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Abstract 

Colburn, Sjerrie W., A Collective Case Study to Examine Teachers’ Perceptions of Peer 

Coaching for Technology Integration and its Influences on Teachers’ Knowledge 

and Effectiveness. Doctor of Education (EdD in Executive Educational 

Leadership), Houston Baptist University, Houston, Texas, May 2019. 

The purpose of this collective case study was to examine teachers’ perceptions of peer 

coaching for technology integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness.  Although there are numerous types of mixed-method designs, the 

researcher selected the Sequential Explanatory Design due to its use of qualitative 

research to explain and interpret quantitative findings.  For this collective case study, the 

researcher used purposive sampling to identify 10 teacher participants from a selected 

middle school in a southwest urban school district.  A collective case study approach 

using three distinctive cross-sectional research surveys to provide 360° feedback were 

used for data collection.  The findings from this collective case study suggested that peer 

coaching for technology integration provides great promises toward influencing teachers’ 

efficacy and student achievement. 
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CHAPTER I 

Teachers probably are the single most important external factor affecting student 

achievement (Marzano, R., Marzano, J., & Pickering, 2003).  Accordingly, with today’s 

increased emphasis on accountability, educational leaders nationwide are being forced to 

find improved forms of professional development in their efforts to influence teachers’ 

knowledge and effectiveness (Alter, 2007).  The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

(NCLB) favorably impacted teacher accountability, professional development, and 

student achievement (Joftus & Maddox-Dolan, 2003; ESEA, 2011).  Peer coaching 

“provides intensive, differentiated support to teachers so that they are able to implement 

proven practices” (Knight et al., 2009, p. 30).  The recent development of peer coaching 

as a professional development tool bridges the gaps between teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness (Knight, 2006). 

The primary objective of this collective case study was to examine whether the 

limited scope and application of peer coaching proved worthy of being universally 

expanded as the most advantageous means for influencing teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness.  The secondary objective was to supplement the advantages of peer 

coaching for technology integration.  The main impetus for doing so was to assist 

educators in closing “the gap” and taking the lead in positively influencing teachers’ 

knowledge and effectiveness to assure that “every student receives excellent instruction 

every day in every class” (KU Center for Research on Learning, 2008, para. 1). 

Chapter I includes an overview of literature pertaining to the background of the 

study, statement of the problem, purpose of the study, significance of the study, and 

definition of terms.  The chapter concludes with the theoretical framework, research 
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questions, limitations, delimitations, assumptions, and summary and organization of the 

study. 

Background of the Study 

Knight (2007) declared that the concept of coaching, by any nomenclature, “has 

been around for decades, perhaps centuries” (p. 9).  The expansion of peer coaching, as a 

modern tool for professional development, began blending teacher learning with 

continuous feedback and collegial support (Knight, 2007).  The term peer coaches, refers 

to “full-time professional developers, on-site in schools” who “work with teachers to help 

them incorporate research-based instructional practices” (Knight, 2007, p. 12).  

Additionally, many current school improvement plans demand the implementation of 

peer coaching to augment efforts that address the need for more highly-qualified teachers 

(Black, Mosleed, & Sayler, 2003).  The imposition of budget constraints poses 

problematic stress for educators at all levels, especially administrators, while the 

necessity for student achievement is at an all-time high (Ingersoll, 2007).  Principals are 

expected to generate and implement innovative solutions to achieve prescribed 

educational goals within their respective funding guidelines (Kim & Sunderman, 2004). 

Statement of the Problem 

The 21st century is experiencing a whirlwind of innovations and advancements for 

the transferring of information, knowledge, and technology skill sets.  Concomitantly, the 

vast educational context of students is being redesigned and redefined (Sefton-Green, 

2006).  Patterson (2017) similarly stated that the manner of instructing present and 

forthcoming generations requires shifts in the pedagogical domain.  Teachers are 

considered as having the greatest influences on student achievement and need continual 
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support through developmental training and the most productive tools (Keengwe, 

Onchwari, & Wachira, 2008).  For student-centered technologies to provide the necessary 

scaffolding to real-world experiences, teachers must incorporate innovative ways of 

providing tiered interventions for all learners (Keengwe et al., 2008).  Teachers must 

have available and be adequately trained in the classroom use of approved technologies 

as tools to drive student achievement forward.  Above all, with the proliferating demand 

for improved student achievement, there comes the increasingly critical demand for 

teachers to be provided with targeted professional development opportunities to utilize 

technologies for engaging digitally savvy students (Prensky, 2001). 

Prensky (2001) explained that “Our students have changed radically.  Today’s 

students are no longer the people our educational system was designed to teach” (p. 1).  

Dissemination of digital technology skills is the generational difference of today’s 

students.  Prensky further indicated that today’s students represent the first generation to 

grow up with this new technology.  Educational environments must adapt to the ever-

changing demands of corporate job markets.  Corporate businesses rely on finding 

competitive, successful, and productive citizens to hire with prior knowledge of real-

world experiences.  Technological changes have made these new skills come to life 

(Prensky, 2001).  To meet such new demands, individuals must have the ability to adapt, 

interact, troubleshoot, and find solutions to complex problems (Maddux, 

1998).  Therefore, technology integration must be a core element of today’s teaching 

practices and curricula and educators must continue transitioning from stand-alone 

traditional methodologies to those that more adequately address the needs of 21st century 

tech-savvy students (Saavedra & Opfer, 2012). 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this collective case study was to examine teachers’ perceptions of 

peer coaching for technology integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness.  For the purpose of this study, peer coaching for technology integration 

was generally defined as the ability to facilitate change in teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness by discussing, modeling, and critiquing as peer coaches worked one-to-one 

with collaborating teachers (Prensky, 2001).  Few case studies were found that examine 

teachers’ perceptions of peer coaching for technology integration and its influences on 

teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness.  Therefore, this collective case study was 

conducted to systematically examine teachers’ perceptions of peer coaching for 

technology integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness and 

bridge the gaps in the review of the literature. 

Significance of the Study 

The primary significance of this collective case study was to examine whether the 

limited scope and application of peer coaching proved worthy of being universally 

expanded as the most advantageous means for influencing teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness (Skinner & Welch, 1996).  The secondary objective was to supplement the 

advantages of peer coaching for technology integration (Beavers, 2001).  The tertiary 

significance was that the researcher yearned to find strategies and techniques that 

positively influences teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness. 

Definition of Terms 

This collective case study provided definitions and delineations to minimize 

confusion for the readers.  The researcher used the following terms and contextual 
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definitions that were deemed essential to this collective case study.  Per Lunenburg and 

Irby (2008), the selected key terms should replicate the scientific principle that 

“distinctions are made between a constitutive definition and an operation definition” (p. 

118). 

Collaborating Teachers 

Collaborating teachers refers to teachers who are working one-to-one with peer 

coaches to ameliorate change in their knowledge and effectiveness of proven teaching 

practices.  Knight (2007) described peer coaching to be a partnership between peer 

coaches and collaborating teachers.  The researcher defined coachees as collaborating 

teachers partnering with content-specific peer coaches to incorporate research-based 

practices using technology integration into their teaching while improving teachers’ 

knowledge and effectiveness in their classrooms. 

Middle School 

Middle school models vary greatly in and among districts, but are designed to 

ease the transition from elementary school to high school and comfort the transition of 

adolescent students (“Middle School Teacher,” n.d.).  In middle school, teachers of 

various core contents usually work as a team with the same group of students. 

Peer Coaches (Skilled Practitioners) 

Peer coaches refers to teachers who are skilled practitioners and able to facilitate 

change in teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness by discussing, modeling, and critiquing 

as they work one-to-one with collaborating teachers.  Peer coaches “work with teachers 

to help them incorporate research-based instructional practices” (Knight, 2007, p. 12).  

Peer coaches have the potential to be change agents as they participate in curriculum 
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design, implementation, and assessment.  The researcher defined coaches as peer coaches 

partnering with content-specific collaborating teachers to help them incorporate research 

based practices using technology integration into their teaching while improving 

teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness in the their classrooms. 

Perceptions 

Forcier and Descy (2005) stated, “What we know about the world we have 

experienced through our senses” (p. 103).  Therefore, the researcher defined perceptions 

as one’s meaningful interpretations connecting learned skills, new insights, and past 

experiences. 

Professional Development 

Chou, Block, and Jesness (2012) emphasized that professional development 

should target both content and performance improvement.  Content enables teachers to 

advance student learning through training that addresses the pedagogical and 

technological elements (Chou, Block, & Jesness, 2012).  Performance improvement, on 

the other hand, pertains to improving teachers’ effectiveness by increasing their 

individual capabilities (Chou, et al., 2012). 

Student-Centered Instruction 

Students and teachers share the instructional focus, goal setting, and planning 

equally (Forcier & Descy, 2005).  Rather than only lecturing, the teacher orchestrates 

students’ predisposition toward individualized differentiated methodologies whether in 

collaborative groups or in groupings that require more direct, one-to-one assistance.  

Instructional activities that are designed to be inclusive of technology integration 

positively influence student-centered instruction and enhance teaching practices with 
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updated information (Chou et al., 2012).  Furthermore, the International Society for 

Technology in Education explained that authentic student-centered learning stems deeper 

than just increasing technology implementation (“Essential Conditions,” n.d.).  

According to “Essential Conditions” (n.d.), when schools transition to a student-centered 

approach, educators can more effectively apply technology and help students develop the 

skills for college and career readiness. 

Teacher-Centered Instruction 

Teachers plan, prepare, and then facilitate the delivery of instruction in individual 

or small group settings by lecturing and otherwise controlling learning environments 

(Forcier & Descy, 2005, p. 124).  Forcier and Descy (2005) claimed that teacher-centered 

instruction is two-fold and consists of technology used as the sole tools for instruction 

and technology-assisted instruction. 

Teacher Effectiveness 

According to Hansen’s (1981) journal article entitled School Effectiveness = 

Teacher Effectiveness, “Assuring educational effectiveness has been a particularly 

frustrating pursuit for educators” (p. 222).  Hansen (1981) concluded, in part, that 

simplistic answers have never proven to assure maximized learning experiences for all 

children.  Teacher effectiveness is ultimately determined by his or her aggregate 

influences on student achievement (Hansen, 1981). 

Technology Integration 

ChanLin (2007) described technology integration as the educators’ use of 

technological devices to enhance instruction and create a technology-rich learning 

environment.  ChanLin further stated that technology integration helped students develop 
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critical thinking skills and gain a better understanding of taught content.  Therefore, in 

this collective case study technology integration was defined as teaching with technology 

that enhances teaching and learning. 

Theoretical Framework 

Knight’s (2007) practical book, Instructional Coaching, A Partnership Approach 

to Improving Instruction, stated emphatically that peer coaching is an innovative 

professional development strategy that improves instruction, facilitates change, and 

transforms school culture.  Researchers from the University of Kansas Center for 

Research on Learning (2008) employed a framework to assist peer coaches in knowing 

where to begin when sharing proven teaching practices with collaborating teachers.  This 

set structure can be applied to the overall concept of peer coaching.  However, Gerido 

and Curran (2014) suggested that “Students today live in a world filled with technology 

that is always changing and evolving” (p. 627).  In this collective case study, the 

researcher used “The Big Four” theoretical framework as the guide to peer coaching for 

technology integration (Knight, 2006, pp. 33-36).  This recursive framework consisted of 

four levels: assessment for learning, classroom management, content, and instruction.  

Each was associated with a series of questions to help teachers discover how best to adapt 

to the specific needs of different learning environments. 

Research Questions 

The purpose of this collective case study was to examine teachers’ perceptions of 

peer coaching for technology integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness.  For the purpose of this study, peer coaching for technology integration 

was generally defined as the ability to facilitate change in teachers’ knowledge and 
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effectiveness by discussing, modeling, and critiquing as peer coaches work one-to-one 

with collaborating teachers.  The following research questions guided this collective case 

study: 

1. What are the collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding their personal 

knowledge and use of technology in their classrooms prior to and after working 

directly with the peer coaches? 

2. What are the collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding the effectiveness of 

technology integration provided by the peer coaches? 

3. What are the peer coaches’ perceptions regarding integration of technology within 

the collaborating teachers’ classrooms? 

Limitations 

According to Lunenburg and Irby (2008), limitations are those factors which will 

be beyond the researcher’s control.  They may derive from methodology, data, or the 

method of analysis.  Furthermore, certain possible interpretations of the findings or the 

generalizability of the results may be negatively affected by one or several of the 

limitations.  The researcher was aware of the following possible limitations: 

1. This collective case study was conducted at a selected middle school in a 

southwest urban school district.  Therefore, the findings may not be fully 

generalized as being representative of other middle schools. 

2. All faculty were invited to participate, but the purposive sample included only 

volunteer participants.  Qualitative studies, according to Creswell (2009), 

should have a limited number of participants for an in-depth case study to 
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allow for true interactions with all participants.  Therefore, the ability to fully 

generalize these findings to other middle schools also would be unrealistic. 

3. This collective case study was conducted during three consecutive grading 

periods, or six-week cycles, during the spring semester of the 2017 – 2018 

academic school year.  Time restraints limit the ability to fully generalize the 

findings of this collective case study. 

4. School culture and climate influenced the way that peer coaches interacted 

with collaborating teachers.  Personal preferences and dispositions, including 

any background knowledge and prior experiences, may have influenced the 

interactions between peer coaches and collaborating teachers which would 

limit the collective case study. 

5. Three cross-sectional research surveys were the researcher’s chosen 

instrument for discovering and examining the perceptions only of sampled 

teachers.  With that in mind, the collection of teachers’ perceptions may have 

been less than total. 

6. The researcher intended to collect data from open forum focus groups to gain 

insights on teachers’ perceptions of peer coaching.  However, time constraints 

and unforeseeable issues such as a teacher’s personal leave and a change of 

employment prevented the researcher from conducting roundtable question 

and answer sessions. 

7. The fact that the researcher had been a teacher in the district and currently was 

an administrator at the same school may have afforded entry for conscious or 

subconscious bias and mild embellishment of responses. 
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Delimitations 

Lunenburg and Irby (2008) defined delimitations as the researcher’s choice of 

boundaries to be imposed on the case study’s purpose and scope.  The delimitations of 

this collective case study follow. 

1. Peer coaches met together twice across each grading period, or six-week 

cycle, in order to implement technology integration and participate in 

collaborative feedback in this collective case study. 

2. Bias may have occurred in the results of this collective case study, because 

only teachers’ perceptions were examined.  No input was requested from the 

students. 

3. The purpose of Miles and Huberman’s (1994) criterion sampling strategy is 

defined as “all cases that meet some criterion; useful for quality assurance” (p. 

28).  Participants met the following collective case study criteria for 

participation: held highly-qualified teacher certifications, had at least one full 

year of teaching experience, and expressed a desire to create a student-

centered, technology-rich learning environment by incorporating a minimum 

of two technology integration projects each grading period, or six-week cycle. 

4. Three cross-sectional research survey responses were the only means of 

identifying teachers’ perceptions examined in this collective case study. 

5. The results of this collective case study were only pertinent to the selected 

middle school and its populations. 
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Assumptions 

Assumptions are those factors or statements that are accepted by the researcher as 

fact and somewhat out of the researcher’s control (Simon & Goes, 2011).  Assumptions 

are strong influencers of the overall research effort.  They are, according to Lunenburg 

and Irby (2008), “postulates, premises, and propositions which include the nature, 

analysis, and interpretation of the data” (p. 135).  Lunenburg and Irby (2008) further 

averred that “delineation of assumptions provides a basis for formulating research 

questions or stating hypotheses and for interpreting study data” (p. 135) as well as 

“providing meaning to conclusions and lending support to recommendations” (p. 135).  

During the course of this collective case study, some assumptions made by the researcher 

included: 

1. Teachers’ perceptions regarding the influences of peer coaching for 

technology integration on teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness were 

transparent. 

2. Teachers understood the cross-sectional research survey questions and 

responded objectively and transparently. 

3. The researcher’s interpretation of data collected accurately reflected what the 

participants intended. 

4. Collaborating teachers were willing to become well-trained in the use of 

technological devices. 

Summary and Organization of the Study 

Chapter I included an overview of literature pertaining to the background of the 

study, statement of the problem, purpose of the study, significance of the study, and 
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definition of terms.  The chapter concluded with the theoretical framework, research 

questions, limitations, delimitations, assumptions, and summary and organization of the 

study.  Chapter II contains a review of the literature in relation to key elements of the 

collective case study.  Chapter III details the collective case study’s methodology and is 

comprised of five sections: selection of participants, instrumentation, data collection, data 

analysis, and summary.  Chapter IV describes the demographic descriptive statistics and 

findings of the collective case study to investigate how resultant pedagogical decisions 

may have directly influenced teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness.  Chapter V conveys 

the researcher’s summary, discussion, and conclusions.  
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERTURE 

The purpose of this collective case study was to examine teachers’ perceptions of 

peer coaching for technology integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness.  Chapter II contains a review of the literature in relation to key elements of 

the collective case study.  The chapter presents the literature related to peer coaching, 

then suggests the need for research investigating peer coaching for technology integration 

and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness.  Chapter II consists of these 

seven sections: advancement of technology in education, student use of technology for 

learning, advancement of peer coaching, peer coaching and teachers’ knowledge, peer 

coaching and teachers’ effectiveness, peer coaching and two technology integration 

models, and summary and organization of the study. 

Advancement of Technology in Education 

 In its infancy, 17th-century educational technology was limited to hand drawn 

illustrations and books (Jonassen, Howland, Marra, & Crismond, 2008).  The major 18th-

century change added slate chalkboards.  With additional momentum, the 20th-century 

ushered in lantern-slide and opaque projectors, radios, and motion pictures (Jonassen, et 

al., 2008).  During the 1950s, programmed instruction was developed specifically for 

educational needs and was credited as the first true educational technology (Jonassen, et 

al., 2008).  According to Forcier and Descy (2005), the big computers of the 1950s and 

1960s were operated by highly trained off-site specialists and were used merely as 

instructional tools to help students and teachers perform mundane, repetitive tasks faster 
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and more efficiently.  Multimedia and the eruption of the Internet in the mid-1990s 

uniquely changed the face of traditional classrooms. 

As noted by Forcier and Descy (2005), “Computers and computer technologies 

have drastically changed the face of society as we move into the 21st century” (p. 4).  

Whereas society at large is generating rapidly changing computer technologies, education 

lags and needs to catch up, keep up, and remain at the forefront.  Today, most computers 

are personal devices such as desktops, laptops, or handheld models, each with far more 

capacity and speed than the slow, hulking predecessors (Forcier & Descy, 2005).  Also, 

overlapping intuitiveness requires significantly less training for users of multiple types of 

devices, models, versions, and updates.  Forcier and Descy (2005) asserted that similarly 

to society’s integration of computers, computers should also be integrated throughout the 

curriculum. 

Current technology familiarity, even for younger students, is so pervasive that 

adjustments to new hardware and software are almost second nature.  In fact, regardless 

of the source of one’s proficiency, whether trained or self-taught, the advanced user now 

is referred to as a “digital native” (Prensky, 2001).  According to Jonassen, Howland, 

Marra, and Crismond (2008), today’s digital generation of students is very different with 

regard to their experiences with and expectations of technology.  This digital generation 

has limited knowledge of life without a multitude of technology tools.  A serious gap 

exists when teachers who are digital immigrants (novices) try to teach today’s tech savvy 

students (Prensky, 2001). 
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Student Use of Technology for Learning 

According to Ginserb and McCormick (1998), technology has not yet fulfilled its 

potential to reform the learning environment.  Per Rosenberg (2001), the history of using 

technology for learning was jam-packed with promises and disappointments.  Even 

though various reports indicated that many campuses had increased the availability and 

use of technological devices, technology integration had been only sparsely integrated 

into the curriculum by most teachers (Green, 2001; Jacobsen, 2000).  Cuban (2001) 

contended that technologies have been most frequently used as a support to traditional 

classroom pedagogy but were not yet being effectively integrated into routine classroom 

practices.  Despite reports which evidenced that instructional technology had not 

improved education, many corporate, educational, and government leaders still believed 

that technology-rich learning environments could improve teaching and learning (Cuban, 

2001; Oppenheimer, 2003; Rogers, 2000). 

Jonassen et al. (2008) pointed out that the way students use technology as a part 

of the learning process must change from technology-as-teacher to technology-as-partner 

as the more productive force in fostering meaningful learning.  In their previous works, 

Jonassen et al. argued that students do not learn from technologies, but rather 

technologies support student learning.  The researchers further conceived and generalized 

six concepts about how technologies can become intellectual partners with students 

(Jonassen et al., 2008).  The following paragraph gives a brief overview of their ideas. 

Technology as a tool for learning offers engaging learning environments and 

facilitates development of both higher cognitive learning strategies and critical thinking 

skills (Jonassen et al., 2008).  Jonassen et al. (2008) noted that environments, or definable 
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sets of activities, can be considered learning technologies if they engage students in 

active, authentic, constructive, cooperative, and intentional learning.  The researchers 

indicated that meaning is neither communicated nor conveyed by technologies.  

Technologies become a supporting tool only when they are conceptually and 

intellectually engaging, when a learning need is fulfilled, and when interactions are 

student initiated and controlled (Jonassen et al., 2008).  Jonassen et al. further surmised 

that technologies serve as intellectual toolkits wherewith learners can create more 

meaningful interpretations and representations in any course of study.  Finally, Jonassen 

et al. asserted that within partnerships formed by learners and technology, cognitive 

responsibility for performance is that of the most adept partner. 

According to Jonassen et al. (2008), technologies should engage and facilitate 

students to foster meaningful learning.  Technology should be used as a tool to support 

construction of knowledge and for comparing beliefs, broader worldviews, and 

perspectives.  Simulation supported by technology offers a safe and controllable 

playground for student experimentation in finding possible solutions for real-world 

problems.  At times, technology acts as a social medium to support learning by dialogue, 

collaboration, and consensus building.  Technology as a learning tool helps students with 

improving articulation, developing representations, creating promotional presentations, 

and reflecting. 

Jonassen et al. (2008) contended that technologies foster learning by requiring 

students to think and reason.  Jonassen et al. stated that learning stems neither from 

teachers, nor from technologies, but solely from thinking and reasoning.  Jonassen et al. 

asserted that thinking mediates learning or, more simply, that learning is a result of 
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thinking.  Jonassen et al. delineated the five kinds of thinking which they stated are 

fostered by technologies.  Namely, the categories are analogical, causal, experiential, 

expressive, and problem solving. 

Analogical 

Analogical thinking can help with conveying and understanding new ideas 

(Jonassen et al., 2008).  By employing analogies to gain or promote understanding, the 

attributes of new ideas can be compared and contrasted with those of ideas that are 

already understood.  Single analogies frequently use “as” or “like” as connectors to 

convey similar attributes.  Syllogisms, on the other hand, are four-part analogies such as 

A is to B as C is to D.  The use of technologies most often requires comparison-contrast 

reasoning to structurally map relevant attributes. 

Causal 

Causal thinking, or causality, is reasoning from a set of knowns to predict 

plausible resultant effects (Jonassen et al., 2008).  Conversely, when an effect is known 

but the causal agents or predictors are unknown, causal thinking is reversed.  Inferences 

then are required for proper diagnosis and explanations.  Regardless, the learner must 

quantify attributes of causal relationships and explain their interactions. 

Experiential 

Experiential thinking stems from meaningful memories (Jonassen et al., 2008).  

Humans are gifted with the unique ability to organize their most meaningful memories 

into story formats.  Then, the use of technologies to develop portrayals of personal 

understandings creates yet other memorable events.  Technologies also offers students 
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ready and easily accessible tools for researching and finding relevant stories to add 

meaning or contrast to the new story. 

Expressive 

Technologies as a learning tool help students master various expressive forms of 

thinking by requiring them to express or represent what they know (Jonassen et al., 

2008).  Then students can teach that to their computers.  Examples of self-expression 

include writing, creating databases and spreadsheets, visual, and verbal representations. 

Problem Solving 

According to Jonassen et al. (2008), a key benefit of using technologies as a 

learning tool is problem solving.  Jonassen et al. suggested that unlike answering multiple 

choice questions, constructing representations causes students to engage in both simple 

and cross-functional, complex decision making.  Jonassen et al. also suggested that the 

litany of simultaneous tasks includes processing and organizing information, handling 

design issues, and adhering to software usage rules.  Jonassen et al. further asserted that 

technologies cultivate more intense focus, deeper understanding, and engagement in more 

meaningful learning. 

Advancement of Peer Coaching 

Research of historical teacher training delineates two major models (Glickman, 

1992).  Chronologically, the industrial model was followed during the early 1940s 

through the 1960s.  This model focused primarily on formal evaluations of teachers and 

factory-styled emphases on efficiency, quality, and results.  The 1960s revealed a 

preference for the clinical model, which focused on teacher lesson observations with pre- 

and post- conferences.  These two models gave way to what now is commonly referred to 
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as the traditional form of professional development (Joyce & Showers, 1996).  

Traditional attempts included variations of workshops without collaboration, feedback, 

modeling, or reflection (Joyce & Showers, 1996).  Those deficiencies doomed the 

traditional model as inadequate for today’s rapidly evolving educational and career needs 

(Joyce & Showers, 1996). 

According to Joyce and Showers (1996), in efforts to improve meaningful 

learning and instructional strategies, peer coaching began in the early 1980’s.  In the 

United States, Boston and New York City were the first to institute peer coaching (Russo, 

2004).  Notable successes there lead to the rapid spread of peer coaching around the 

nation, mainly in urban districts.  In its onset, Joyce and Showers (1996) explained that 

coaching was an alternative to traditional professional development.  Harwell-Kee (1999) 

stated that teachers who received coaching practiced and applied new skills and 

techniques more than teachers without coaching.  The proven successes of those earliest 

attempts at coaching were predicated upon elements that continue as today’s driving 

forces toward finding enhancements to peer coaching that will meet current and 

foreseeable educational and career demands. 

Increasing student achievement rates in public education continues to be part of 

federal school reform efforts.  The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 legislation was a 

pivotal point in turning the nation’s attention to the ways teachers teach and students 

learn (ESEA, 2011; Peterson & West, 2003).  Educators continually search for ways to 

improve student scores and maximize school-wide annual yearly progress.  Furthermore, 

the NCLBA legislation enactment provided an impetus for introducing peer coaching and 

led to the “Reading First Initiative” wherein coaching was insisted to be “a viable way to 
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provide sustained and effective professional development to teachers” (Denton & 

Hasbrouck, 2009, p. 153).  Thousands of new positions for reading coaches were required 

by additional provisions which mandated that any Reading First Initiative school must be 

served by a reading coach.  This legislation was passed even though there had been no 

empirical research on coaching effectiveness (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009).  Denton and 

Hasbrouck (2009) stated that this influx of coaches in schools precipitated a new 

evolution in teacher professional development.  In short order, the Reading First Initiative 

was extended into mathematics. 

Continual pressures to improve instruction have forced educational leaders to 

identify the correlation, if any, between teacher practices and student achievement and to 

find professional development tactics that measurably influence student achievement 

(Knight, 2007).  To that end, Black, Mosleed, and Sayler (2003) suggested that educators 

need assistance to enhance their techniques and skills in order to positively influence 

teacher effectiveness and to improve student achievement.  “Improving student academic 

success is hard work and the challenge grows each day” (Knight et al., 2009, p. 

8).  According to Steiner and Kowal (2007), one effective professional development 

strategy that many schools are shifting to is the use of peer coaching.  Peer coaches 

interact with teachers and teams to develop consistency in accomplishing shared visions 

and providing opportunities for ongoing professional development (Poglinco & Bach, 

2005).  Poglinco and Bach (2005) further stated that ongoing professional development 

sessions allow for student-centered, job-embedded, research-based teacher practices. 

“The pressure to improve instruction in schools may be greater today than at any 

other time in the history of American education” (Knight, 2007, p. 1).  Knight (2007) 
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suggested that using the partnership approach, or peer coaching, to improving instruction 

can help schools respond to the pressure.  According to Annenberg Institute for School 

Reform (2004), to meet today’s urgent demands, more successful coaching models 

require blending any successful aspects of earlier models and must promote immediate 

transfers of teacher training to the classroom.  Additionally, implementation of effective 

coaching, strategies, and techniques must be built on collaborative planning, in-class 

observations, and two-way feedback (Joyce & Showers, 1996). 

In retrospect, the proven benefits of peer coaching has caused its rapid 

deployment and expansion in the learning environment.  Coaches collaborate with 

teachers to assist them with choosing and implementing research-based interventions that 

helps students learn more effectively (Knight, 2007).  Peer coaching provides 

collaborative teachers with ongoing feedback that promotes collegial endeavors 

(Harwell-Kee, 1999). 

Peer Coaching and Teachers’ Knowledge 

In recent years, professional development has gained popularity because it is 

believed that teachers’ knowledge and skill directly influence student achievement 

(Guskey, 2003).  According to Guskey (2000), professional development is defined as 

“processes and activities designed to enhance the professional knowledge, skills, and 

attitudes of educators so that they might, in turn, improve the learning of students” (p. 

16).  The National Staff Development Council (2001) also suggested that professional 

development is a comprehensive, sustained, and intensive approach that is essential to 

improving teacher effectiveness and student achievement. 



23 

 

In compliance with NCLBA regulations, professional development sessions have 

become a major component of school improvement plans to guarantee highly qualified 

teachers have the strategies needed so that all students can attain their highest levels of 

academic success (Peterson & West, 2003).  To that end, school leaders are compelled to 

examine their in-house professional development to ensure that teachers learn 

methodologies that positively influences student achievement (Guskey, 2003). 

Technology integration is critical to infusing essential 21st century knowledge and 

skills into professional development (Kay & Honey, 2006).  Professional developments 

targeting technology integration hold the potential to equip students with the “tools 

necessary to become competitive, successful, and productive citizens” (Student & Parent 

Handbook, 2017, p. 6).  These skills include critical thinking, problem solving, and 

effective communication skills that employers often seek (Kay & Honey, 2006).  The 

National Staff Development Council (2001) indicated that peer coaching contributes 

authenticity to professional developments by combining collaboration, follow-up, lesson 

diversity, and on-site support. 

Modeling and simulated conditions with appropriate feedback were considered 

the most positively received type of training for teachers according to Joyce and Showers 

(1996).  Joyce and Showers determined that when skills were developed in collaboration 

teachers enjoyed their experiences and yearned to continue their collegial partnerships.  

Comparably, Driscoll (2008) suggested that professional developments are most effective 

when they on-site, are classroom embedded, and advance teachers’ knowledge and skills.  

Additionally, professional development is even more effective when teachers collaborate, 
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target curriculum development and delivery, and use research based methods to address 

individual students’ needs (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995). 

Peer coaching as professional development is considered by Driscoll (2008) to be 

a change agent technique for influencing student achievement.  Peer coaches develop, 

nurture, and maintain a transparent relationship for shared teaching and learning (Knight 

et al., 2009).  Poglinco and Bach (2005) emphasized that peer coaches greatly enrich the 

professional development needs.  The recursive process of peer coaching allows for 

ongoing communication between peer coaches and teachers (Knight, 2006). 

Peer Coaching and Teachers’ Effectiveness 

 Thangeda, Baratiseng, and Mompati, 2016 opined in efforts toward changing the 

world and advancing self-enlightenment, quality education is considered the most 

powerful weapon.  Thangeda et al. (2016) found that educational researchers have long 

been intrigued by teachers’ continual efforts toward finding the most effective means for 

providing exceptional and quality educational tools to all learners.  In some cases, 

research indicated that highly engaging lessons can positively augment student 

achievement (Jonassen, et al., 2008).  For example, teachers must ascertain what each 

student values, and engage them in those respective tasks to foster meaningful learning 

(Jonassen, et al., 2008). 

Knight (2007) concluded that peer coaching as professional development 

empowers teachers to incorporate research-based instructional methods into their 

classrooms.  Alaniz and Wilson (2015) resolved that coaching encourages participants to 

self-reflect and become manufacturers of their own pertinent knowledge.  Poglinco and 

Bach (2005) also concluded that coaching provides self-assessment and self-reflection to 
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support and improve individual professional development for teachers.  Hopkins-

Thompson (2000) correspondingly stated that peer coaching gives collaborating teachers 

ongoing feedback and is seen as a collective or collegial endeavor. 

According to Foltos (2013), peer coaching has four essential elements.  Foltos 

indicated that the first element is equal partnership that includes willing participants, 

collaborating partners’ generated topics, and derivation by inquiry over advocacy.  The 

second element is communication skills and includes active listening, paraphrasing, 

clarifying questions, and probing questions of thought.  The third element is 

administrative support that is tied to school and district activities.  The fourth element is 

21st century lesson design including collaboration, communication, creativity, critical 

thinking, and problem-based tasks.  Foltos’ (2013) book Peer Coaching: Unlocking the 

Power of Collaboration, outlined five roles of peer coaching.  These roles include 

providing just-in-time training or resources, co-planning learning activities, modeling or 

team teaching to demonstrate effective teaching and reflection afterward, observing 

teachers and reflecting on what they observe, and playing no role in teacher evaluation. 

Skinner and Welch (1996) alluded to Valencia and Killion’s (1988) definition of 

peer coaching as “…the process where teams of teachers regularly observe one another 

and provide support, companionship, feedback, and assistance” (p. 170).  Skinner and 

Welch (1996) further iterated that most variations of peer coaching have three common 

characteristics.  These characteristics are non-evaluative, based on classroom observation 

or review of teaching materials followed by feedback, and intended to improve specific 

instructional techniques (Valencia & Killion, 1988).  An essential element of successful 

coaching is assuring that peer review is perceived as both supportive and non-judgmental 
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(Skinner & Welch, 1996). 

Peer Coaching and Two Technology Integration Models 

The 21st century has created a whirlwind of innovations and advancements for the 

transferring of information, knowledge, and technology skillsets.  Concomitantly, the vast 

educational context of students is being redesigned and redefined (Sefton-Green, 2006).  

Therein, Patterson (2017) stated that the manner of instructing present and forthcoming 

generations requires shifts in the pedagogical domain.  According to Patterson, student-

centered technologies can provide scaffolding to real-world experiences.  Patterson 

suggested that teachers should use approved technologies as tools to drive student 

achievement forward and must incorporate innovative ways of providing tiered 

interventions for all learners.  In order for student achievement to improve, teachers must 

be provided with targeted professional development opportunities on ways to utilize 

technologies to engage digitally savvy students (Prensky, 2001). 

Jonassen et al. (2008) suggested that teachers must accept and learn a new model 

of instruction in order for students to learn with technology.  Recent professional 

development trends have centered on engaging 21st century learners.  Computers are no 

longer the only form of classroom technology.  Students have access to handheld devices 

and interactive whiteboards.  Other professional development opportunities discuss 

blended learning and bring your own device classrooms.  Since the spring of 2013, the 

vision of the selected middle school used in this collective case study is to “create a 

college-bound culture by providing an engaging, technology-rich, student-centered 

learning environment that delivers a quality education to its students” (Student & Parent 

Handbook, 2017, p. 7).  In the fall of 2016, the focus was peer coaching for technology-
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rich classrooms using the concepts and implementations of two technology integration 

models, Technological Pedagogical and Content Knowledge (TPACK) and Substitution, 

Augmentation, Modification, and Redefinition (SAMR).  An overview of these will be 

discussed more fully in the paragraphs that follow. 

Teaching Teachers for the Future (TTF) explained that expert teachers have long 

had the distinctive ability to combine pedagogy and content knowledge (“Technological 

Pedagogical Content Knowledge [TPACK],” n.d.).  This combination known as 

pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) allowed 20th century teachers to transform content 

to individual student needs.  Moving forward into the 21st century, information and 

communication technology (ICT) provided teachers new ways to access and process 

knowledge.  The combination of PCK and ICT is described as technological pedagogical 

content knowledge (TPCK).  In the preponderance of verbal communication, TPCK was 

more commonly called TPACK.  Therefore, the additional letter caused the acronym 

TPCK to be supplanted by TPACK, but both terms are fully synonymous.  TTF affirms 

that blending provides news ways of engaging learners.  TTF also noted that teachers 

who are leaders in assimilating this blend frequently gain reputations among their peers 

for being expert teachers.  Those teachers demonstrated how TPACK is more than simply 

adding ICT to traditional approaches. 

In the Handbook of Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPCK) for 

Educators (2008) book, Mishra and Koehler described TPACK as a framework for 

teachers’ knowledge for technology integration.  Similarly, the American Association of 

Colleges for Teacher Education (2008) committee on innovation and technology (2008) 

referred to the framework as “the knowledge and skills that teachers need in order to 
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meaningfully integrate technology into instruction in specific content areas” (back cover, 

para. 1).  Mishra and Koehler further emphasized that the “development of TPCK by 

teachers is critical to effective teaching with technology” (p. 3). 

Subsequently, Dr. Puentedura’s (2006), Substitution Augmentation Modification 

Redefinition (SAMR) model conveys a method to determine how technology integration 

might influence teaching and learning by defining various levels and uses of technology 

as tools for teaching and learning.  Romrell, Kidder, and Wood (2014) recounted that 

SAMR is a framework for teachers to understand activity learning levels when teaching 

with technology integration.  Adopters use the SAMR model as a progression rubric to 

increase the repertoire or rigor of technology integration. 

Student engagement is essential to deciding which level an activity is defined on 

the continuum.  According to Cruz and Martinez (2012), students need opportunities to 

utilize higher order thinking skills in collaboration and design for increased levels of 

engagement and innovation in the learning environment.  Therein, Minshew, Caprino, 

Anderson, Justice, and Bolick (2014) suggested that the SAMR model would be used to 

highlight technology-rich learning environments and how these engaging and meaningful 

environments influence teaching and learning.  Similarly, Amer and Ibrahim (2014), 

asserted that technology integration could measure learning activities spanning from 

enhancing lessons to developing new ideas, tasks, and practices using the SAMR model. 

Chell and Dowling (2013) explained that teachers could rank students’ levels of 

higher order thinking skills on instructional activities with technology integration when 

using the SAMR model.  Additionally, Jude, Kajura, and Birevu (2014) stated that 

technology can immediately be implemented into the learning environment without 
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refuting the stages of the developmental process.  Moreover, Abdullah, Siraj, Arsa, and 

Hussin (2014) reflected that any activity surpassing the substitution level supports the 

highest learning domain and would not be feasible without technology integration.  

Furthermore, Hockley (2012) claimed that the SAMR model was intended to distinguish 

between technology integration ranging from remembering taught content to creating 

new learning experiences. 

Summary and Organization of the Study 

Chapter II contained a review of the literature in relation to key elements of the 

collective case study.  The chapter presented the literature related to peer coaching, then 

suggests the need for research investigating peer coaching for technology integration and 

its influences on teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness.  Chapter II consisted of these 

seven sections: advancement of technology in education, student use of technology for 

learning, advancement of peer coaching, peer coaching and teachers’ knowledge, peer 

coaching and teachers’ effectiveness, peer coaching and two technology integration 

models, and summary and organization of the study.  Chapter III details the collective 

case study’s methodology and is comprised of five sections: selection of participants, 

instrumentation, data collection, data analysis, and summary.  Chapter IV describes the 

demographic descriptive statistics and findings of the collective case study to investigate 

how resultant pedagogical decisions may have directly influenced teachers’ knowledge 

and effectiveness.  Chapter V conveys the researcher’s summary, discussion, and 

conclusions.  



30 

 

CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this collective case study was to examine teachers’ perceptions of 

peer coaching for technology integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness.  Chapter III details the collective case study’s methodology and is 

comprised of five sections: selection of participants and setting, instrumentation, data 

collection, data analysis, and summary. 

Selection of Participants and Setting 

In purposive sampling, people or other units are selected for a particular purpose 

(Leedy & Ormrod, 2013).  Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007) explained that the unit of analysis 

in a multiple-case study design should be a minimum of two individuals or instances of a 

phenomenon.  Creswell (2012) suggested that a multiple, or collective, case study design 

involves several cases that provide insight into an issue or theme.  These cases are either 

similar or different in key elements and allow the researcher to make comparisons, build 

theory, or propose generalizations (Leedy & Ormrod, 2013).  Qualitative sampling is the 

process of selecting a small number of participants and often helps the researcher 

understand the phenomenon (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009).  Therefore, this collective 

case study includes a purposive sampling of 10 teacher participants that were studied in 

depth during three consecutive grading periods, or six-week cycles, during the spring 

semester of the 2017 – 2018 academic school year. 

For this collective case study, the researcher used purposive sampling to identify 

10 teacher participants from a selected middle school in a southwest urban school district.  

The researcher’s reasons for this setting included: the researcher was a district employee, 
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the principal concurred with the need for the collective case study, and the principal 

graciously approved the researcher’s conducting of the collective case study.  The 

demographics of the 53 teacher population included the following: 62% African 

American, 0% American Indian, 8% Asian / Pacific Islander, 9% Hispanic, 21% White, 

0% two or more.  The average teaching experience level was eight years and was 

comprised of 55% five years or less, 37% six years to 10 years, and 32% 11 years or 

more.  Advanced degrees for teachers included 32% master’s degrees and 2% doctoral 

degrees. 

From the purposive sampling of 10 teacher participants, five core content teachers 

were designated to perform peer coaching roles.  The remaining five teacher participants 

were distributed among the five content-specific peer coaches and designated to fulfill 

collaborating teacher roles while serving as coachees.  The purpose of Miles and 

Huberman’s (1994) criterion sampling strategy is defined as “all cases that meet some 

criterion; useful for quality assurance” (p. 28).  Participants met the following collective 

case study criteria for participation: held highly-qualified teacher certifications, had at 

least one full year of teaching experience, and expressed a desire to create a student-

centered, technology-rich learning environment by incorporating a minimum of two 

technology integration projects each grading period, or six-week cycle.  The researcher 

confirmed collective case study participation and role selection, either peer coach or 

collaborating teacher, to each selected candidate.  A participation letter and a 

participation consent form were delivered via email attachments.  Candidates who chose 

not to participate in this collective case study were not excluded from other peer coaching 

opportunities. 
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Instrumentation 

Case study research can be a qualitative or quantitative research approach that 

focuses on individual cases or a unit of study, or a bounded system (Gay et al., 2009; 

Stake, 1994, p. 236).  Qualitative case studies are distinguished by the size of the 

bounded case (Creswell, 2013) wherein “a particular individual, program, or event is 

studied in depth for a defined period of time” (Leedy & Ormrod, 2013, p. 141).  In a 

multiple or collective case study, inquiry is derived from multiple cases to illustrate the 

phenomenon (Creswell, 2013) or “to make comparisons, build theory, or propose 

generalizations” (Leedy & Ormrod, 2013, p. 141).  Therein, a collective case study was 

determined by the researcher to be the preferred mixed-method research design to 

studying the phenomenon of teachers’ perceptions of peer coaching for technology 

integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness. 

Creswell (2012) explained that qualitative research addresses a need to explore a 

research problem’s unknown variables.  Case study research is an all-encompassing 

research method covering design, data collection, and data analysis (Gay et al., 2009).  

Consequently, the researcher became aware of the array of teachers’ perceptions 

precipitating from their own self-awareness and experiences (Creswell, 2012).  This 360° 

feedback allowed the researcher to explore the central underlying meaning of the 

experiences that contained both the outward appearance and inward consciousness based 

on memories, images, and meanings of the participants’ responses (Moustakas, 1994).  A 

360° feedback model is a complete circle look from all participants who provide 

feedback to each other Wilkerson, Manatt, Rogers, and Maughan (2000). 
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The researcher used purposive sampling of 10 teacher participants that were 

studied in depth during three consecutive grading periods, or six-week cycles, during the 

spring semester of the 2017 – 2018 academic school year.  Five core content teacher 

participants were designated to perform peer coaching roles.  The remaining five teacher 

participants were distributed among the five content-specific peer coaches and designated 

to fulfill collaborating teacher roles while serving as coachees.  Peer coaches worked with 

collaborating teachers to become cognizant of lesson plans and student learning goals, to 

find ways to integrate technology, and to be sure collaborating teachers had what they 

needed to carry out the lesson plan.  Similarly, collaborating teachers used data-driven 

instruction results, both formative and informative, to determine whether student 

achievement was higher after receiving peer coaching for technology integration.  The 

primary participation role of the researcher was to conduct training of trainers for the 

designated peer coaches.  Additional roles of the researcher included analyzing survey 

responses, reflecting on essential themes, writing a description of the findings, and 

formulating interpretations related to the nature of the phenomenon. 

Cross-sectional survey design, used in qualitative and quantitative studies, is the 

most popular form of survey design used in educational research (Creswell, 2012).  This 

type of study is at one point in time and collects data on either attitudes and practices, 

community needs, or program evaluations (Creswell, 2012).  This collective case study 

used the cross-sectional survey design to explore program evaluation of peer coaching. 

In the review of the literature, the researcher identified and compared current 

cross-sectional surveys being used to examine peer coaching, but specifically targeting 

technology integration.  Foltos graciously granted the researcher permission to utilize and 
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adapt the instructional technology peer coaching surveys developed by Peer-Ed, LLC 

(2010-11).  The surveys were comprised of three distinctive sections, namely, Coach 

Progress Report, Collaborating Teacher Report, and Skills and Practice Survey.  As a pre-

peer coaching and post-peer coaching survey evaluation instrument, collaborating 

teachers completed the 29 question Skill and Practice Survey.  Subsequently, the 

researcher reported on responses to the 24 most pertinent questions.  Collaborating 

teachers also completed the 12 question Collaborating Teacher Report as a post-peer 

coaching survey evaluation instrument for peer coaching received.  Subsequently, the 

researcher reported on responses to the six most pertinent questions.  Similarly, peer 

coaches completed the 28 question Coach Progress Report as a post-peer coaching survey 

evaluation instrument for the peer coaching the respectively had conducted.  

Subsequently, the researcher reported on responses to the six most pertinent questions.  

The researcher’s primary participation role for this collective case study was to be a 

trainer of trainers.  Additionally, the researcher’s role was to analyze surveyed responses 

of the 10 purposively selected teacher participants.  The researcher then reflected on 

essential themes, wrote a description of the findings, and formulated interpretations 

related to the nature of the phenomenon. 

The three cross-sectional surveys reflected the perceptions only of the purposive 

sampling of 10 teacher participants.  This research survey design contributed to the 

researcher’s efforts to systematically examine teachers’ perceptions of peer coaching for 

technology integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness at a 

selected middle school in a southwest urban school district and bridge the gaps in the 

review of the literature. 
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Data Collection 

The initial steps in data collection were the researcher’s proposal, committee 

acceptance, and university and district Institutional Review Board (IRB) approvals 

(Appendix C).  Upon receiving both IRB approvals, a letter of invitation (Appendix D) 

was sent via email to prospective participants inviting them to participate in the collective 

case study.  The letter stated the collective case study’s purpose and enumerated 

participant expectations.  The invitation also included a consent letter (Appendix E) that 

allowed the informed participant to give written consent to participate in elements of the 

collective case study.  The researcher’s consent letter assured participants that 

participation in the collective case study would be voluntary and that their responses 

would remain confidential, that is, submissions would be personally identifiable only to 

the researcher. 

According to Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2009), case study researchers use the 

same data collection techniques used in other qualitative or quantitative research to 

collect descriptive data to answer “how” and “why” (p. 430).  In this collective case 

study, two of the four recommended types of qualitative data collection were utilized 

(Creswell, 2013).  The two basic types of data collection used were observations and 

documents. 

To assure participants of their individual anonymity, the following steps were 

taken.  In keeping with Creswell’s (2012) “circle” of interrelated activities, this collective 

case study utilized one of the four data collection approaches in qualitative research 

including surveys.  The researcher and peer coaches gathered field notes through 

informal collaborating teacher observations to establish a more synergistic rapport and to 
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notate degrees of successful technology integrations.  Documents from the research were 

used only for the intended purposes of the collective case study.  Surveys (Appendix F) 

were analyzed by the researcher to track trends.  Participants received electronic copies of 

written documents to review for accuracy. 

The purposive sampling of 10 teacher participants’ privacy and anonymity were 

protected before, during, and after the collective case study.  The researcher informed the 

10 teacher participants that the data collected may be published and / or presented as a 

compilation of data from all or several respondents.  However, all personal identity from 

responses to survey questions would remain confidential, known only to the researcher, 

and protected from exposure.  No specific identifiers of participants were on any 

documents.  At the conclusion of the collective case study, surveyed responses were 

stored in a safe deposit box for three years only for the researcher’s potential review.  

Likewise, all digital records, including double-data entry spreadsheets, related to the 

collective case study were stored on a password protected digital storage device where 

they will remain for three years before finally being destroyed. 

Husserl’s (1931) defined epoché, or researcher bias, as the setting aside, or 

bracketing of, the researcher’s experiences as much as possible so as to be receptive to a 

fresh perspective toward the phenomenon under examination.  He asserted that researcher 

bias, if undetected, can distort results and affect decisions (Husserl, 1931).  Therefore, 

this researcher identified any related experiences that readers should refrain from 

considering so as to avoid any bias that readers could potentially perceive.  Generally, 

however, researcher bias may be perceived in this researcher’s educational specialization 

in instructional technology.  Researcher bias may also be perceived because of this 
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researcher’s background of peer and technology coaching in the district.  Furthermore, 

researcher bias may have been present because this researcher was a former teacher and 

current administrator in the district where the collective case study was conducted.  

Therefore, this researcher remained cognizant of the potential to supplement her own 

perceptions derived from experiences related to participants’ responses.  Regardless of 

this researcher’s driving interests in peer coaching for technology integration, she set 

aside related personal biases so as to more clearly comprehend the undistorted 

perspectives of all participants on teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness. 

The researcher strived to assure the collective case study’s trustworthiness by 

including each of Creswell and Miller’s (2000) eight validation strategies for a credible 

qualitative study.  The eight strategies, not in any specific order of importance, are 

clarifying researcher bias, external audits, member checking, negative case analysis, peer 

review or debriefing, prolonged engagement and persistent observation, rich (thick) 

description, and triangulation (Creswell & Miller, 2000).  The following two paragraphs 

delineate how the researcher employed Creswell and Miller’s (2000) strategies. 

Prolonged engagement and persistent observation allowed the researcher to build 

trust with participants, learn the school and classroom cultures, and check for 

misinformation.  The 360° feedback allowed the researcher to corroborate evidence from 

different sources to reveal themes or perspectives (Creswell, 2013).  Peer review or 

debriefing provided the researcher with external checks primarily from the committee 

chairperson and also the Cohort I colleagues.  The researcher may have refined the 

research process to include negative case analysis should any disconfirming evidence be 

discovered as the inquiry advanced. 
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Additionally, readers should be made keenly aware of the researcher’s position 

and any biases or assumptions from the outset of the study (Merriam, 1988).  Member 

checking was used to solicit participants’ views of the credibility and completeness of the 

findings.  The researcher used rich, thick descriptions, which provide adequate details of 

the 10 teacher participants and setting so that readers will be able to make their own 

assessments regarding transferability.  The researcher’s dissertation committee and other 

faculty from HBU’s Leadership and Counseling Department also conducted external 

audits to check for study trustworthiness. 

Data Analysis 

In synchronization with collecting extensive data on the program evaluation, the 

researcher spent a considerable amount of time on-site and interact regularly with 

participants being studied (Leedy & Ormrod, 2013).  According to Bogdan and Biklen’s 

(2007), “Analysis involves working with data, organizing them, breaking them into 

manageable units, synthesizing, searching for patterns, discovering what is important and 

what is to be learned, and deciding what you tell others” (p. 157).  Similarly, Creswell 

(2013) suggested that five specific steps should be followed to analyze data.  They 

include organizing the data, reading and making notes, describing, classifying, and 

categorizing data into themes, interpreting data, and representing and creating a 

visualization of the data.  Creswell (2013) added that the researcher begins with questions 

and ends with interpretations related to the nature of the phenomenon.  Data analysis 

processes were used in this collective case study (Bodgan & Bilken, 2006; Creswell, 

2013; Leedy & Ormrod, 2013). 
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The categorization of embedding common themes was named clustering by Tesch 

(1944).  Surveys were categorized into thematic clusters by the researcher for clarity and 

analysis.  As a method of two-pass verification quality control, the researcher used 

double-data entry prior to analyzing surveyed responses.  Each participant received an 

electronic copy of their respective responses for their detailed review, possible 

amendments, and confirmation of validity.  In keeping with Creswell’s (2013) process 

and for easier readership, all data was coded for publishing visual representations in 

graphs.  The researcher also reflected on essential themes gleaned from the data, wrote a 

description of the findings, and made an interpretation related to the nature of the 

phenomenon. 

Summary and Organization of the Study 

Chapter III detailed the collective case study’s methodology and is comprised of 

five sections: selection of participants, instrumentation, data collection, data analysis, and 

summary.  Chapter IV describes the demographic descriptive statistics and findings of the 

collective case study to investigate how resultant pedagogical decisions may have 

directly influenced teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness.  Chapter V conveys the 

researcher’s summary, discussion, and conclusions. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The purpose of this collective case study was to examine teachers’ perceptions of 

peer coaching for technology integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness.  Chapter IV describes the demographic descriptive statistics and findings of 

the collective case study to investigate how resultant pedagogical decisions may have 

directly influenced teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness.  Chapter IV is comprised of 

these eight sections: demographic descriptive statistics, research question one, summary 

of the findings, research question two, summary of the findings, research question three, 

summary of the findings, and summary. 

Demographic Descriptive Statistics 

From the purposive sampling of 10 teacher participants, five core content teachers 

were designated to perform peer coaching roles.  The remaining five teacher participants 

were distributed among the five content-specific peer coaches and designated to fulfill 

collaborating teacher roles while serving as coachees.  The purpose of Miles and 

Huberman’s (1994) criterion sampling strategy is defined as “all cases that meet some 

criterion; useful for quality assurance” (p. 28).  Participants met the following collective 

case study criteria for participation: held highly-qualified teacher certifications, had at 

least one full year of teaching experience, and expressed a desire to create a student-

centered, technology-rich learning environment by incorporating a minimum of two 

technology integration projects each grading period, or six-week cycle.  The researcher 

confirmed collective case study participation and role selection, either peer coach or 

collaborating teacher, to each selected candidate.  A participation letter and a 



41 

 

participation consent form were delivered via email attachments.  Candidates who chose 

not to participate in this collective case study were not excluded from peer coaching. 

The researcher strategically assigned the five collaborating teacher participants to 

the five content-specific peer coaches.  This strategy allowed peer coaching teams to 

share content, pedagogical, and technological knowledge (TPACK) while integrating 

technology into the collaborative teacher’s respective lessons. 

Collaborating teachers partnered with assigned content-specific peer coaches and 

incorporated research-based practices using technology integration into their individual 

teaching methodologies.  Collaborating teachers participated in curriculum design, 

implementation, assessment, and reflection while working one-to-one with peer coaches.  

Collaborating teachers also used data-driven instruction results, both formative and 

informative, to determine whether student mastery increased after receiving peer 

coaching for technology integration. 

Similarly, content-specific coaches participated in curriculum design, 

implementation, and assessment by discussing, modeling, and critiquing technology 

integration while working one-to-one with collaborating teachers.  Peer coaches worked 

with collaborating teachers to become cognizant of lesson plans and student learning 

goals, to find ways to integrate technology, and to be sure collaborating teachers had 

what they needed to carry out the lesson plan.  Peer coaches then observed the teaching 

of the lessons, conducted debriefing sessions after the lessons, and recorded and 

maintained notes of their meetings and observations.  Finally, peer coaches discussed any 

constructive criticisms and offered suggestions for improvements. 
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In the review of the literature, the researcher identified and compared current 

cross-sectional surveys being used to examine peer coaching, but specifically targeting 

technology integration.  Foltos graciously granted the researcher permission to utilize and 

adapt the instructional technology peer coaching surveys developed by Peer-Ed, LLC 

(2010-11).  The surveys were comprised of three distinctive sections, namely, Coach 

Progress Report, Collaborating Teacher Report, and Skills and Practice Survey.  As a pre-

peer coaching and post-peer coaching survey evaluation instrument, collaborating 

teachers completed the 29 question Skill and Practice Survey.  Collaborating teachers 

also completed the 12 question Collaborating Teacher Report as a post-peer coaching 

survey evaluation instrument for peer coaching received.  Similarly, peer coaches 

completed the 28 question Coach Progress Report as a post-peer coaching survey 

evaluation instrument for peer coaching conducted.  The researcher’s primary 

participation role for this collective case study was to be a trainer of trainers.  

Additionally, the researcher’s role was to analyze surveyed responses of the 10 

purposively selected teacher participants.  The researcher then reflected on essential 

themes, wrote a description of the findings, and formulated interpretations related to the 

nature of the phenomenon. 

The three cross-sectional surveys reflected the perceptions only of the purposive 

sampling of 10 teacher participants.  This research survey design contributed to the 

researcher’s efforts to systematically examine teachers’ perceptions of peer coaching for 

technology integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness and 

bridge the gaps in the review of the literature.  
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Research Question One 

Research question one examined the collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding 

their personal knowledge and use of technology in their classrooms prior to and after 

working directly with the peer coaches.  The researcher used the 29 question Skill and 

Practice Survey as a pre-peer coaching versus post-peer coaching evaluation method to 

examine collaborating teachers’ perceptions of knowledge.  Subsequently, the researcher 

reported on responses to the 24 most pertinent questions.  The researcher reflected on 

essential themes, wrote a description of the findings, and formulated interpretations 

related to the nature of the phenomenon.  The five collaborating teachers’ perceptions 

regarding their personal knowledge and use of technology in their classrooms prior to and 

after working directly with the peer coaches were condensed into the following four 

categorized groupings: technology skills, proficiency, teacher implementation, and 

student implementation.  The four categorized groupings display collaborating teachers’ 

survey results to various Likert scales. 

Summary of the findings.  Figures 4.1 – 4.4 illustrates collaborating teachers’ 

survey responses to the technology integration Skill and Practice Survey targeting 

research question one: What are the collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding their 

personal knowledge and use of technology in their classrooms prior to and after working 

directly with the peer coaches?  Specifically, was there a change in teachers’ knowledge 

due to peer coaching? 

Figure 4.1 shows four of five or 80% of collaborating teachers’ survey results 

conveyed post-peer coaching survey averages greater than or equal to pre-peer coaching 

survey averages for technical skills.  Somewhat inexplicably, Participant #4B’s post-
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survey average for technical skills conveyed a 33% decrease. 

 

Figure 4.2 shows four of five or 80% of collaborating teachers’ survey results 

conveyed post-peer coaching survey averages greater than or equal to pre-peer coaching 

survey averages for proficiency.  Participant #4B’s post-survey averages again conveyed 

a 33% decrease. 
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Figure 4.3 shows four of five or 80% of collaborating teachers’ survey results 

conveyed post-peer coaching survey averages greater than or equal to pre-peer coaching 

survey averages for teacher implementation.  Participant #4B’s post-survey averages 

indicated another 33% decrease. 

 

Figure 4.4 similarly shows three of five or 60% of collaborating teachers’ survey 

results conveyed post-peer coaching survey averages greater than or equal to pre-peer 

coaching survey averages for student implementation.  Participant #2B’s post-peer 

coaching survey averages conveyed a 33% decrease while Participant #4B’s post-peer 

coaching survey averages conveyed a 75% decrease. 
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Research Question Two 

Research question two examined the collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding 

the effectiveness of technology integration provided by the peer coaches.  The researcher 

used the 12 question Collaborating Teacher Report as a post-peer coaching evaluation 

method to examine collaborating teachers’ perceptions of effectiveness.  Subsequently, 

the researcher reported on responses to the six most pertinent questions.  The researcher 

reflected on essential themes, wrote a description of the findings, and formulated 

interpretations related to the nature of the phenomenon.  The collaborating teachers’ 

perceptions regarding the effectiveness of technology integration provided by the peer 

coaches were condensed into the following four categorized groupings: assistance, 

impact, issues, and support. 

Summary of the findings.  Figures 4.5 – 4.8 and Table 4.1 (Appendix I1) 

illustrates collaborating teachers’ survey responses to the technology integration 

Collaboration Teacher Report Survey targeting research question two: What are the 



47 

 

collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding the effectiveness of technology integration 

provided by the peer coaches?  Specifically, was there a change in teachers’ effectiveness 

of technology integration due to peer coaching?  The five collaborating teachers’ 

perceptions regarding the effectiveness of technology integration provided by the peer 

coaches were condensed into the following four categorized groupings: assistance, 

impact, issues, and support.  The four categorized groupings display collaborating 

teachers’ survey results to various dichotomous or Likert scales. 

Figure 4.5 represents collaborating teachers’ survey responses to technology 

integration Collaborating Teacher Report targeting research question two: What are the 

collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding the effectiveness of technology integration 

provided by the peer coaches?  Specifically, was there a change in teachers’ effectiveness 

due to peer coaching?  Figure 4.5 illustrates collaborating teachers’ survey responses to 

questions three and four which pertained to the methods and usefulness of peer coaching 

assistance. 

The researcher used a Likert scale from one (“not applicable / did not request 

assistance”) to four (“very useful”) to determine responses to survey question three (#3 a-

j).  The first bar graph depicts unanimity of all five or 100% of all collaborating teachers’ 

perceptions that peer coaching assistance for integrating technology into lessons was 

“very useful.”  Although Participant #1B did not respond, the second bar graph then 

conveys that all four or 100% of all the remaining collaborating teachers’ perceptions 

regarding managing student access to classroom computers were either “somewhat 

useful” or “very useful.”  The third bar graph shows all five or 100% of all collaborating 

teachers reported that assistance for finding resources for projects was either “somewhat 
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useful” or “very useful.”  Bar graph four reflects that all five or 100% of all collaborating 

teachers reported that assistance for refining instructional strategies (e.g., project-based 

learning or grouping strategies) was either “somewhat useful” or “very useful.”  

Although Participant #1B elected not to respond, the fifth bar graph then conveys that all 

four or 100% of all the remaining collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding acquiring 

basic computer skills were either “somewhat useful” or “very useful.”  A quick glance at 

bar graph six reveals that all five or 100% of all collaborating teachers reported that 

assistance for learning new technical skill or software was either “somewhat useful” or 

“very useful.”  Although Participant #1B refrained from responding, the seventh bar 

graph then indicates that all four or 100% of all the remaining collaborating teachers’ 

perceptions regarding recordkeeping / electronic grading were either “somewhat useful” 

or “very useful.”  Although Participant #1B again elected not to respond, the eighth bar 

graph then shows that three of four or 75% of the remaining collaborating teachers’ 

perceptions regarding managing computer use in the classroom were either “somewhat 

useful” or “very useful.”  Here, Participant #5B indicated that peer coaching assistance 

for managing computer access was “only a little useful.”  And even though Participant 

#1B failed to respond, the ninth bar graph then reflects that three of four or 75% of the 

remaining collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding developing assessment tools 

were either “somewhat useful” or “very useful.”  Participant #5B, however, indicated that 

peer coaching assistance for developing assessment tools was “only a little useful.”  The 

10th bar graph conveys that four of five or 80% of collaborating teachers’ perceptions 

regarding receiving tech support (software, hardware help) were either “somewhat 

useful” or “very useful.”  Participant #5B indicated that peer coaching assistance for 
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receiving tech support (software, hardware help) was “only a little useful.” 

The researcher used a dichotomous scale of yes or no to gather responses to 

survey question four (#4 a-j).  Two of five or 40% of collaborating teachers indicated that 

the most valuable peer coaching assistance was “integrating technology into lessons” 

while another two of five or 40% of collaborating teachers perceived that “finding 

resources for projects” was the most valuable way.  Participant #4B perceived that 

receiving tech support (software, hardware help) was the most valuable peer coaching 

assistance. 

In summary, all 10 ways (#3 a-j) received three, four, or all five collaborating 

teachers’ responses of “somewhat useful” or “very useful.”  Only two ways received 

lower collaborating teachers’ survey responses, and those were by only one collaborating 

teacher.  The researcher, thereby, noted that all collaborating teachers reported gains, but 

in a variety of ways. 
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Figure 4.6 and Table 4.2 (Appendix I2) represents collaborating teachers’ survey 

responses to technology integration Collaborating Teacher Report targeting research 

question two: What are the collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding the 

effectiveness of technology integration provided by the peer coaches?  Specifically, was 

there a change in teachers’ effectiveness due to peer coaching?  Figure 4.6 illustrates 

collaborating teachers’ survey responses to question five which pertained to the levels of 

impact of peer coaching. 

The researcher used a Likert scale from one (“not applicable”) to six (“significant 

improvement”) to determine responses to survey question five (#5 a-f).  The first bar 

graph depicts four of five or 80% of collaborating teachers’ perceptions of the level of 

impact of peer coaching proved various degrees of “significant improvement” to their 

comfort with using technology in the classroom.  Participant #5B reported no gain.  The 

second bar graph reflects four of five or 80% of collaborating teachers’ perceptions of the 

level of impact of peer coaching proved various degrees of “significant improvement” to 

their understanding of how technology can be used to improve academic curricula.  

Participant #4B reported no gain.  The third bar graph reveals three of five or 60% of 

collaborating teachers’ perceptions of the level of impact of peer coaching proved various 

degrees of “significant improvement” to their awareness of Web-based resources.  

Participant #1B failed to respond while Participant #3B reported no gain.  The fourth bar 

graph conveys four of five or 80% of collaborating teachers’ perceptions of the level of 

impact of peer coaching proved various degrees of “significant improvement” to their 

expertise in improving standards-based lessons through the use of technology.  

Participant #3B reported no gain.  The fifth bar graph conveys all five or 100% of all 
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collaborating teachers’ perceptions of the level of impact of peer coaching proved various 

degrees of “significant improvement” to their expertise in using technology to promote 

critical thinking and problem-solving skills among students.  The sixth bar graph again 

conveys all five or 100% of all collaborating teachers’ perceptions of the level of impact 

of peer coaching proved various degrees of “significant improvement” to their ability to 

integrate technology in ways that engage students in learning. 

In summation, collaborating teachers’ perceptions of the level of impact peer 

coaching provided averages ranging from 3.67 to 5.00 or were perceived as “significant 

improvement.”  The highest rated categorized groupings of collaborating teachers’ 

perceptions were “expertise in using technology to promote critical thinking and 

problem-solving skills among students” and “ability to integrate technology in ways that 

engage students in learning” and received above mid-range ratings of threes and fours. 

 

Figure 4.7 and Table 4.3 (Appendix I3) represents collaborating teachers’ survey 

responses to technology integration Collaborating Teacher Report targeting research 
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question two: What are the collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding the 

effectiveness of technology integration provided by the peer coach?  Specifically, was 

there a change in teachers’ effectiveness due to peer coaching?  Figure 4.7 illustrates 

collaborating teachers’ survey responses to questions six (#6 a-g) and seven (#7 a-g) 

which pertained to the issues that may have affected their efforts in working with peer 

coaches. 

The researcher used a Likert scale from one “not a barrier” to four “major barrier” 

to determine responses to survey question six (#6 a-g).  The first bar graph depicts four of 

five or 80% of collaborating teachers’ perceptions of issues that affected peer coaching 

for technology integration efforts as either a “minor barrier” or “moderate barrier” for too 

much time spent troubleshooting hardware or software problems.  Participant #3B 

perceived that too much time spent troubleshooting hardware and software problems was 

“not a barrier.”  The second bar graph portrays three of five or 60% of collaborating 

teachers’ perceptions of issues that affected peer coaching for technology integration 

efforts of either “minor barrier,” “moderate barrier,” or “major barrier” for lack of 

common planning time.  Participant #2B and Participant #3B perceived that lack of 

common planning time was “not a barrier.”  The third bar graph illustrates four of five or 

80% of collaborating teachers’ perceptions of issues that affected peer coaching for 

technology integration efforts as either a “minor barrier,” “moderate barrier,” or “major 

barrier” for finding time to meet that works for both the peer coach and collaborating 

teacher.  Participant #2B perceived that finding time to meet that works for both the peer 

coach and collaborating teacher was “not a barrier.”  The fourth bar graph illustrates two 

of five or 40% of collaborating teachers’ perceptions of issues that affected peer coaching 
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for technology integration efforts as a “minor barrier” for need more support from school 

administrators for this work.  Participant #2B, Participant #3B, and Participant #4B 

responded that this was “not a barrier.”  Similarly, the fifth bar graph illustrates two of 

five or 40% of collaborating teachers’ perceptions of issues that affected peer coaching 

for technology integration efforts as either a “minor barrier” or “moderate barrier” for 

need more support from my district for this work.  Participant #2B, Participant #3B, and 

Participant #4B again responded that this was “not a barrier.”  The fifth bar graph 

illustrates four of five or 80% of collaborating teachers’ perceptions of issues that 

affected peer coaching for technology integration efforts as either a “minor barrier,” 

“moderate barrier,” or “major barrier” for finding time to learn new software programs.  

Participant #3B indicated that this was “not a barrier.”  The sixth bar graph illustrates 

four of five or 80% of collaborating teachers’ perceptions of issues that affected peer 

coaching for technology integration efforts as “not a barrier” for locating materials or 

resources for lessons or projects.  However, Participant #5B concluded that this issue was 

a “minor barrier.” 

The researcher used a dichotomous scale of yes or no to gather responses to 

survey question seven (#7 a-g).  Three of five or 60% of collaborating teachers indicated 

that the most significant barrier was finding time to learn new software programs.  

Participant #1B perceived that the “most significant” barrier was locating materials or 

resources for projects.  Participant #3B reported that the “most significant” issue faced 

was finding time to meet that works both for the peer coach and collaborating teacher.  

Participant #5B reported that the “most significant” issue faced was “lack of planning 

time.” 
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To that end, collaborating teachers’ perceptions of issues that affected peer 

coaching for technology integration efforts averaged between 1.14 and 2.71.  The highest 

rated issues were finding time to meet that works for both the coach and the collaborating 

teacher and finding time to learn new software programs. 

 

Figure 4.8 represents collaborating teachers’ survey responses to technology 

integration Collaborating Teacher Report targeting research question two: What are the 

collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding the effectiveness of technology integration 

provided by the peer coach.  Specifically, was there a change in teachers’ effectiveness 

due to peer coaching?  Figure 4.8 illustrates collaborating teachers’ survey responses to 

question eight which pertained to if collaborating teachers participated in or received 

additional technology support. 

The researcher used a dichotomous scale of yes or no to gather responses to 

survey question eight (#8 a-f).  All five or 100% of all collaborating teachers reported 

receiving district-sponsored professional development technology courses.  Whereas, 
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three of five or 60% of collaborating teachers reported receiving building-sponsored 

professional development technology courses?  Similarly, three out five or 60% of 

collaborating teachers reported participation in district-based technology initiatives.  

Whereas, four of five or 80% of collaborating teachers reported participation in building-

based technology initiatives.  All five or 100% of all collaborating teachers indicated 

receiving additional technology support from other teacher(s) besides the peer coach.  

Lastly, three of five or 60% of collaborating teachers reported receiving additional 

support from school or district technology specialist. 

 

Research Question Three 

Research question three examined the peer coaches’ perceptions regarding 

integration of technology within the collaborating teacher’s classroom.  The researcher 

used the 28 question Coach Progress Report post-peer coaching evaluation method to 

examine peer coaches’ perceptions of technology integration.  Subsequently, the 

researcher reported on responses to the six most pertinent questions.  The researcher 
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reflected on essential themes, wrote a description of the findings, and formulated 

interpretations related to the nature of the phenomenon.  The peer coaches’ perceptions 

regarding integration of technology within the collaborating teacher’s classroom were 

condensed into the following three categorized groupings: methods, assistance, and 

change. 

Summary of the findings.  Figures 4.9 – 4.14 illustrates peer coaches’ survey 

responses to the technology integration Coach Progress Report Survey targeting research 

question three: What are the peer coaches’ perceptions regarding the integration of 

technology within the collaborating teacher’s classroom?  Specifically, was there a 

change in teachers’ effectiveness of technology integration due to peer coaching?  The 

peer coaches’ perceptions regarding integration of technology within the collaborating 

teacher’s classroom were condensed into the following three categorized groupings: 

methods, assistance, and change.  The three categorized groupings displays peer coaches’ 

survey results to various dichotomous or Likert scales. 

Figure 4.9 represents peer coaches’ survey responses to technology integration 

Coach Progress Report targeting research question three: What are the peer coaches’ 

perceptions regarding the integration of technology within the collaborating teacher’s 

classroom?  Specifically, was there a change in teachers’ effectiveness due to technology 

integration?  Figure 4.9 illustrates peer coaches’ survey responses to question 12 (#12 a-

g) which pertained to the amount of time peer coaches worked with collaborating 

teachers. 

Figure 4.9 indicates an approximate number of hours that the peer coaches 

worked with their assigned collaborating teacher during the 2017-2018 academic school 
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year.  The researcher used a dichotomous scale of yes or no to gather responses to survey 

question 12 (#12 a-g).  Peer coaches’ survey responses conveyed a range from one hour 

to 11-20 hours were spent with collaborating teachers. 

 

Figure 4.10 represents peer coaches’ survey responses to technology integration 

Coach Progress Report targeting research question three: What are the peer coaches’ 

perceptions regarding the integration of technology within the collaborating teacher’s 

classroom?  Specifically, was there a change in teachers’ effectiveness due to technology 

integration?  Figure 4.10 illustrates peer coaches’ survey responses to question 13 (#13 a-

i) which pertained to when peer coaches and collaborating teachers would usually meet. 

Figure 4.10 indicates when peer coaches would usually meet with their assigned 

collaborating teacher.  The researcher used a dichotomous scale of yes or no to gather 

responses to survey question 13 (#13 a-i).  Four of five or 80% of peer coaches’ 

perceptions conveyed that unscheduled, when time allows, was their usual time to meet.  

Two of five or 40% of peer coaches’ perceptions revealed that they met during class with 
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collaborating teacher’s students. 

 

Figure 4.11 represents peer coaches’ survey responses to technology integration 

Coach Progress Report targeting research question three: What are the peer coaches’ 

perceptions regarding the integration of technology within the collaborating teacher’s 

classroom?  Specifically, was there a change in teachers’ effectiveness due to technology 

integration?  Figure 4.11 illustrates peer coaches’ survey responses to question 15 (#15 a-

j) which pertained to the subject areas in which peer coaching took place. 

Figure 4.11 illustrates the subject areas in which peer coaching took place.  The 

researcher used a dichotomous scale of yes or no to gather responses to survey question 

15 (#15 a-j).  Collaborating teachers were strategically assigned a content-specific peer 

coach by the researcher.  Therein, peer coaches had similar pedagogical content 

knowledge prior to working directly with collaborating teachers to integrate technology.  

Participant 5A (peer coach) and Participant 5B (collaborating teacher) were the only 

partners in multi-content areas. 
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Figure 4.12 and Table 4.4 (Appendix I4) represents peer coaches’ survey 

responses to technology integration Coach Progress Report targeting research question 

three: What are the peer coaches’ perceptions regarding the integration of technology 

within the collaborating teacher’s classroom?  Specifically, was there a change in 

teachers’ effectiveness due to technology integration?  Figure 4.12 illustrates peer 

coaches’ survey responses to question 16 (#16 a-d) which pertained to the methods of 

peer coaching employed. 

The researcher used a dichotomous scale of yes or no to gather responses to 

survey question 16.  All five or 100% of all peer coaches indicated that they met with 

collaborating teacher individually or in small group.  Additionally, all five or 100% of all 

peer coaches indicated that they observed participating teacher and provided feedback.  

Two of five or 40% of peer coaches indicated that they taught class / small group while 

participating teacher observed.  Participant #1A and Participant #4A did not use this 

method with their assigned collaborating teachers.  Participant #2A failed to respond.  
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Four of five or 80% of peer coaches reported no to team taught a lesson with participating 

teacher.  Participant #2A again failed to respond. 

 

Figure 4.13 and Table 4.5 (Appendix I5) represents peer coaches’ survey 

responses to technology integration Coach Progress Report targeting research question 

three: What are the peer coaches’ perceptions regarding the integration of technology 

within the collaborating teacher’s classroom?  Specifically, was there a change in 

teachers’ effectiveness due to technology integration?  Figure 4.13 illustrates peer 

coaches’ survey responses to question 18 (#18 a-i) which pertained to the collaborating 

teachers’ requested methods of assistance. 

The researcher used a dichotomous scale of yes or no to gather responses to 

survey question 18.  Four of five or 80% of peer coaches indicated providing assistance 

integrating technology into lessons.  Two of five or 40% of peer coaches indicated that 

they provided assistance with writing standards-based lessons / units.  Likewise, two of 

five or 40% of peer coaches reported providing assistance with recordkeeping / 
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gradebook programs.  Yet again, two of five or 40% of peer coaches attested to providing 

assistance with managing student access to classroom computers.  Two of five or 40% of 

peer coaches indicated providing assistance with assessment tools or strategies.  Three of 

five or 60% of peer coaches reported providing assistance finding resources for projects.  

Three of five or 60% of peer coaches reported providing assistance with tech support 

(software / hardware help).  Three of five or 60% of peer coaches reported providing 

assistance with instructional strategies, e.g., project-based learning or grouping strategies.  

All five or 100% of peer coaches reported providing assistance in learning new technical 

skill or software. 

 

Figure 4.14 and Table 4.6 (Appendix I6) represents peer coaches’ survey 

responses to technology integration Coach Progress Report targeting research question 

three: What are the peer coaches’ perceptions regarding the integration of technology 

within the collaborating teacher’s classroom?  Specifically, was there a change in 

teachers’ effectiveness due to technology integration?  Figure 4.14 illustrates peer 
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coaches’ survey responses to question 20 (#20 a-f) which pertained to the peer coaches’ 

perceptions of collaborating teachers’ level of change. 

The researcher used a Likert scale from one “not applicable” to six “significant 

improvement” to determine responses to survey question 20.  Four of five or 80% of peer 

coaches indicated threes or fours on collaborating teachers’ comfort with using 

technology in the classroom.  Four of five or 80% of peer coaches indicated threes or 

fours on collaborating teachers’ understanding of how technology can be used to improve 

academic curricula.  Three of five or 60% of peer coaches indicated threes or fours on 

collaborating teachers’ awareness of Web-based resources.  Participant #1A and 

Participant #5A reported twos.  Four of five or 80% of peer coaches indicated threes or 

fours on collaborating teachers’ expertise in improving standards-based lesson through 

use of technology.  All five or 100% of all peer coaches indicated threes or fours on 

collaborating teachers’ expertise in using technology to promote critical thinking and 

problem-solving skills among students.  Three of five or 60% of peer coaches indicated 

threes or fours on collaborating teachers’ ability to integrate technology in ways that 

engage students in learning. 
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Summary and Organization of the Study 

Chapter IV described the demographic descriptive statistics and findings of the 

collective case study to investigate how resultant pedagogical decisions may have 

directly influenced teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness.  Chapter IV is comprised of 

these eight sections: demographic descriptive statistics, research question one, summary 

of the findings, research question two, summary of the findings, research question three, 

summary of the findings, and summary.  Chapter V conveys the researcher’s summary, 

discussion, and conclusions.  
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this collective case study was to examine teachers’ perceptions of 

peer coaching for technology integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness.  Chapter V conveys the researcher’s summary, discussion, and conclusions.  

Chapter V is comprised of these five sections: summary of the study, discussion of the 

findings, implications for practice, recommendations for further research, and 

conclusions. 

Summary of the Study 

The primary significance of this collective case study was to examine whether the 

limited scope and application of peer coaching proved worthy of being universally 

expanded as the most advantageous means for influencing teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness.  The secondary objective was to supplement the advantages of peer 

coaching for technology integration.  The tertiary significance was that the researcher 

yearned to find strategies and techniques that positively influences teachers’ knowledge 

and effectiveness. 

A collective case study approach using three distinctive cross-sectional research 

surveys to provide 360° feedback were used for data collection.  A 360° feedback model 

is a complete circle look from all participants who provide feedback to each other 

Wilkerson et al. (2000).  Data analysis was comprised of reflecting on essential themes 

gleaned from the data, writing a description of the findings, and making an interpretation 

related to the nature of the phenomenon.  The following research questions guided this 

collective case study: 
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1. What are the collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding their personal 

knowledge and use of technology in their classrooms prior to and after working 

directly with the peer coaches? 

2. What are the collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding the effectiveness of 

technology integration provided by the peer coaches? 

3. What are the peer coaches’ perceptions regarding integration of technology within 

the collaborating teachers’ classrooms? 

The researcher used purposive sampling of 10 teacher participants that were 

studied in depth during three consecutive grading periods, or six-week cycles, during the 

spring semester of the 2017 – 2018 academic school year.  Five core content teacher 

participants were designated to perform peer coaching roles.  The remaining five teacher 

participants were distributed among the five content-specific peer coaches and designated 

to fulfill collaborating teacher roles while serving as coachees.  Peer coaches worked with 

collaborating teachers to become cognizant of lesson plans and student learning goals, to 

find ways to integrate technology, and to be sure collaborating teachers had what they 

needed to carry out the lesson plan.  Similarly, collaborating teachers used data-driven 

instruction results, both formative and informative, to determine whether student 

achievement was higher after receiving peer coaching for technology integration.  The 

primary participation role of the researcher was to conduct training of trainers coaching 

sessions for the designated peer coaches.  Additional roles of the researcher included 

analyzing survey responses, reflecting on essential themes, writing a description of the 

findings, and formulating interpretations related to the nature of the phenomenon. 
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Cross-sectional survey design, used in qualitative and quantitative studies, is the 

most popular form of survey design used in educational research (Creswell, 2012).  This 

type of study is at one point in time and collects data on either attitudes and practices, 

community needs, or program evaluations (Creswell, 2012).  This collective case study 

used the cross-sectional survey design to explore program evaluation of peer coaching. 

The three cross-sectional surveys reflected the perceptions only of the purposive 

sampling of 10 teacher participants.  This research survey design contributed to the 

researcher’s efforts to systematically examine teachers’ perceptions of peer coaching for 

technology integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and effectiveness and 

bridge the gaps in the review of the literature. 

Discussions of the Findings 

Research Question One 

Research question one examined the collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding 

their personal knowledge and use of technology in their classrooms prior to and after 

working directly with the peer coaches.  The researcher used the 29 question Skill and 

Practice Survey as a pre-peer coaching versus post-peer coaching evaluation method to 

examine collaborating teachers’ perceptions of knowledge.  Subsequently, the researcher 

reported on responses to the 24 most pertinent questions.  Themes emerged from survey 

responses that examined the collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding their personal 

knowledge and use of technology in their classrooms prior to and after working directly 

with the peer coaches.  The researcher reflected on essential themes, wrote a description 

of the findings, and formulated interpretations related to the nature of the phenomenon.  

The collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding their personal knowledge and use of 
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technology in their classrooms prior to and after working directly with the peer coaches 

were condensed into the following four categorized groupings: technology skills, 

proficiency, teacher implementation, and student implementation.  The four categorized 

groupings displays collaborating teachers’ survey results to various Likert scales. 

As a result of the collaborating teachers’ knowledge pre- versus post-, 

collaborating teachers exhibited that peer coaching for technology integration influenced 

their personal knowledge and use of technology in their classrooms after working directly 

with peer coaches.  Four out of five collaborating teacher participants or 80% of 

collaborating teachers’ post- perceptions, were greater than or equal to their pre- result 

averages on all four categorized groupings of the technology integration Skills and 

Practice Survey.  Participant 4B or 20% of collaborating teachers’ post- perceptions were 

less than or equal to their pre- result averages on all four categorized groupings of the 

technology integration Skills and Practice Survey.  Participant 2B’s survey responses 

indicated a level of expertise improvement from high proficiency to able to teach others 

for technical skills.  Likewise, Participants 5B’s survey responses indicated a level of 

expertise improvement from basic to high proficiency for technical skills.  Participant 

5B’s survey responses also indicated a level of expertise improvement from basic to high 

proficiency for the proficiency categorized grouping.  Although four out five 

collaborating teachers showed growth on teacher implementation, their level of expertise 

was unchanged.  Participant 5B’s survey responses indicated a level of expertise 

improvement from basic to novice for student implementation. 
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Research Question Two 

Research question two examined the collaborating teachers’ perceptions regarding 

the effectiveness of technology integration provided by the peer coach.  The researcher 

used the 12 question Collaborating Teacher Report as a post-peer coaching evaluation 

method to examine collaborating teachers’ perceptions of effectiveness.  Subsequently, 

the researcher reported on responses to the six most pertinent questions.  Themes 

emerged from survey responses that examined the collaborating teachers’ perceptions 

regarding the effectiveness of technology integration provided by the peer coach.  The 

researcher reflected on essential themes, wrote a description of the findings, and 

formulated interpretations related to the nature of the phenomenon.  The collaborating 

teachers’ perceptions regarding the effectiveness of technology integration provided by 

the peer coach were condensed into the following four categorized groupings: assistance, 

impact, issues, and support. 

As a synopsis, all 10 ways (#3 a-j) received three, four, or all five collaborating 
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teachers’ responses of “somewhat useful” or “very useful.”  Only two ways received 

lower collaborating teachers’ survey responses, and those were by only one collaborating 

teacher.  The researcher, thereby, noted that all collaborating teachers reported gains, but 

in a variety of ways.  This was because of the differences in personal needs of each 

collaborating teacher. 

In summation, collaborating teachers’ perceptions of the level of impact peer 

coaching provided averages ranging from 3.67 to 5.00 or were perceived as “significant 

improvement.”  The highest rated categorized groupings of collaborating teachers’ 

perceptions were “expertise in using technology to promote critical thinking and 

problem-solving skills among students” and “ability to integrate technology in ways that 

engage students in learning” and received above mid-range ratings of threes and fours.  

Themes surmised by the researcher from Figure 4.3 depicts that collaborating teachers’ 

perceptions of the level of impact peer coaching had “significant improvement” on the 

influences of students’ knowledge and learning. 

To that end, collaborating teachers’ perceptions of issues that affected peer 

coaching for technology integration efforts averaged between 1.14 and 2.71.  The highest 

rated issues were finding time to meet that works for both the coach and the teacher and 

finding time to learn new software programs.  Thereby, themes inferred by the researcher 

include a need for common planning time and additional professional development 

opportunities to learn new software programs. 

Themes derived from Figure 4.5 that paints collaborating teachers’ survey 

responses to question eight which pertained to if collaborating teachers participated in or 

received additional technology support.  Collaborating teachers’ survey responses 
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showed a need for additional technology support throughout the school year.  Therein, 

the researcher conjectures that on-site school technology support is definitely needed to 

reduce the amount of intermittent additional technology support. 

Research Question Three 

Research question three examined the peer coaches’ perceptions regarding 

integration of technology within the collaborating teacher’s classroom.  The researcher 

used the 28 question Coach Progress Report post-peer coaching evaluation method to 

examine peer coaches’ perceptions of technology integration.  Subsequently, the 

researcher reported on responses to the six most pertinent questions.  Themes emerged 

from survey responses that examined the peer coaches’ perceptions regarding integration 

of technology within the collaborating teacher’s classroom.  The researcher reflected on 

essential themes, wrote a description of the findings, and formulated interpretations 

related to the nature of the phenomenon.  The peer coaches’ perceptions regarding 

integration of technology within the collaborating teacher’s classroom were condensed 

into the following three categorized groupings: methods, assistance, and change. 

To summarize, the researcher presumes that methods of peer coaching employed 

differ to meet the needs of collaborating teachers.  The researcher also assumes that other 

methods of peer coaching would have taken place if time was not of the essence. 

To summarize, the researcher presumes that peer coaching assistance for learning 

and integrating technology to meet the needs of collaborating teachers is essential.  The 

researcher also assumes that assistance for writing, recording, managing, and strategizing 

(#18 b-e) types of assistance were less essential than learning and integrating new 

technical skills. 
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To summarize, the researcher noted that themes emerged from peer coaches’ 

perceptions of collaborating teachers’ level of change.  Out of 30 responses, only four or 

13% were reported below the mid-range for collaborating teachers’ improvement.  Per 

the peer coaches’ survey responses, peer coaching for technology integration is evidenced 

as “most significant” to establish comfort, understanding, and expertise in teachers’ 

effectiveness (#20 a, b, & d).  The researcher further surmises that when peer coaching 

for technology integration influences collaborating teachers’ effectiveness, then in turn 

may also influence students’ knowledge and learning (#20 f). 

Implications for Practice 

A collective case study approach using three distinctive cross-sectional research 

surveys to provide 360° feedback were used for data collection wherein the following 

various implications for practice can be drawn about teachers’ perceptions of peer 

coaching for technology integration from the collected survey responses. 

1. The summary of the findings imply that peer coaching for technology integration 

influences teachers’ personal knowledge and use of technology in their 

classrooms after working directly with the peer coaches. 

2. The summary of the findings imply that peer coaching for technology integration 

influences teachers’ effectiveness of technology integration provided by the peer 

coaches. 

3. The summary of the findings imply that students receiving instruction from 

collaborating teachers working one-to-one with peer coaches were also indirectly 

influenced by learning with technology integration. 
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4. The summary of the findings imply that peer coaching for technology integration 

may augment teachers in their respective efforts to improve teaching practices. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

The researcher used purposive sampling of 10 teacher participants that were 

studied in depth during three consecutive grading periods, or six-week cycles, during the 

spring semester of the 2017 – 2018 academic school year.  The findings from this 

collective case study included 10 teacher participants.  The researcher recommends using 

a larger purposive sample to explore the depth of influences that peer coaching for 

technology integration contributes to each content area.  The researcher also recommends 

increasing the duration of the study to see if the findings of peer coaching for technology 

integration are sustainable.  Additionally, the researcher recommends starting the study at 

the onset of the school year rather than the spring semester.  Similarly, the researcher 

recommends examining collaborating teachers and peer coaches separately to determine 

whether peer coaches’ knowledge and effectiveness are enriched as they work one-to-one 

with collaborating teachers. 

The insights from the 10 teacher participants peaked the researcher’s interest in 

examining whether peer coaching for technology integration influences students’ 

knowledge and learning.  Gronlund’s (1998) book, Assessment of Student Achievement, 

explained that the primary goal for all education is student achievement.  Gronlund 

(1998) explained in greater detail that assessment plays a critical role in evaluating the 

degree of improved learning.  To that end, the researcher defines student achievement as 

the demonstrated amount of improved learning.  Thereby, the researcher recommends 

using student participants to explore the correlations of peer coaching for technology 
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integration and its influences on students’ knowledge and learning.  At a minimum, the 

researcher recommends surveying the collaborating teachers’ students to examine any 

correlations between peer coaching for technology integration and student achievement.  

The following research questions are recommendations for further research: What are the 

students’ perceptions regarding their personal knowledge and use of technology in their 

classrooms prior to and after working directly with collaborating teachers receiving peer 

coaching?  What are the students’ perceptions regarding the effectiveness of technology 

integration provided by the coached teachers?  What are the coached teachers’ 

perceptions regarding the impact of technology integration upon the students’ learning? 

Other recommendations for further research include using experimental design to 

acquire a treatment and control group and a mixed-methods research approach to clarify 

how peer coaching for technology integration enhances different learning environments.  

Lastly, further research is needed to examine whether the summary of the findings can be 

replicated to other educational settings. 

Conclusions 

The purpose of this collective case study was to examine teachers’ perceptions of 

peer coaching for technology integration and its influences on teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness.  This collective case study includes the phenomenon of 10 purposively 

selected participants.  However, their respective results were limited to their experiences 

and should not be generalized as a reflection of all teachers. 

In chats, the researcher was also able to garner the principal’s perspective of peer 

coaching for technology integration for the selected middle school.  Those chats revealed 

that the impact of peer coaching depends on the person receiving the coaching and how 
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receptive the collaborating teachers are to receiving that type of support.  Those that 

embrace the peer coaching process go a long way in terms of the growth and 

development of their instructional practice.  Alternatively, those that view coaching as a 

direct criticism of their practices may not obtain as many benefits for themselves or their 

students.  Future plans for peer coaching for technology integration include a layer of 

additional support for first year teachers and identifying early on those that need peer 

coaching. 

The participants of this collective case study favorably concluded that peer 

coaching for technology integration positively influences teachers’ knowledge and 

effectiveness through recursive collaboration and reflection.  The findings from this 

collective case study suggested that peer coaching for technology integration provides 

great promises toward influencing teachers’ efficacy and student achievement.  
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Appendix G 

Survey Questions 

Foltos graciously granted the researcher permission to utilize and adapt the peer 

coaching evaluation instrument guide developed by Peer-Ed, LLC (2010-11). 

Skill and Practice Survey 

A. First, we would like to learn a little about your current level of technical skills.  

Please circle the one number that best represents your level of expertise on a scale 

from one to 10, using the descriptions in parentheses as a guide (novice, basic 

proficiency, high proficiency, able to teach others, expert). 

a. Able to efficiently locate best resources on the Internet. 

b. Able to use presentation software (e.g., PowerPoint) effectively. 

c. Able to build and revise information-rich Web (HTML) pages efficiently. 

d. Able to set up, revise, and use word processing documents. 

B. Please assess your proficiency in the following areas.  Please circle the one 

number that best represents your level of expertise on a scale from one to 10, 

using the descriptions in parentheses as a guide (novice, basic proficiency, high 

proficiency, able to teach others, expert). 

a. Creating learning activities that use Internet resources. 

b. Helping others locate best resources available on the Internet. 

c. Working collaboratively to infuse technology (and/or Internet resources) 

into another teacher’s lessons. 

d. Assessing the quality of a learning activity (i.e., is it standards-based, 

engaging, fosters problem-solving). 
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e. Providing guidance to fellow teachers on how to improve learning 

activities (e.g., engaging, standards-based, fosters problem-solving). 

f. Creating standards-based, technology-enhanced lessons. 

g. Working collaboratively to plan/implement standards-based technology-

enhanced improvements in another teacher’s lessons. 

h. Planning and implementing problem-based lessons. 

i. Guiding other teachers to plan/implement problem-based lessons. 

j. Using structured communication strategies such as paraphrasing and 

summarizing when collaborating with another teacher. 

C. Now, we would like to learn about how you work.  Please indicate the frequency 

with which you do the following activities or tasks (never, infrequently, 

somewhat frequently, most of the time). 

a. I develop learning activities that require students to use computer-related 

skills, such as word processing, use of the Internet, or multimedia 

presentations. 

b. I develop learning activities that require students to cooperate and work as 

a team, while integrating technology into their work. 

c. I develop learning activities that use technology to promote critical 

thinking, problem solving, and decision making among students. 

d. I assess student learning though activities that integrate computers and 

related technology (e.g., electronic portfolios, electronic gradebooks, etc.). 

e. I use software, graphics, and digital images to create a Web page for 

teaching various subjects. 
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f. I use lesson plans and other resources published on the Internet. 

g. I communicate with students, faculty, and/or parents via e-mail. 

D. We would also like to learn about how your students.  Please indicate the 

frequency with which you do the following activities or tasks (never, infrequently, 

somewhat frequently, most of the time). 

a. Use technology to gather research for a project. 

b. Use technology to create products/performances. 

c. Use technology in ways that provide a real-world context for problem-

solving activities. 

Collaborating Teacher Report 

3. Please indicate below in what ways you received peer coaching assistance, and 

how useful that assistance was to you (not applicable / did not request assistance, 

only a little useful, somewhat useful, very useful). 

a. Integrating technology into lessons. 

b. Managing student access to classroom computers. 

c. Finding resources for projects . 

d. Refining instructional strategies, e.g., project-based learning or grouping 

strategies. 

e. Acquiring basic computer skills. 

f. Learning new technical skill or software. 

g. Recordkeeping/electronic grading. 

h. Managing computer use in the classroom. 

i. Developing assessment tools. 
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j. Receiving tech support (software, hardware help). 

4. Please check the one type of assistance that was most valuable to you. 

a. Integrating technology into lessons. 

b. Managing student access to classroom computers. 

c. Finding resources for projects . 

d. Refining instructional strategies, e.g., project-based learning or grouping 

strategies. 

e. Acquiring basic computer skills. 

f. Learning new technical skill or software. 

g. Recordkeeping/electronic grading. 

h. Managing computer use in the classroom. 

i. Developing assessment tools. 

j. Receiving tech support (software, hardware help). 

5. Thinking of your work with the peer coaching this year, please assess the level of 

impact on your teaching from “little improvement” (1) to “significant 

improvement” (5). 

a. Comfort with using technology in the classroom. 

b. Understanding of how technology can be used to improve academic 

curricula. 

c. Awareness of Web-based resources. 

d. Expertise in improving standards-based lessons through use of technology. 

e. Expertise in using technology to promote critical thinking and problem-

solving skills among students. 
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f. Ability to integrate technology in ways that engage students in learning. 

6. Please indicate to what extent, if any, the following issues affected your efforts in 

working with your coach to integrate technology into your curriculum (not a 

barrier, minor barrier, moderate barrier, major barrier). 

a. Too much time spent troubleshooting hardware or software problems. 

b. Lack of common planning time. 

c. Finding time to meet that works for both the coach and me. 

d. Need more support from school administrators for this work. 

e. Need more support from my district for this work. 

f. Finding time to learn new software programs. 

g. Locating materials or resources for lessons or projects. 

7. Please check the one most significant barrier you have faced. 

a. Too much time spent troubleshooting hardware or software problems. 

b. Lack of common planning time. 

c. Finding time to meet that works for both the coach and me. 

d. Need more support from school administrators for this work. 

e. Need more support from my district for this work. 

f. Finding time to learn new software programs. 

g. Locating materials or resources for lessons or projects. 

8. Please identify in what ways, if any, you have participated in or received 

additional technology support this school year (yes or no). 

a. District-sponsored professional development technology courses 

b. Building-sponsored professional development technology courses 
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c. District-based technology initiatives 

d. Building-based technology initiatives  

e. Technology support from other teacher(s) besides coach 

f. Support from school or district technology specialist 

Coach Progress Report 

12. Approximate number of hours you worked with this teacher this academic year. 

a. 1–5 

b. 6–10 

c. 11–20 

d. 21–30 

e. 31–40 

f. 41–50 

g. > 50 

13. When do you usually meet with this teacher (select all that apply)? 

a. Before/after school 

b. Release time 

c. Common planning time 

d. Unscheduled, when time allows 

e. Planned meetings 

f. Lunch 

g. Before the start of the school year 

h. During class/with teacher's students 

i. Other 
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15. Subject area(s) in which coaching took place (select all that apply): 

a. Math 

b. Science 

c. Language Arts 

d. Social Studies 

e. Special Education 

f. Foreign Language 

g. ESL 

h. Library 

i. Technology Skills 

j. Other 

16. Please indicate whether or not you have coached this teacher in each of the 

following ways (yes or no). 

a. Met with collaborating teacher individually or in small group. 

b. Observed participating teacher and provided feedback. 

c. Taught class/small group while participating teacher observed. 

d. Team taught a lesson with participating teacher. 

18. Please indicate whether or not this teacher requested the following types of 

assistance (yes or no). 

a. Assistance integrating technology into lessons. 

b. Assistance with writing standards-based lessons/units. 

c. Assistance with recordkeeping/gradebook programs. 

d. Assistance with managing student access to classroom computers. 
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e. Assistance with assessment tools or strategies. 

f. Assistance finding resources for projects. 

g. Assistance with tech support (software/hardware help). 

h. Assistance with instructional strategies, e.g., project-based learning or 

grouping strategies. 

i. Assistance in learning new technical skill or software. 

20. Thinking of the teacher you worked with the most this year, please identify the 

level of change that you perceive occurred over the course of the school year.  

Please rate on a scale from “Little Improvement” (1) to “Significant 

Improvement” (5) or “Not Applicable” (N/A). 

a. Comfort with using technology in the classroom. 

b. Understanding of how technology can be used to improve academic 

curricula. 

c. Awareness of Web-based resources. 

d. Expertise in improving standards-based lessons through use of technology. 

e. Expertise in using technology to promote critical thinking and problem-

solving skills among students. 

f. Ability to integrate technology in ways that engage students in learning. 
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Appendix I1 

Table 4.1. Methods and Usefulness of Peer Coaching Assistance 

Table 4.1. 

Methods and Usefulness of Peer Coaching Assistance 

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation 

Integrating technology into 

lessons 

5 4.00 .000 

Managing student access to 

classroom computers 

5 2.80 1.643 

Finding resources for 

projects 

5 3.60 .548 

Refining instructional 

strategies, e.g. project-based 

learning or grouping 

strategies 

5 3.40 .548 

Acquiring basic computer 

skills 

5 3.00 1.732 

Learning new technical skill 

or software 

5 3.80 .447 

Recordkeeping / electronic 

grading 

5 2.80 1.643 

Managing computer use in 

the classroom 

5 2.40 1.517 

Developing assessment 

tools 

5 2.40 1.517 

Receiving tech support 

(software, hardware help) 

5 3.40 .894 

Valid N (listwise) 5   
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Appendix I2 

Table 4.2. Collaborating Teachers’ Perceptions of Peer Coaches’ Levels of Impact 

Table 4.2 

Collaborating Teachers' Perceptions of Peer Coaches' 

Levels of Impact 

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation 

Comfort with using 

technology in the classroom 

5 4.20 .837 

Understanding of how 

technology can be used to 

improve academic curricula 

5 4.00 .707 

Awareness of Web-based 

resources 

5 3.40 2.074 

Expertise in improving 

standards-based lessons 

through use of technology 

5 4.20 .837 

Expertise in using 

technology to promote 

critical thinking and problem-

solving skills among 

students 

5 4.20 .447 

Ability to integrate 

technology in ways that 

engage students in learning 

5 4.60 .548 

Valid N (listwise) 5   
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Appendix I3 

Table 4.3. Issues that Affected Peer Coaching for Technology Integration Efforts 

Table 4.3. 

Issues that Affected Peer Coaching for Technology 

Integration Efforts 

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation 

Too much time spent 

troubleshooting hardware or 

software problems 

5 2.20 .837 

Lack of common planning 

time 

5 2.20 1.304 

Finding time to meet that 

works for both the coach and 

me 

5 2.60 1.140 

Need more support from 

school administrators for this 

work 

5 1.40 .548 

Need more support from my 

district for this work 

5 1.60 .894 

Finding time to learn new 

software programs 

5 2.60 1.140 

Locating materials or 

resources for lessons or 

projects 

5 1.20 .447 

Valid N (listwise) 5   
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Appendix I4 

Table 4.4. Methods of Peer Coaching Employed 

Table 4.4. 

Methods of Peer Coaching Employed 

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation 

Met with collaborating 

teacher individually or in 

small group 

5 1.00 .000 

Observed participating 

teacher and provided 

feedback 

5 1.00 .000 

Taught class/small group 

while participating teacher 

observed 

5 1.20 .837 

Team taught a lesson with 

participating teacher 

5 1.60 .894 

Valid N (listwise) 5   
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Appendix I5 

Table 4.5. Methods of Assistance Requested by Collaborating Teachers 

Table 4.5. 

Methods of Assistance Requested by Collaborating 

Teachers 

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation 

Assistance integrating 

technology into lessons 

5 1.20 .447 

Assistance with writing 

standards-based 

lessons/units 

5 1.60 .548 

Assistance with 

recordkeeping/gradebook 

programs 

5 1.60 .548 

Assistance with managing 

student access to classroom 

computers 

5 1.60 .548 

Assistance with assessment 

tools or strategies 

5 1.60 .548 

Assistance finding resources 

for projects 

5 1.40 .548 

Assistance with tech 

supports (software/hardware 

help) 

5 1.40 .548 

Assistance with instructional 

strategies, e.g., project-

based learning or grouping 

strategies 

5 1.40 .548 

Assistance in learning new 

technical skill of software 

5 1.00 .000 

Valid N (listwise) 5   
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Appendix I6 

Table 4.6. Peer Coaches’ Perceptions of Collaborating Teachers’ Levels of Change 

Table 4.6. 

Peer Coaches' Perceptions of Collaborating Teachers' 

Levels of Change 

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation 

Comfort with using 

technology in the classroom 

5 3.40 .548 

Understanding of how 

technology can be used to 

improve academic curricula 

5 3.80 .447 

Awareness of Web-based 

resources 

5 3.00 1.000 

Expertise in improving 

standards-based lessons 

through use of technology 

5 3.00 .707 

Expertise in using 

technology to promote 

critical thinking and problem-

solving skills among 

students 

5 3.40 .548 

Ability to integrate 

technology in ways that 

engage student learning 

5 3.60 1.140 

Valid N (listwise) 5   
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Appendix J 

Biographical Note 

Sjerrie W. Colburn has eight years of experience in secondary level education for 

both private and public schools.  Ms. Colburn currently is an administrator, serving as a 

Teacher Specialist, in the Houston Independent School District.  Her expertise includes 

data-driven instruction, instructional technology coaching, and student-centered, 
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77074.  E-mail: colburnsw@hbu.edu or sjerriecolburn@gmail.com. 

 

Style manual designation: This dissertation follows the format and style of the 

Publication Manual of the American Psychological 

Association, Sixth Edition (2010) except where 

superseded by directions from the Director of the 

Doctor of Education in Executive Educational 

Leadership at Houston Baptist University. 

Typist:    Colburn, Sjerrie W. 


