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Leading scholars have indicated a lack of knowledge on how to propagate and sustain evidence-based instructional
practices, such as active learning. However, they have identified social interactions as key for dissemination. Interestingly,
the instructional coaching literature has drawn a direct connection between propagation of research-based practices and
effective coaching of teachers. The authors have worked to propagate active learning and educational scholarship among
instructors in their school of engineering. Their support model for this was informed by the change framework of
Henderson and colleagues and consists of learning-community events, instructional coaching, classroom observation,
student feedback, and instructor follow-up. Interestingly, the social focus of their model, including one-on-one coaching,
was identified as a strength by the participating instructors. Preliminary results from this support program have been
promising with respect to instructor participation, propagation of active learning and educational scholarship, and
valuation by instructors. In this article however, the authors make a new argument for the infusion of athletic coaching to
their support model for potential transformative outcomes. Despite the shared mission of athletic coaches and academic
instructors to educate young adults, there is often little-to-no collaboration between them. However, given the origin of
coaching in athletics, shouldn’t instructional coaching be looking to athletic coaching for transformative insights and
support? Along with making an argument for this unique paradigm, the authors suggest an exploratory case study
approach for assessing the impact of athletic coaching within an engineering instructional support and propagation
program. Our ultimate objective is to inspire and support other educators in adopting this potentially transformative

model.
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1. Introduction and Background

Although effective pedagogies in STEM have been
rigorously studied, the research on how to propa-
gate and sustain their use is only in its early stages,
according to leading scholars of instructional
change [1]. These scholars have identified social
interactions as key to disseminating and propagat-
ing instructional innovations [1]. Thus, the most
promising avenues to propagating educational
change may be interpersonal networks, conversa-
tions among colleagues, faculty communities, one-
on-one coaching during change efforts, and other
highly social approaches. This is in contrast to more
traditional approaches that characterize the
“develop and distribute’ change strategy, including
“sit-and-get” workshops without any follow-up by
the workshop providers [1-3]. Change scholars
indicate that more research is needed on developing
change strategies that utilize social interactions to
promote sustained change, including guiding
instructors in appropriately adapting innovations
to their needs [1-3]. The authors previously success-
fully supported a pilot group of engineering instruc-
tors from 2018-2019 by serving as coaches in their
use of active learning in the classroom [4].

* Accepted 20 September 2022.

Interestingly, the literature has drawn a direct
connection between the propagation of evidence-
based teaching practices and professional-develop-
ment-based instructor coaching [5]. Instructional
coaches assist teachers in learning evidence-based
practices in a “partnership between equals.” [6]. In
some public school districts, a teacher may be
coached by both a content coach (e.g., for literacy
or math) as well as a change coach [7]. Although
coaching began in athletics, it now describes a
relationship involving support and feedback to an
individual taking self-directed action to achieve a
goal [8-10]. Actually, athletic coaching has a very
rich history and represents an “opportunity’” that
should not be “missed”” by any domain to enhance
performance, given the abilities, strengths, and
qualities that a professional athletic coach has to
offer [11]. In fact, Read et al. have strongly advo-
cated for the application of athletic coaching to
business coaching, including understanding how
business and service organizations can learn from
athletic coaching methods [11].

Unfortunately, although athletics and academics
are considered pillars of a university and despite
their shared mission to develop young adults, there
is often little-to-no collaboration between them. As
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Fig. 1. Convergence of Opportunities & Proposed Methods in
Instructional Coaching

previously stated, “Except as fans, the street
between academe and sport is seldom crossed by
professors on any campus.” [12, pp. 119]. Yet,
revered UCLA basketball coach John Wooden
was considered a “master teacher” [12]. Given
these similarities in mission as well as current
needs and opportunities, can (and should) methods
used in athletic coaching inform and propel coaching
of instructors to promote propagation of proven
instructional practices and scholarly research on
teaching and learning? Instructional coaching is a
growing field, and the literature has called for more
empirical investigation of it, including specific rea-
sons why and how coaching works [13]. Interest-
ingly, the literature has also identified a gap in “how
to train instructional coaches.” [5, 9]. Therefore,
could athletic coaching offer transformational insight
to traditional instructional coaching?
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Fig. 2. Components of Propagation Program.

Together, an athletic coach and a traditional
instructional coach could offer a novel blend of
coaching, not unlike the concept of change and
content coaching in K-12 districts [7]. John
Wooden, the greatest college coach in history,
provided leadership in achieving excellence through
enthusiasm, cooperation, confidence, and team
spirit, and his leadership style was arguably trans-
formative [14-16]. Under the theory of Transforma-
tional Leadership, followers are propelled beyond
their expectations, with the leader appealing to the
followers’ higher ideals and needs and encouraging
group success [17]. President Abraham Lincoln’s
leadership style has likewise been called transfor-
mative [18]. The convergence of the opportunities
and theory that support this proposed approach is
shown in Fig. 1.

1.1 Pilot Propagation and Support Efforts

The first and second authors, who are engineering
instructors, received one-year internal (i.e., Univer-
sity) funding in 2018 to propagate active instruc-
tional techniques within their school of engineering.
They successfully worked with a pilot group of
instructors from 2018-2019, serving as ‘“‘coaches”
to support them in adopting, expanding, and even
publishing on their use of active learning in the
classroom [4]. Such publications are within the
realm of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning
(SoTL) [19]. The implementation model and meth-
ods used for this propagation program are shown in
Fig. 2, with the components typically occurring
(time-wise) from top to bottom. In addition, with
the sudden onset of remote instruction due to
COVID-19, the first author implemented the frame-
work in Fig. 2 during the summer 2020 as a means
of providing “‘supportive assessment’ during this
fully remote semester [20].

The upper level of Fig. 2 depicts planning support
via community-based discussions and/or one-on-
one coaching sessions with participating instruc-
tors. The middle layer of Fig. 2 shows additional
support via structured classroom observation using
the COPUS protocol and the collection of student
feedback data via interview or survey [21]. In the
final layer of Fig. 2, the observational and student
feedback data are shared with the instructor, lead-
ing to follow-up conversations, gathering of
instructor perspectives via interview, and future
planning. The ““social” focus of the framework in
Fig. 2, including one-on-one coaching, community
discussions, and classroom observation, was deter-
mined to be a strength in the eyes of the pilot
instructors [4]. The authors considered their pilot
work in 2018 to be innovative because it did not
“end with the workshop” as many professional
development efforts do. Rather, it involved one-
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on-one coaching to support and encourage imple-
mentation of the active-learning techniques. The
literature indicates that even in today’s school
districts where large expenditures are made on
professional development, teachers receive “sit-
and-get” professional development with little plan-
ning or follow-up [22].

The authors’ pilot work with the propagation of
active learning was informed by the change strategy
framework of Henderson, Beach, and Finkelstein
within STEM education [23, 24]. Their model
consists of the following known change strategies:
(1) disseminating curricula and pedagogy, (2) enact-
ing policy, (3) developing reflective teachers, and/or
(4) developing a shared vision [23, 24]. The authors’
pilot work targeted strategies 3 and 4 (i.e., the
emergent outcomes of a shared vision and reflective
instructors), in line with recommendations from the
literature [1, 25].

1.2 Significance and Novelty

The National Science Foundation (NSF) has been
highly supportive of efforts to propagate and scale
research-based educational innovations on a broad
national level, with multiple awards having been
made since 2012, or possibly earlier, including
workshop training grants (Awards 1821709,
1915574, 1122416, 1544449, 1355391, and
1355431). The proposed approach is unique in
that it is focused on the propagation of evidence-
based teaching practices and related scholarship
activity via a highly social, interpersonal approach
involving instructional coaching by an athletic
coach. This is important because more research is
needed in utilizing social interactions to promote
sustained change [1-3].

2. Literature and Theoretical Framework

2.1 Change Framework & Cross-Disciplinary
Approach

Beach and Henderson’s model for enacting change
in STEM education served as the theoretical frame-
work and support for this approach [23, 24]. In
addition, the professional development, instruc-
tional coaching, and athletic coaching literatures
informed the proposed work as well. Beach and
Henderson’s change model consists of the following
four types of change strategies: (1) disseminating
curricula and pedagogy, (2) enacting policy, (3)
developing reflective teachers, and/or (4) develop-
ing a shared vision [23, 24]. Strategies 1 and 2 tend
to be prescribed strategies for individuals and
environments/groups, respectively. Strategies 3
and 4 tend to be emergent strategies for individuals
and environments/groups, respectively [23]. Com-
munities have been a successful emergent strategy

for developing a shared vision as well as reflective
instructors who use their experiences to improve
[23]. Here, ideas are shared and support for indivi-
dual change is provided [23]. The professional
development (PD) literature also identifies commu-
nities of teachers as necessary for effective profes-
sional development [13].

The PD literature also indicates that adult pro-
fessional learning must be personalized and sus-
tained, including support (1) with upfront planning,
(2) during classroom implementation, and (3) with
evaluation [13, 22, 26]. Likewise, Beach, Hender-
son, and Finkelstein identified coordinated efforts
over an extended period of time (i.e., one semester
to an academic year) as important to disseminating
pedagogy, along with strategies for changing
instructor beliefs [23, 25]. The literature therefore
supports ongoing, one-on-one coaching of instruc-
tors, including classroom observation and collec-
tion of student assessment data for evaluation.
Having colleagues observe one’s classroom for
formative feedback and improvement is beneficial,
if not essential [27-28]. Classroom observation and
subsequent feedback provide informative support
and development and are necessary elements of
instructor coaching [5, 9, 13, 26, 29]. Based on the
model of Henderson, Beach, and Finkelstein, per-
formance evaluation and feedback are also impor-
tant elements for enacting change, including both
prescribed and emergent change [23].

Interestingly, Henderson and colleagues say that
change strategies that span traditional boundaries
across disciplines are likely promising and fruitful
avenues, including working with change agents in
other disciplines, suggesting the promise of this
athletic-inspired instructional coaching [25]. Like-
wise, in their book on multimethod research, social
scientists Brewer and Hunter suggest that different
disciplines can and should learn from one another,
saying, . . . cross-overs of theories, or applications
of a theory developed in one subfield to another
may provoke new questions, and provide useful
insights, and suggest new ways of looking at phe-
nomena” [30, p. 74]. In short, the proposed
approach presents itself as well grounded.

The sports world has indeed provided inspiration
and models for other domains. For example, Notre
Dame football coach Lou Holtz has used his
coaching experience and leadership talents to sup-
port businesses and organizations through his
motivational speech and writing, including his
book Winning Every Day [31]. Business managers
can learn techniques for motivation and collabora-
tion building from sports teams [32]. Katz suggests
that time should be set aside from performance of
job duties to develop new skills, self-evaluate, and
reflect, similar to how sports teams utilize practice,
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half-time, and debriefing/video analysis sessions,
respectively [32]. Interestingly, Katz suggests
trying to understand the aspects of athletic practice
sessions that lead to learning and development for
replication in other domains, which suggests that
traditional, disciplined-based instructional coach-
ing may have something to “learn” from athletic
coaching [32].

Without question, this type of faculty profes-
sional development is likely a resource-intensive
effort [5]. However, evidence suggests that the
effectiveness of instructor professional develop-
ment, including coaching, is positively associated
with the intensity of the support [33]. Therefore, the
proposed approach, although potentially requiring
a greater time investment, is more likely to be highly
effective, with sustained results. Athletic coaches
often seek other campus ventures or educational
activities (e.g., sports camps) to supplement income
during the off season. Thus, recruiting athletic
coaches for such an initiative may not be highly
difficult nor necessarily expensive.

2.2 Athletic Coaching

The athletic coaching literature discusses coaching
in a generalizable way as a “people” business, a
“helping” profession, an ‘“‘educational relation-
ship,” and “‘caring leadership” [34, 35]. Coaching
has become a universal practice for propelling not
only athletes, but business executives and instruc-
tors as well [13, 36]. An athletic coach has much to
offer, and the list below enumerates the abilities,
strengths, tasks, and qualities that a good athletic
coach can bring [11, 37-39].

Encouragement & confidence-building.
Engaging & motivating.

Feedback: praise & corrective (direct).

Growth mindset.

Mental/psychological skills training & prepara-
tion (e.g., overcoming obstacles).

Performance analysis & improvement.

Personal support.

Skills demonstration & instruction.

Supportive climate.

We propose that these types of abilities could be
brought to bear in instructional coaching with the
input of an athletic coach, including psychological
training, performance analysis, and confidence
building. Read et al. identified three athletic coach-
ing capabilities as particularly promising for busi-
ness and service organizations given their relative
absence there: skills demonstration, mental train-
ing, and deliberate practice, based on an analysis of
interview and survey data from athletic and orga-
nizational coaches [11].

Research has shown a direct link between coach-

ing behaviors and athletes’ performance and psy-
chosocial development, suggesting the effectiveness
of solid athletic coaching [40]. Coaching leadership
style and feedback patterns have been well studied
with respect to coaching effectiveness [40]. The
research has shown that items such as amount of
time spent by the coach on learning activities, types
of learning activities, ability to identify skill errors,
and frequency and quality of the feedback can
directly affect athletes’ skill development and per-
formance [40].

2.3 Transformational Leadership

Transformation Leadership (TL) aims to develop
followers into leaders through inspiration, confi-
dence-building, motivation, optimism, and align-
ment of individual and group goals for synergistic
outcomes [41]. The three dimensions of Transfor-
mational Leadership include (1) charismatic and
idealized influence, (2) individualized considera-
tion, and (3) intellectual stimulation [17, 41, 42].
Using charismatic and idealized influence, the
leader is able to build followers’ respect and trust,
possibly by virtue of the leader’s previous successes
or history, and to motivate by promoting a vision
and expressing optimism and encouragement in
achieving it. Individualized consideration recog-
nizes each follower’s unique needs and provides
coaching, relationship-building, and one-on-one
communication to reach the person’s full potential.
With intellectual stimulation, the leader challenges
followers to problem solve, think critically, and
reflect on their values, beliefs, and assumptions.
TL is relationship-oriented and goes beyond
lower-order exchanges between the leader and
follower, or ‘“‘transactional” leadership [42]. TL
has been applied within sports management, with
a strong positive association with athletic coaching
outcomes [42].

2.4 Research-Based Teaching Practices: Topics for
Coaching

Active learning is a desirable instructional practice
because of its documented positive impact on learn-
ing, and it should be used to some degree, in
particular in STEM courses [43, 44]. However,
despite the known benefits of active learning, lec-
ture is still the prominent approach in STEM
courses, with active learning reportedly propagat-
ing at a slow rate [45-47]. Closely related to active
learning is learner-centered teaching (LCT) with its
focus on the learner. Specifically, the instructor
serves as a facilitator of learning (versus solely a
disseminator of content) and shares power and
control whereby students actively participate and
take responsibility for their learning [48-52]. In
addition, there is learner collaboration, higher-
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order skills development, and evaluation for learn-
ing purposes. In addition to practices such as active
learning and LCT, other proven practices that can
be enhanced via coaching include: (1) classroom
management and community building, (2) rigorous
content planning, and (3) formative assessment [6,
33]. These practices have been dubbed the “Big
Four” for instructional excellence [1, 33].

3. Methods

The model and methods for our program for the
propagation and sustainment of evidence-based
teaching practices were shown in Fig. 2 and are
summarized in Table 1. They will be discussed more
fully in the following subsections in relation to the
proposed infusion of athletic coaching so other
educators may adopt our proposed approach. The
program components and methods (Table 1) addi-
tionally enable an exploratory case study approach
for assessing the impact of athletic coaching within
an instructional support and propagation program.

3.1 One-on-One Parallel Coaching

Parallel coaching offered during approximately the
same timeframe can enable a comparison of athletic
coaching with traditional, discipline-based instruc-
tional coaching and an identification of the differ-
ential aspects and features that an athletic coach
can offer. Thus, the athletic coach might hold a
coaching session with the instructor first, followed
shortly thereafter by a coaching session with the
instructional coach, or vice versa. This enables
providing both types of coaching to the instructor.

Initial coaching sessions should include planning
discussions to gather information and determine
necessary actions. Information gathered might
include existing experiences and practices of the
instructor, goals of the instructor, and/or potential
barriers to adoption of pedagogical practices. Dis-
cussions about desired coaching frequency, instruc-
tor training needs, and personalized assessment can
inform necessary actions and activities. An instru-
ment published by the authors as part of their pilot
work can be used to gather baseline data from
instructors [4]. Based on experiences from the
pilot work, the following are fruitful topics for

Table 1. Propagation Program Components

1. Upfront planning & individualized, parallel coaching by
an athletic coach and an instructional coach.

2. Community discussions and teaming events with
instructors.

3. Classroom observation and formative feedback to
instructors.

4. Assessment of student perspectives for formative
feedback to instructors.

5. Follow-up interviews with instructors for assessment.

coaching/planning conversations: (1) student resis-
tance or other perceived barriers to change, (2)
preparation of instructional materials, (3) instruc-
tional technology use, (4) execution of active learn-
ing or learner-centered instruction in the classroom,
(5) use of student formative feedback, and (6)
student assessment.

3.2 Community and Social Events

In the pilot work, community luncheons at a
campus restaurant were effective in promoting
discussions on active learning and other teaching
practices among the participating instructors and
authors. The following are potential additional
social events for enhancing community:

e Social gathering at a local venue with a private
room for engaging the instructors in relevant case
study discussions, teaching-practices discussions,
transformational leadership discussions, paired
team-building exercises, and additional activities.

e Attendance at sporting events whereby instruc-
tors can observe the athletic coach in action and/
or gain familiarity and comfort with the coach by
interacting with him/her.

3.3 Classroom Observation and Parallel Feedback

As part of one-on-one coaching and support,
coaches can observe an instructor’s classroom on
a periodic basis, possibly using a structured obser-
vation protocol such as the COPUS (i.e., Class-
room Observation Protocol for Undergraduate
STEM) [21]. If needed, an observation protocol
has been developed for addressing student resis-
tance to active learning [53]. Classroom observation
can be followed by parallel, separate feedback by
the athletic coach and the instructional coach,
allowing for a comparison of the feedback provided
by each and enhanced understanding of coaching
mechanisms.

3.4 Collection of Student Perspectives

Student feedback data can be collected via survey,
focus groups, and/or interviews for formative and
summative feedback to the instructor. For example,
the StRIP (Student Response to Instructional Prac-
tices) survey may be used to assess the degree of
student acceptance and positive response towards
active learning [54].

3.5 Feedback to and Follow-up with Instructor

Following the collection of data from students and/
or classroom observation sessions, feedback to and
follow-up with the instructor is a desirable next
step. For example, a follow-up discussion might
take the form of an interview with the instructor to
investigate the research questions and/or gain
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insight into the mechanisms by which the various
forms of coaching work. For example, the follow-
ing are potential interview questions for investigat-
ing these issues, including the impact of athletic
coaching:

1. Compare the coaching you received from the
instructional versus athletic coach.

2. Did you obtain particular assistance, direction,
or encouragement from one coach that you
didn’t obtain from the other?

3. Do you feel any particular coaching practice,
method, or style has been particularly benefi-
cial in achieving your goals?

4. Discuss your views on the parallel-style coach-
ing and feedback, including why you think it
was effective or ineffective.

5. Compare feedback you received from the ath-
letic versus instructional coach in terms of
usefulness and actionability.

In addition, a summative-style, instructor-specific
interview might allow for discussion of the follow-
ing types of topics: instructor growth, achievement,
and strengths; program impacts on the instructor;
and areas for improvement. For example, the
following items related to the coaching program
could be explored: instructor accomplishments
towards his/her goals; educational scholarship
activities, both completed and future; changes or
anticipated changes in practice; barriers overcome;
student perspectives and outcomes realized; and
future instructional and academic goals.

3.6 Case Study Evaluation Approach

An exploratory case study approach can be used to
gather data for an assessment of the coaching out-
comes and the impact of an athletic coach. Case
study research involves qualitative analysis of data
from an individual or group, with an exploratory
case study serving as a preliminary analysis for
exploring important hypotheses and understanding
a phenomenon [55]. The following questions could
guide a case study to assess the impact of athletic
coaching within an instructional support and pro-
pagation framework:

1. To what extent does the combination of athletic
coaching and traditional instructional coaching
impact propagation and sustainment of evidence-
based teaching practices and educational scho-
larship, and by what (potentially symbiotic)
mechanisms does this occur?

2. Are there differential advantages that athletic-
inspired coaching can offer in an education
setting relative to traditional instructional
coaching, and what can be learned to enhance
instructional coaching going forward?

The elements of the case study research approach
used in the pilot work included structured class-
room observation, observation of coaching and
feedback sessions and community events, semi-
structured instructor interviews, and qualitative
and quantitative analysis of program documenta-
tion and data (e.g., field notes, interview transcripts.
participation metrics, student feedback and
outcomes data, etc.) [56]. Permission was granted
by our school’s research protection’s office to con-
duct this case study research (PRO18070081,
STUDY20060227). Based on lessons learned from
our pilot work, a minimum two-year timeframe for
assessing program outcomes is desirable. Using a
qualitative content analysis of various documenta-
tion collected from coaching sessions, community
discussions, and instructor interviews, the following
metrics and outcomes for assessing effectiveness
(among others) could be determined:

e Number of instructor “touchpoints” during the
coaching program.

e Number of propagation program components
each instructor participated in.

e Number of instructors who pursued Scholarship
of Teaching and Learning (SoTL).

e Number of instructors who plan to continue
evidence-based practices or SoTL into the future.

e Comparison of benefits of athletic-inspired
instructional coaching and traditional instruc-
tional coaching.

4. Preliminary Results and Research Data

The promising preliminary results from the
authors” work with the propagation of evidence-
based teaching practices and instructional support
are presented next. The preliminary work was based
on the support model in Fig. 2.

4.1 Active-Learning Propagation Program (2018—
2019)

The first and second authors received an award in
2018 to propagate active instructional techniques
throughout their school of engineering using the
approach in Fig. 2, starting with a pilot group of
volunteer instructors. This pilot work with coach-
ing exhibited very promising results and was
described fully in a previous publication [4]. A
brief summary of assessment results is provided
here to demonstrate the value derived. Based on
the instructor interviews, the ‘“people” focus, in
particular one-on-one interactions between the
authors and the instructors and the “community”’
discussions, were identified as strengths of the
program. Additional favorable outcomes included
educational scholarship activity, notable cases of
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new or enhanced uses of active learning, and con-
tinuing partnerships between the authors and sev-
eral instructors. Instructor participation was
tracked with respect to attendance at community
luncheons, occurrence of planning and coaching
sessions, and classroom observation. The following
are sample participation results:

e Seven of the nine volunteer instructors (78%)
participated to the end of the one-year program,
including granting of a post-program interview.

e All seven instructors used active learning. This
was confirmed via classroom observation of six
instructors and a post-program interview with
the remaining instructor. Both first-time and
established users employed active learning, with
some established users implementing more com-
plex forms of active learning.

With the first author’s direct involvement and
coaching, three instructors submitted engineering
education conference papers to the American
Society for Engineering Education (ASEE) during
the one-year program. Each paper described the
instructor’s use and assessment of active learning.
For two instructors, this was their first ASEE
conference paper. Two instructors also submitted
engineering education proposals during the pro-
gram period with the direct involvement of the
first author, although these two instructors had
submitted engineering-education proposals pre-
viously. Thus, three of the nine instructors partici-
pated in educational scholarship activity. All
participating instructors were interviewed to
assess the impact of the program. Based on their
responses, the instructors valued active learning
and found the propagation program to be particu-
larly supportive for their adoption, use, and/or
future use of active learning. A sample interview
response demonstrating this is as follows:

“Although I had been sold on active learning just
before this project started, participating in the project
showed me there is a larger community around me.
This is huge to keep going with active learning. I talk
with one of the other participating instructors about
best practices in the flipped classroom because he flips
his classroom too. Before this project, I didn’t know
that anyone else was doing active learning, and now I
do. I think we need to build a ‘library’ of best practices
among more peers.”

4.2 Remote Instruction Assessment Program
(2020)

The first author’s “‘supportive assessment” pro-
gram during the remote instructional period of
COVID-19 in the summer of 2020 also utilized the
propagation framework in Fig. 2. Support and
coaching were provided remotely via Zoom. Of 31
summer engineering instructors, 16 (52%) willingly

volunteered to participate. This participation
metric was noteworthy given that the program
was a voluntary-based assessment program. It
demonstrates what is possible with a voluntary
program that has a “support” focus — namely
instructor willingness to participate and subsequent
promotion of desirable teaching practices. An
anonymous survey indicated an average rating of
3.9 on a 5-point scale regarding the helpfulness and
usefulness of the classroom observation and other
formative feedback. In the words of one instructor,
“I got a professional review of my strategy for remote
teaching, and a check on my early implementation.
Assessment provided me with a positive reinforce-
ment that gave me assurance and encouraged me to
move forward. I was offered a broad range of helpful
support that reassured me that I could rely on
opportune help when needed. I do appreciate it very
much!” In the words of another instructor, “
Also, just the act of being evaluated makes me reflect
more on my teaching methods.”

4.3 Instructor Coaching Needs (2020)

To gain insight into current coaching needs, engi-
neering instructors whom we had supported pre-
viously were sampled in the fall 2020. We posed the
following question to them: If you could enhance
anything about your teaching (and could have a
coach to support you in doing so), what would that
be? A small sample of engineering instructor
responses is shown in Table 2, along with the
combined responses of an instructional and athletic
coach (i.e., second and third authors).

5. Discussion

The authors recently implemented a highly social,
individualized approach for the propagation of
evidence-based instructional practices and support-
ing fellow instructors in their school of engineering.
Scholars have proposed that social-based
approaches may be best for promoting sustained
change and that more research is needed in this area
[1-3]. Preliminary results from this socially driven
instructional support and propagation framework
have been promising with respect to perceived
value, use of active learning (including during the
remote instructional period of COVID), and pro-
motion of educational scholarship.

Taking it a step further, however, the authors
aimed in this article to make the case for “cross
pollination” of instructional coaching and athletic
coaching within their existing support and propa-
gation framework. In support this argument, the
instructional coaching literature has called for more
empirical investigation of coaching, including the
specific reasons why and how coaching works and
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Table 2. Current Needs/Requests and Coaches’ Responses

Current Coaching Request or Need

Coaching Response

I find myself getting impatient with younger engineers
(sophomore level). I remember how I was trained, the guys
that trained me, and compare myself to the students today. No
way could they handle what I went through. So its
generational comparisons that will beat me up mentally and it
ultimately leads to me “giving up”’. 1 find that as the years roll
over, I think training would be useful on the instructor’s
psychological mindset.

Each generation learns (and learned) in different ways. It’s up
to teachers to meet students where they are, and challenge
them along the way. Kids still do not want to let their teachers
down. Additionally we have to be creative in how we connect.
This all comes down to connection. By the teacher showing
sincere interest, I think breakthroughs can happen. Professors
are seeking validation from students as well — they want to
know they make impacts and are helping to inspire the next
generation. Find those moments and you will get the fuel you
need.

2 | The things I wish I could enhance: classroom interactivity and | 1will talk about being a better orator — as a coach we have to
engagement and content creation, more specifically how I can | speak in front of the team quite a bit. It is about being
make the class part of a cohesive learning experience prepared (knowing what you want to say), how you want to
considering other related classes. In general how to be a good | say it (what tone, importance), and setting the stage
orator. Things I wish I had in a mentor/coach: someone whois | (prompting students what is important and what is not).
active in my career development (audits lectures once in a Regarding content, there is so much existing content
while, checks in on things, can provide advice and guidance). nowadays that’s available to instructors and can be adopted

and used, enabling the instructor to focus in other areas.
3 | Isita better practice to push the students beyond their limitsto | We always say that you need to coach to your best athletes, |

stretch their learning as much as possible and then curve the
class grade knowing that most of the class would do poorly or

is it better to teach at the median level of the class?

would say that needs to be the same in the classroom. This
allows the best students to be pushed to the highest levels of
learning, and it will force those at the median level to adapt
and learn new skills to manage their learning. This may put
more onus on the professor to lend a helping hand to those in
the middle, but that might even happen if you teach to that
level. I push students (but not to an overwhelming degree),
and students recognize the learning experience as valuable.
Remind students why you are pushing.

“how to train instructional coaches™ [5, 9, 13]. The
authors’ proposed approach involving the infusion
of athletic coaching within an engineering educa-
tion setting can contribute to this call made by the
literature. To assess the use of athletic coaching
within their support framework, the authors recom-
mended a case study approach and suggested
research and instructor interview questions for
this. The ultimate objective of this article is to
inspire and support other educators in adopting
this potentially transformative paradigm. The lit-
erature tells us that disciplines can (and should)
learn from one another, since . . . cross-overs of
theories, or applications of a theory developed in
one subfield to another may provoke new ques-
tions, and provide useful insights, and suggest new
ways of looking at phenomena’ [30, p. 74].

6. Conclusion

Instructional coaching is a growing field, and the
literature has called for more investigation on it.
Likewise, leading scholars have called for research
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