cognitive CoachingSM conferences, 

they perceived that the conferences had a high impact on their thought processes in 
planning, teaching, analyzing and evaluating, and applying (Foster, 1989). Teachers 
who participated in 4 to 6 coaching conferences reported that Cognitive CoachingSM 
had an average impact on planning, teaching, and applying, and a high impact on 
analyzing and evaluating. Teachers who participated in 1 to 3 coaching conferences 
reported that Cognitive CoachingSM had an average impact on their thought 
processes in the four areas, and teachers who participated in no coaching 
conferences reported that Cognitive CoachingSM had a low impact on their thought 
processes in the four areas. 

 
 

Recommendation #13 – Structure time for Cognitive CoachingSM. 
 
• Freeman Mack (2020) recommended that principals “create time for coaches to plan 

with teachers” (p. 108). Coaches who had time to plan with the teachers whom they 
were supporting had more success. 
 

• Lindle (2016) conducted a study in which eight district-level leaders coached nine 
veteran principals in other rural districts. “Time as a resource for the coaching 
relationship” (p. 451) emerged as a key theme. “Both groups complained about the 
lack of time to meet or reflect during the sessions” (p. 451). “In their continuing 
concern over time, coaches worried about how to find the time for coaching with 
principals” (p. 451). 
 

• Batt (2010) found that teachers who received Cognitive CoachingSM to assist them in 
implementing Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) reported that they 
needed to have more time for coaching. In order to save time and decrease the 
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amount of time their students needed to spend with a substitute teacher, the 
teachers who were being coached employed phone conversations, email 
discussions, and sticky notes on manuals with their coaches.  
 

• Teachers indicated that it was difficult to find time to do Cognitive CoachingSM 
(Beltman, 2009). 

 
• While “teachers perceived time as an obstacle that inhibited the implementation and 

use of the Cognitive CoachingSM process, . . . teachers . . . identified time as a major 
factor in why they built such a strong relationship” (Reed, 2007, p. 203). “Leadership 
at both the campus and district level has to recognize the importance of building 
relationships and commit the time needed for development of those relationships. 
This is one of the most critical components, yet it is the one often overlooked” (p. 
235).  
 

• Five participants who were involved in an online coaching study said that lack of time 
to do online coaching and to attend training sessions inhibited the effectiveness of 
their practice (Aldrich, 2005). They also listed not being able to communicate in 
person and problems with using technology as inhibitors.  

 
• Coy (2004) discussed the importance of administrators providing time for Cognitive 

CoachingSM interactions between mentors and their protégés.  
 
• Teachers reported a tension between appreciating having the opportunity to work and 

talk with their colleagues and the lack of time in the school day (Schlosser, 1998).   
 
• Teachers who engaged in Cognitive CoachingSM who had taken 7 to 12 days of 

training and had taught eight years or more indicated that shortage of time was a 
major hindrance to coaching and engaging in reflection about their teaching 
(Johnson, 1997).  

 
• Cognitive CoachingSM takes time, and teachers already have many demands on their 

time (Townsend, 1995). 
 
• Lack of time do to coaching was listed as the #1 source of dissatisfaction with 

coaching (Edwards & Newton, 1994a).   
 
• Administrators and teachers need to be creative in finding time and money to enable 

teachers to participate in Cognitive CoachingSM (Weatherford & Weatherford, 1991). 
In addition, they need to use Cognitive CoachingSM on a regular basis. 
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Recommendation #14 – Recognize that teachers tend to use Cognitive 
CoachingSM skills on an informal basis more frequently than they use the 
formal Planning Conversation, Observation, and Reflecting Conversation. 
 
• Whether teachers were coached formally, including the Planning Conversation, 

Classroom Observation, and Reflecting Conversation, or informally, they identified 
Cognitive CoachingSM as having a positive impact on their teaching (Alseike, 1997). 
Teachers who were coached formally scored significantly higher on a measure of 
Interdependence.   

 
• Teachers using Cognitive CoachingSM during the course of a year reported that they 

used Cognitive CoachingSM skills informally more frequently than they used them on 
a formal basis, including a Planning Conversation, and Observation, and a Reflecting 
Conversation (Awakuni, 1995). 

 
 

Recommendation #15 – Invite teachers to use their coaching skills in 
many contexts. 

 
• Participants in an online coaching study said that text-based nonverbal cues, the 

sharing of asynchronous journal reflections, the ability to send private messages, and 
“the invisibility of the use of the maps and sentence stems” (Aldrich, 2005, p. 204) 
were unique features that they enjoyed as they conducted coaching conversations on 
the Internet. They also enjoyed the chat capability, the whiteboards, the training they 
received, the availability of the moderator, and the fact that their coaching sessions 
were archived. 

 
• The more people participated in online coaching conversations, including the more 

messages that they posted and the more sessions they conducted, the more they 
met the conditions for effective online coaching (Aldrich, 2005). 

 
• No differences were found in the impact of Cognitive CoachingSM on the instructional 

processes of planning, teaching, analyzing, and applying, nor on the States of Mind 
between teachers who had been coached by the principal, a Building Resource 
Teacher, another teacher, or a combination of the three (Alseike, 1997).     

 
• No differences were found in perceptions of impact on thought processes between 

teachers who were coached by an administrator and teachers who were coached by 
another teacher (Foster, 1989). 
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Recommendation #16 – Distinguish between coaching and evaluation. 

 
• Freeman Mack (2020) found that when coaches and teachers had a full 

understanding that the coach was available to be of service to them rather than to 
evaluate them, they were able to have more trust. When teachers were concerned 
that their coach might be sharing information about them with the principal or 
evaluating them, they had less trust and were less likely to want the coach to observe 
them and talk with them. Freeman Mack recommended creating a booklet for 
teachers to explain Cognitive CoachingSM and what they could expect from their 
coach. 
 

• Teachers who had taken 7 to 12 days of training in Cognitive CoachingSM indicated 
that when principals focused on evaluating teachers rather than on supervising them, 
they created a climate that did not encourage them to develop professionally 
(Johnson, 1997). 

 
• Distinctions need to be made between coaching and evaluation if the principal is 

doing the coaching so that teachers know when they are being coached and when 
they are being evaluated (Weatherford & Weatherford, 1991). 

 
 

Recommendation #17 – Realize that district and national policy can 
influence teachers’ adoption of the identity of a mediator of thinking  

(i.e., a Cognitive Coach). 
 

• Mackenzie (2017) analyzed three key documents related to the reform policy in 
Australian education. Then, she asked two teachers to fill out surveys. She also 
conducted in-depth interviews with them. Her goal was to determine whether the 
documents with which the teachers were familiar impacted the way they worked with 
teachers as Cognitive Coaches. She also wanted to find out how they navigated the 
Four Support Functions of Cognitive CoachingSM, Collaborating Consulting, and 
Evaluating. According to Mackenzie, “themes contained in Australian education 
reform policy documents are highly representative of revisionist/technocratic ideology 
defined through hierarchical authoritarian discourses. These discourses compete with 
those embedded within the ideals of Cognitive Coaching. They are supportive of the 
intentions and purposes of the evaluator role” (p. 96). She found that “policy themes 
were evident in Cognitive Coach discourses; however, environment or school context 
and coaches’ sense of agency played a substantial role in the way that policy 
influenced their practice and identity” (p. v). She also discovered that “Cognitive 
Coaches may be operating within two competing discourses, the discourses of 
neoliberal ideologies and the discourses of humanistic ideologies” (p. 111). 
Furthermore, “the school environment has a significant influence on Cognitive Coach 
identity” (p. 111). Finally, “the construction of identity as a Cognitive Coach is greatly 
supported through a sense of agency and autonomy” (p. 111). In other words, the 
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more agency and autonomy coaches have, the more they are able to fully adopt 
and practice the identity of mediator of thinking in an environment that mitigates 
against it. In addition, “an explicit and in-depth understanding of the Four Support 
Functions and how to navigate within and across them is of utmost importance in 
establishing clear role identity for the Cognitive Coach” (p. 108). It is also important 
for Cognitive Coaches to comprehend “the influence of context or environment on the 
construction of role identity across the Four Support Functions” (p. 108, italics in 
original). 

 
 

Recommendation #18 – Realize that other initiatives can help  
to develop the Five States of Mind in teachers. 

 
• Kilver (2017) gathered data to determine whether teacher preparation and student 

teaching could help preservice teachers to develop the Five States of Mind of 
Cognitive Coaching (i.e., efficacy, craftsmanship, interdependence, flexibility, and 
consciousness). She recruited preservice teachers in a small private college in 
central Illinois. They filled out the Energy Sources Survey developed by Hayes and 
Ellison in 2012 pre and post. They participated in pre and post interviews, provided 
artifacts, and participated in focus groups. The teacher preparation program enabled 
the preservice teachers to increase in craftsmanship, which helped them to feel ready 
to participate in student teaching. The increasing craftsmanship they developed 
bolstered their sense of efficacy, and their collaboration with their supervising teacher 
helped them to increase in interdependence. The preservice teachers varied in their 
growth in consciousness and flexibility. “Consciousness and flexibility also seemed to 
be uniquely influenced by the disposition of the preservice teacher and/or the 
cooperating teacher” (p. 287, italics in original). 

 
 

Recommendation #19 – Structure time for coaches to  
reflect on their coaching and refine their skills. 

 
• Lane (2016) conducted a study in which principals who had been trained in Cognitive 

CoachingSM provided coaching for 51 first-year or second-year principals. The 
coaches engaged in numerous meetings in which they reflected on their coaching 
with their principals and refined their coaching skills. They also filled out rubrics on 
their coaching, and they reflected on how they were supporting their principals. She 
gathered both quantitative and qualitative data. She found  
 

that there is an impact on the quality of candidate reflection for continuous 
improvement as a result of coaches improving their practice of facilitating 
candidate reflection. When candidates were asked to evaluate their coach on 
the quality of their interaction, specifically their coach’s ability to engage them 
in reflective practice, ninety-four percent of candidates rated their coach as 
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strong in this area. When further analysis of this data was conducted, it was 
determined that all candidates completing the second year of their induction 
program rated their coaches as strong in facilitating reflection for continuous 
improvement. This is significant because in addition to sharing their 
experience and expertise and providing professional resources for problem 
solving, leadership coaches need to engage their candidates in critical 
reflection. (p. 46)   
 
 
Recommendation #20 — Assign Cognitive Coaches  

with expertise in a particular area  
to teachers with expertise in those areas. 

 
• Freeman Mack (2020) found that when Cognitive Coaches had expertise and 

experience in the areas in which they were coaching (i.e., Reading, Mathematics, 
Science, etc.), the teachers to whom they were assigned perceived them more 
positively than when coaches did not have expertise and experience in the area in 
which they were coaching. 

 



 

 

56 
References 

 
Akyildiz, S. T., & Semerci, Ç. (2016, October). The Cognitive Coaching-supported reflective 

teaching approach in English language teaching: Academic and permanence 
success. Academic Journals: Education Research and Reviews, 11(2), 1956-1963.  

 
Aldrich, R. S. (2005). Cognitive CoachingSM practice in online environments (Publication No. 

3197394) [Doctoral dissertation, Pepperdine University]. ProQuest Dissertations and 
Theses Global.  

 
Alea, J. (2019). Developing coaching skills with teachers in high poverty settings: A 

practitioner research self-study (Publication NO. 27546902) [Doctoral dissertation, 
University of Florida. ProQuestion Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Alicea, R. (2014). Influence of SIOP Cognitive Coaching workshops on teaching practices of 

ESL teachers and ESL paraprofessionals (Publication No. 3646942) [Doctoral 
dissertation, Wayne State University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Alseike, B. U. (1997). Cognitive Coaching: Its influences on teachers (Publication No. 

9804083) [Doctoral dissertation, University of Denver]. ProQuest Dissertations and 
Theses Global. 

 
Avant, R.C. (2012). Instructional coaching and emotional intelligence (Publication No. 

3509025) [Doctoral dissertation, Mills College]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses 
Global.  

 
Awakuni, G. H. (1995). The impact of Cognitive Coaching as perceived by the Kalani High 

School core team (Publication No. 9613169) [Doctoral dissertation, The Union 
Institute]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Bagwell, J. (2008). The impact of a teacher induction program on student achievement and 

the development of the five states of mind (Publication No. 3483976) [Doctoral 
dissertation, University of Missouri—Columbia]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses 
Global.  

 
Bair, M. A. (2017, September). Faculty development through Cognitive Coaching. New 

Forums Press, 31(3), 79-85. 
 
Baker, K. L. (2008). The effects of Cognitive Coaching on initially licensed teachers 

[Doctoral dissertation, University of North Carolina Wilmington]. 
http://libres.uncg.edu/ir/uncw/f/bakerk2008-1.pdf 

 
Bal, A. P, & Demir, Ö. (2011). Cognitive Coaching approach in view of pre-service teachers. 

Ahi Evran Üniversitesi Kirsehir Egitim Fakültesi Dergisi (KEFAD), 12(4), 325-340. 



 

 

57 
 
Bandura, A. (2006). Guide to the construction of self-efficacy scales. In F. Pajares & T. 

Urdan (Eds.), Self-efficacy beliefs of adolescents (Vol. 5, pp. 307-337). Information 
Age Publishing. 

 
Batt, E. G. (2010). Cognitive coaching: A critical phase in professional development to 

implement sheltered instruction. Teaching and Teacher Education, 26, 997-1005. 
doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2009.10.042 

 
Beltman, S. (2009). Educators’ motivation for continuing professional learning. Issues in 

Educational Research, 19(3), 193-211.  
 
Bjerken, K. S. (2013). Building self-directed teachers: A case study of teachers’ perspectives 

of the effects of Cognitive Coaching on professional practices (Publication No. 
3564120) [Doctoral dissertation, Minnesota State University, Mankato]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Brooks, G. R. (2000a). Cognitive Coaching training for master teachers and its effects on 

student teachers’ ability to reflect on practice (Publication No. 3054851) [Doctoral 
dissertation, University of Southern California]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses 
Global.  

 
Brooks, G. R. (2000b). Cognitive Coaching for master teachers and its effect on student 

teachers’ ability to reflect on practice. The Delta Kappa Gamma Bulletin, 67(1), 46-
50. 

  
Burk, J., Ford, M. B. Guffy, T., & Mann, G. (1996, February). Reconceptualizing student 

teaching: A STEP forward [Paper presentation]. American Association of Colleges for 
Teacher Education, Chicago, IL, United States. 

 
Caine, R. N., & Caine, G. (1997). Education on the edge of possibility. Association for 

Supervision and Curriculum Development.   
 
Chang, D., Lee, C.-D., & Wang, S.-C. (2014). The influence of Cognitive Coaching on 

teaching reflection and teaching effectiveness: Taking teachers participating in 
formative teacher evaluation in elementary and secondary schools as examples. 
Journal of University of Taipei, 45(1), 61-80. doi:10.6336/JUT.4501.004 

 
Clay, M. (1993). An observation survey of early literacy achievement. Heinemann. 
 
Clinard, L. M., Ariav, T., Beeson, R., Minor, L., & Dwyer, M. (1995, April). Cooperating 

teachers reflect upon the impact of coaching on their own teaching and professional 
life [Paper presentation]. American Educational Research Association, San 
Francisco, CA, United States. 

 



 

 

58 
Clinard, L. M, Mirón, L., Ariav, T., Botzer, I., Conroy, J., Laycock, K., & Yule, K. (1997, 

March). A cross-cultural perspective of teachers’ perceptions: What contributions are 
exchanged between cooperating teachers and student teachers? [Paper 
presentation]. American Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL, United 
States. 

 
Costa, A. L., & Garmston, R. J. (2002). Cognitive Coaching: A foundation for Renaissance 

schools. Christopher-Gordon. 
 
Coy, L. J. (2004). A case study of a professional development initiative focused on novice 

teacher mentoring (Publication No. 3155974) [Doctoral dissertation, New Mexico 
State University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
DeMasters, G. A. (2018). Relationship between teachers’ use of Cognitive CoachingSM in 

the classroom and teacher efficacy (Publication No. 10840530) [Doctoral dissertation, 
Lindenwood University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Diaz, K. A. (2013). Employing National Board Certification practices with all teachers: The 

potential of Cognitive Coaching and mentoring (Publication No. 3557981) [Doctoral 
dissertation, Arizona State University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
DiPaola, M. F., & Tschannen-Moran, M. (2005). School Climate Index. 

https://webmail.fielding.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=otg62NIW20uysJikgeEQWmHuBywI7
NEIiHoY1TLlGwcTvH4rgokEKYCEbs8EMA34CV-
eyHhHzjI.&URL=http%3a%2f%2fmxtsch.people.wm.edu%2fResearchTools%2fSCI_
OMR.pdf 

 
Donahue-Barrett, K. (2014). The influence of literacy coaching on teacher knowledge and 

practice within the writing workshop model (Publication No. 3624785) [Doctoral 
dissertation, Northern Illinois University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Donnelly, L. (1988). The Cognitive Coaching model of supervision: A study of its 

implementation [Unpublished master’s thesis]. California State University, 
Sacramento, CA. 

 
Dougherty, P. A. (2000). The effects of Cognitive Coaching training as it pertains to: Trust 

building and the development of a learning community for veteran teachers in a rural 
elementary school (Publication No. 3054864)  [Doctoral dissertation, University of 
Southern California]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Dweck, C. (1976). Implicit Theories of Intelligence Scale for Children-Self Form. 

http://growthmindseteaz.org/caroldweck.html    
 



 

 

59 
Edwards, J. L. (1993). The effect of Cognitive Coaching on the conceptual development 

and reflective thinking of first year teachers (Publication No. 9320751) [Doctoral 
dissertation, The Fielding Institute]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Edwards, J. L. (2004). The process of becoming and helping others to become: A grounded 

theory study. In I. F. Stein, F. Campone, & L. J. Page (Eds.), Proceedings of the 
second ICF coaching research symposium (pp. 69-78). International Coach 
Federation.   

 
Edwards, J. L., & Green, K. (1997). The effects of Cognitive Coaching on teacher efficacy 

and empowerment [Unpublished manuscript]. School of Educational Leadership and 
Change, Fielding Graduate University.     

 
Edwards, J. L., & Green, K. (1999a, April). Growth in coaching skills over a three-year 

period: Progress toward mastery [Paper presentation]. American Educational 
Research Association, Montreal, Quebec, Canada.   

 
Edwards, J. L., & Green, K. (1999b, April). Persisters versus nonpersisters: Characteristics 

of teachers who stay in a professional development program [Paper presentation]. 
American Educational Research Association, Montreal, Quebec, Canada.     

 
Edwards, J. L., Green, K., Lyons, C. A., Rogers, M. S., & Swords, M. (1998, April). The 

effects of Cognitive Coaching and nonverbal classroom management on teacher 
efficacy and perceptions of school culture [Paper presentation. American Educational 
Research Association, San Diego, CA, United States. 

 
Edwards, J. L., & Newton, R. R. (1994a, February). The effects of Cognitive Coaching on 

teacher efficacy and empowerment [Unpublished manuscript]. School of Educational 
Leadership and Change, Fielding Graduate University.  

 
Edwards, J. L., & Newton, R. R. (1994b, July). The effects of Cognitive Coaching on teacher 

efficacy and thinking about teaching [Unpublished manuscript]. School of Educational 
Leadership and Change, Fielding Graduate University.  

 
Edwards, J. L., & Newton, R. R. (1994c, October). Qualitative assessment of the effects of 

Cognitive Coaching training as evidenced through teacher portfolios and journals 
[Unpublished manuscript]. School of Educational Leadership and Change, Fielding 
Graduate University.  

 
              
Edwards, J. L., & Newton, R. R. (1995, April). The effects of Cognitive Coaching on teacher 

efficacy and empowerment [Paper presentation]. American Educational Research 
Association, San Francisco, CA, United States.   

 
Eger, K. A. (2006). Teachers’ perception of the impact of Cognitive Coaching on their 



 

 

60 
teacher thinking and behaviors (Publication No. 3223584) [Doctoral dissertation, 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses 
Global.  

 
Ellison, J. (2003). Coaching principals for increased resourcefulness. In J. Ellison & C. 

Hayes (Eds.), Cognitive CoachingSM: Weaving threads of learning and change into 
the culture of an organization (pp. 13-25). Christopher-Gordon. 

 
Ellison, J., & Hayes, C. (2002). Energy sources team self-assessment survey. Center for 

Cognitive Coaching, Cognitive Coaching Seminars. 
 
Evans, R. E., Jr. (2005). Utilizing Cognitive Coaching to enhance the implementation of 

recommended middle school instructional strategies (Publication No. 3189304) 
[Doctoral dissertation, University of Virginia]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses 
Global.  

 
Fine, J. C., & Kossack, S. W. (2002). The effect of using rubric-embedded Cognitive 

Coaching strategies to initiate learning conversations. Journal of Reading Education, 
27(2), 31-37. 

 
Foster, N. (1989). The impact of Cognitive Coaching on teachers’ thought processes as 

perceived by cognitively coached teachers in the Plymouth-Canton Community 
School District (Publication No. 8923848) [Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State 
University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses.  

 
Freeman Mack, N. M. (2020). Examining fidelity in the implementation of instructional 

coaching (Publication No. 27955875) [Doctoral dissertation, Manhattanville College]. 
ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Garmston, R., & Hyerle, D. (1988, August). Professor's peer coaching program: Report on a 

1987-88 pilot project to develop and test a staff development model for improving 
instruction at California State University [Unpublished manuscript]. California State 
University at Sacramento. 

 
Garmston, R., Linder, C., & Whitaker, J. (1993, October). Reflections on Cognitive 

Coaching. Educational Leadership, 51(2), 57-61. 
 
Geltner, B. B. (1993). Integrating formative portfolio assessment, reflective practice, and 

Cognitive Coaching into preservice preparation [Paper presentation]. University 
Council for Educational Administration, Houston, TX, United States. 

         
Geltner, B. B. (1994). The power of structural and symbolic redesign: Creating a 

collaborative learning community in higher education. Descriptive Report #141. (ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No. ED374757)        

 



 

 

61 
Gibson, S., & Dembo, M. H. (1984). Teacher efficacy: A construct validation. Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 36(4), 569-82. doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.76.4.569 
 
Göker, S. D. (2020). Cognitive Coaching: A powerful supervisory tool to increase teacher 

sense of efficacy and shape teacher identity. Teacher Development: An International 
Journal of Teachers’ Professional Development, 24(4), 559-582. DOI: 
10.1080/13664530.2020.1791241 

 
Gomez, R. L. (2005). Cognitive Coaching: Bringing the ivory tower into the classroom 

(Publication No. 3194204) [Doctoral dissertation, The University of North Carolina at 
Charlotte]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
González, L. J. (2009). Los cinco estados de la mente en el counseling espiritual [Doctoral 

dissertation. Universidad Iberoamericana, México, D. F.]. http://www.uia.mx/ 
 
González Del Castillo, A. (2015). Cognitive Coaching as a form of professional development 

in a linguistically diverse school (Publication No. 3705178) [Doctoral dissertation, 
University of Missouri—Saint Louis]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Government of Alberta. (2012). The Alberta School Leadership Framework: Building 

leadership capacity in Alberta’s education system. Government of Alberta. 
 
Grochocki, J. (2018). National Board Certification and Cognitive Coaching (Publication No. 

10751373) [Doctoral dissertation, Northern Arizona University]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Guskey, T. R., & Passaro, P. (1993). Teacher efficacy: A study of construct dimensions. 

Lexington, KY: College of Education, University of Kentucky. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED 359202)  

 
Hagopian, G., Williams, H. B., Carrillo, M., Hoover, C. C. (1996, April). The 2-5 collaborative 

in-class model: A restructuring of the Title I program [Paper presentation]. American 
Educational Research Association, New York, New York, United States.  

 
Hall, G. E., & Hord, S. M. (2001). Implementing change: Patterns, principles, and potholes. 

Allyn and Bacon. 
 
Hauserman, C., Edwards, C., & Mastel, N. (2013). The role of Cognitive Coaching in 

enhancing instruction [Unpublished manuscript]. 
 
Henry, A. G. (2012). Cognitive Coaching: An examination of the reflective journaling of 

teacher candidates (Publication No. 3510381) [Doctoral dissertation, Baylor 
University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

       
Hull, J., Edwards, J. L., Rogers, M. S., & Swords, M. E. (1998). The Pleasant View 



 

 

62 
experience. Jefferson County Schools. 

 
Humphries, C. A., Hebert, E., Daigle, K., & Martin, J. (2012). Development of a physical 
 education teaching efficacy scale. Measurement in Physical Education and 
 Exercise Science, 16, 284-299. 
 
Irons, N. A. (2014). Coaching for questioning: A study on the impact of questioning [Unpublished 

Capstone Action Research Project]. Fielding Graduate University, Santa Barbara, CA. 
 
Jaede, M., Brosnan, P., Leigh, K., & Stroot, S. (2014, April). Teaching to transgress: How 

Cognitive CoachingSM influences the apprenticeship model in pre-service urban 
teacher education. [Paper presentation]. American Educational Research 
Association, Philadelphia, PA. United States. 

 
Johnson, J. B. (1997). An exploratory study of teachers’ efforts to implement Cognitive 

Coaching as a form of professional development: Waiting for Godot (Publication No. 
9729048) [Doctoral dissertation, University of St. Thomas (Minnesota)]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Kilver, C. L. (2017). The impact of student teaching on the preservice teacher (Publication 

No. 10249793) [Doctoral dissertation, Western Illinois University]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Kirkpatrick, D. (1998). Evaluating training programs: The four levels. Berrett-Koehler. 
 
Knaebel, D. R. (2008). Exploring the experiences of a literacy coach in a Reading First 

school in Indiana (Publication No. 3318963) [Doctoral dissertation, Indiana State 
University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Krpan, M. M. (1997). Cognitive Coaching and efficacy, growth, and change for second-, 

third-, and fourth-year elementary school educators (Publication No. 1384152) 
(Master’s thesis). [Doctoral dissertation. California State University, Fullerton]. 
ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Lane, A. (2016). Blended coaching to support administrator induction (Publication No. 

10150040) [Masters thesis, Saint Mary’s College of California]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Liebmann, R. (1993). Perceptions of human resource developers from product and service 

organizations as to the current and desired states of holonomy of managerial and 
manual employers (Publication No. 9327374) [Doctoral dissertation, Seton Hall 
University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Lin, C.-J. (2012). The influence of Cognitive Coaching on the planning and use of 

instructional conversations, with a focus on mathematics instruction (Publication No. 



 

 

63 
3569062) [Doctoral dissertation, University of Hawai’I at Manoa]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Lindle, J. C. (2016). Posing questions for leadership development and practice: A coaching 

strategy for veteran school leaders. International Journal of Leadership in Education: 
Theory and Practice, 19(4), 438-463. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13603124.2015.1041555 

 
Linn, V. (2012). Preparing future early childhood teachers? A mixed methods investigation 

of inquiry-base field experiences (Publication No. 3541676) [Doctoral dissertation, 
University of South Dakota]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Lipton, L. (1993). Transforming information into knowledge: Structured reflection in 

administrative practice. Research / Technical Paper #143.    
 
Loeschen, S. (2012). Generating reflection and improving teacher pedagogy through the 

use of Cognitive Coaching in a mentor/beginning teacher relationship (Publication 
No. 3513140) [Doctoral Dissertation, Southern Illinois University]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Los Angeles Unified School District. (n.d.). Mathematics Instructional Guides Grades K-5.  

http://notebook.lausd.net/portal/pageid=33,813644&_dad=pt  
 
MacGinitie, W. H., MacGinitie, R. K., Maria, K., & Dryer, L. G. (2000). Gates-MacGinitie 

reading tests: Manual for scoring and interpretation (4th ed.). Riverside. 
 
Mackenzie, S. (2017). Swimming in education reform policy currents: Cognitive Coach 

identities in Australian school contexts [Unpublished master’s thesis]. Charles Darwin 
University, Darwin, Northern Territory, Australia.   

 
Mackie, D. J. (1998). Collegial observation: An alternative teacher evaluation strategy using 

Cognitive Coaching to promote professional growth and development (Publication No. 
9826689)  [Doctoral dissertation, Wilmington College (Delaware)]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Maginnis, J. L. (2009). The relationship clinical faculty training has to student teacher self-

efficacy (Publication No. 3387682) [Doctoral dissertation, State University of New 
York at Albany]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
McCloy, D. (2011). Learning teaching reciprocal learning (Publication No. 3453503) 

[Doctoral dissertation, Arizona State University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses 
Global.  

 
McCombs, B. (1995). Teacher survey. Mid-Continent Regional Educational Laboratory. 
 



 

 

64 
McDonough, S. (1991). The supervision of principals: A comparison of existing and 

desired supervisory practices as perceived by principals trained in Cognitive 
Coaching and those without Cognitive Coaching training [Unpublished master's 
thesis]. California State University, Sacramento, CA. 

 
McDonough, S. (1992, Spring). How principals want to be supervised. Visions, 9(3), 4-5, 7b. 
 
McLymont, E. F. (2000). Mediated learning through the coaching approach facilitated by 

Cognitive Coaching (Publication No. NQ59634) [Doctoral dissertation, University of 
Alberta (Canada)]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
McLymont, E. F., & da Costa, J. L. (1998, April). Cognitive Coaching: The vehicle for 

professional development and teacher collaboration. [Paper presentation]. American 
Educational Research Association, San Diego, CA, United States.   

 
McMahon, P. J. (1997). Cognitive Coaching and special education advanced practicum 

interns: A study in peer coaching (Publication No. 1385959) [Master’s thesis, 
University of Hawai’I at Manoa]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Moche, R. (1999). Cognitive Coaching and reflective thinking of Jewish day school teachers 

(Publication No. 9919383) [Doctoral dissertation, Yeshiva University]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Moche, R. (2000, Fall/2001, Winter). Coaching teachers’ thinking. Journal of Jewish 

Education, 66(3), 19-29. doi.org/10.1080/0021624000660304 
 
Muchlinski, T. E. (1995). Using Cognitive Coaching to model metacognition during 

instruction (Publication No. 9538459) [Doctoral dissertation, The University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Netolicky, D. M. (2016a). Coaching for professional growth in one Australian school: “Oil in 

water.” International Journal of Mentoring and Coaching in Education, 5(2), 66-86.  
 
Netolicky, D. M. (2016b). Down the rabbit hole: Professional identities, professional learning, 

and change in one Australian school [Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. Murdoch 
University, Murdoch, Australia. 

 
Pianta, R. C., La Paro, K. M., & Hamre, B. (2008). Classroom assessment scoring 

system: Manual pre-k. Paul H. Brookes. 
 
Powell, W., & Kusuma-Powell, O. (2007). Coaching students to new heights in writing. 

Educational Leadership: Engaging the Whole Child (online only), 64(Summer 2007). 
  

Reed, L. A. (2007). Case study of the implementation of Cognitive Coaching by an 
instructional coach in a Title I elementary school (Publication No. 3270804) [Doctoral 



 

 

65 
dissertation, Texas A&M University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Rennick, L. W. (2002). The relationship between staff development in balanced literacy 

instruction for kindergarten teachers and student literacy achievement (Publication 
No. 3051831) [Doctoral dissertation, Saint Louis University]. ProQuest Dissertations 
and Theses Global.  

 
Rich, P. C. (2013). Perceptions of Cognitive Coaching of alternatively certified reading 

teachers situated in two high poverty urban schools: A case study (Publication No. 
3605228) [Doctoral dissertation, The University of West Florida]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Rinaldi, L. (2013). The effects of learning about the Five States of Mind on elementary 

children in grades 3, 4, and 5 (Publication No. 3591907) [Doctoral dissertation, 
Fielding Graduate University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Robinson, B. K. (2010). Building a pathway to support through professional development 

and induction: A case study examining an induction program for novice educators 
[Doctoral dissertation, Capella University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses 
Global. (Publication No. 3426698) 

 
Robinson, J. M. (2011). Supporting National Board candidates via Cognitive CoachingSM 

conversations and communities of practice (Publication No. 3449849) [Doctoral 
dissertation, Arizona State University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Rogers, W. T. Hauserman, C. P., & Skytt, J. (2016). Using Cognitive Coaching to build 

school leadership capacity: A case study in Alberta. Canadian Journal of Education, 
39(3), 1-29. 

 
Rogers, W. T., Hauserman, C. P., & Skytt, J. (2017). Influence of Cognitive CoachingSM on 

the development of self-efficacy and competency of principals. Canadian Journal of 
Education/Revue Canadienne de l’education, 40(2), 1-23.  

  
Rutgers, L., & Reddy, C. (2013). Cognitive Coaching: Strengthening grade R teachers’ 

leadership capacity as supervising partners of student teachers. South African 
Journal of Higher Education, 27(4), 1005-1020. 

 
Sándigo, A. M. (2017). Coaching tutors in academic English to improve tutoring for Hispanic 

students in higher education (Publication No. 10687611) [Doctoral dissertation, 
Northern Arizona University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global. 

 
Saphier, J. (1989). The School Culture Survey. Research for Better Teaching. 
  
Schlosser, J. L. (1998). The impact of Cognitive Coaching on the thinking processes of 

elementary school teachers (Publication No. 9821080) [Doctoral dissertation, 



 

 

66 
Brigham Young University]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Schuman, S. (1991). Self-reflection survey: Cognitive Coaching rating scale. Federal Way 

Public Schools. 
 
Skytt, J. K., Hauserman, C. P., Rogers, W. T., & Johnson, J. B. (2014). Cognitive Coaching: 

Building school leadership capacity in Alberta’s education system Leader2 Leader 
Project (L2L). Program report. The Alberta Teachers’ Association. 

 
Slinger, J. L. (2004). Cognitive Coaching: Impact on students and influence on teachers 

(Publication No. 3138974) [Doctoral dissertation, University of Denver]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Smith, M. C. (1997). Self-reflection as a means of increasing teacher efficacy through 

Cognitive Coaching (Publication No. 1384304) [Master’s thesis, California State 
University, Fullerton]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Sommers, W., & Costa, A. (1993). Bo Peep was wrong. NASSP Bulletin, 77(557), 110-113. 

doi.org/10.1177/019263659307755719  
 
Sparks-Langer, G. M., Simmons, J. M., Pasch, M., Colton, A., & Starko, A. (1990). 

Reflective pedagogical thinking: How can we promote it and measure it? Journal of 
Teacher Education, 41(5), 23-32. doi.org/10.1177/002248719004100504 

 
Tarnasky, R. F. (2000). Instructional supervision in selected Colorado community colleges: 

The role of the department chair in working with part-time and full-time faculty 
(Publication No. 9973923) [Doctoral dissertation, University of Northern Colorado]. 
ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Tennison, R. (2015). A qualitative study of the factors supporting the implementation and 

sustainability of a deeply embedded Cognitive Coaching school culture (Publication 
No. 10098660) [Doctoral dissertation, Southwest Baptist University]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Townsend, S. (1995). Understanding the effects of Cognitive Coaching on student teachers 

and cooperating teachers (Publication No. 9544000) [Doctoral dissertation, University 
of Denver]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Tschannen-Moran, M., & Gareis, C. R. (2004). Principal Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale. 

http://mxtsch.people.wm.edu/ResearchTools/PSE_OMR.pdf 
 
Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2001). Teacher efficacy: Capturing an elusive 

construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(7), 783-805. 
 
Ushijima, T. M. (1996a). Five States of Mind Scale for Cognitive Coaching: A measurement 



 

 

67 
study (Publication No. 9720306) [Doctoral dissertation, University of Southern 
California]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global. 

 
Ushijima, T. (1996b). The impact of Cognitive Coaching as a staff development process on 

student question asking and math problem solving skills. [Unpublished manuscript]. 
Honolulu, HI.   

 
Uzat, S. L. (1999). The relationship of Cognitive Coaching to years of teaching experience 

and to teacher reflective thought (Publication No. 9947709) [Doctoral dissertation, 
The University of Southern Mississippi]. ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Vincenz, L. (1990). Development of the Vincenz empowerment scale (Publication No. 

9031010)  [Doctoral dissertation, University of Maryland, College Park]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.  

 
Weatherford, D., & Weatherford, N. (1991). Professional growth through peer coaching: A 

handbook for implementation (Unpublished master's thesis). California State 
University, Sacramento, CA. 

 
Wooten Burnett, S. W. (2014). Cognitive CoachingSM: The impact on teacher candidates’ 

teacher efficacy [Doctoral dissertation, University of Louisville]. Electronic Theses and 
Dissertations, Paper 181. 

 
Young, J. R. (1989). Pre-service teachers’ written reflection: The effect of structured 

training on pedagogical thinking [Unpublished master’s thesis]. Brigham Young 
University, Provo, Utah. 

    


