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ABSTRACT

Title: Instructional Supervision: A Descriptive Study Focusing on the @asen and
Evaluation of Teachers in Cyberschools

Author: Gregory Charles Farley
Dissertation Chairs: Dr. Douglas Lare, Dr. Anne Creany
Dissertation Committee Member: Dr. Joseph Ashcroft

Since 1996, K-12 schools are increasingly moving from a traditional, facedo-fa
educational environment to an online learning environment utilizing technologiesvier del
instruction primarily via the Internet. As this trend continues, adminissrédariliar with
traditional supervisory methods will observe and evaluate teachers of onlmadess per state
and local mandates. The rapid growth of online learning is outpacing fedesagrseddbcal
instructional supervision policy, creating a need for researchers anitigmacs to better
understand how administrators supervise instruction in online learning environmbiststudy
describes performance criteria, supervisory practices, and the impagbrthetsees had on
instruction in three cyberschools enrolling full time students.

This study reported performance criteria were similar for both imaditand online
teachers in sample schools, however, criteria specific to an online enviromtieaiss multi-
tasking” and “technical skills” were also identified in the study. Manyucstnal criteria did
not translate to an online environment, however, administrators adapted supervidtargptac
observe and evaluate instruction in cyberschools.

Evaluation documents and policies were not modified to address the shift from-face-to
face to online instructional delivery; however, additional instructional techsiojoserved in

lessons were added to evaluations as addenda. Delivering and supervising web-based



instruction seems to require separate performance criteria and gsaetgiiring researchers to
examine instructional supervision in virtual learning environments.

Supervisory practices were adapted to online learning environments and adtonsist
observed lessons by logging into Learning Management Systems to evaluatéonstruc
delivery. The impact supervisory practices had on instruction were reportechgrseand
administrators as having varying degrees of usefulness.

Findings indicate a need for cyberschool accreditation to standardize perfooritarce
and supervisory practices that facilitate successful instructional ssiperin an online
environment. In addition, coursework and training on pedagogical practices inctyimsscan
provide teachers and administrators with skills to work productively in an omim@ement.
These recommendations could eliminate simply replicating supervisorydaeknn a
traditional environment and promote innovative practices in an online environment. Technology
offers practitioners alternate means to supervise cyberschool teagteran provide
accountability, improvement strategies, and enhance student achieveméwobis stthe

twenty-first century.
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CHAPTER 1
OVERVIEW OF THE PROBLEM

In any job it is important to assess a person’s performance in completiaghhe t
required by the employer. Businesses and corporations supervise and evghl@ayeem
performance for a variety of reasons including retention, promotion and accotyntabili
completing job related tasks. Education is no different, requiring supervision ebolass
instruction to evaluate a teacher’s effectiveness. This generally involasranistrator
observing and evaluating lessons in a classroom, documenting the teacherisgeré, and
sharing suggestions for improvement. School districts utilize checklists antiveadiccuments
to record and analyze teacher performance as a supervisory practikeé@licGordon & Ross-
Gordon, 2001).

The process of instructional supervision in schools is conducted by administrators and
generally involves face-to-face visits to the teacher’s classroom in arvatise and evaluation
model (Glickman et al., 2001). Certain criteria are observed and recordedepmitas
generated as a part of the supervision process in a physical school environmeepofihe
analyzed and suggestions for improvement are shared with a teacher to enlthinog tea
performance. The primary objective of the supervision process in public schaotdfert
teachers direct assistance to improve their performance toward thed guaeasing student
learning (Glickman et al., 2001). Current technologies, however, have e ealieational
organizations to provide distance learning options that do not require physical atteimd@anc
school building (Anderson, 2004) which has altered the face-to-face classroorabbseand

evaluation model of instructional supervision.



Administrators currently supervise teachers in schools using observation thheteda
from lessons observed in physical classrooms. This generally requisagdreisor’s
attendance in a classroom with the teacher during instruction. Typioathys form of direct
assistance, the administrator observes a lesson and records a vaneiyabdrs to provide
feedback designed to enhance a teacher’s instruction. School districts aroundeatieSthtes
offering online learning conducted through computers and Internet applications éaes
challenges for the instructional supervisor. The U.S. Department of Educdfioa,d®
Information Technology (USDOE-OIT, 2004) has recommended e-Learning aral virtu
schooling opportunities for high schools, however, there is little research degthndiprocess
of supervising teachers in these learning environments (Watson & Ryan, 2006apithe r
growth of online learning has resulted in a gap in the literature regahgingstructional
supervision of online learning.

Distance learning uses technologies such as U.S. mail, radio, television, vidpatersm
and Internet to offer students an alternative to traditional education issacden in a physical
school building (Anderson, 2008). Educational organizations are currently offeringausme
online learning options for K-12 students, which do not require attendance in a physical
classroom (Learning Point Associates, 2007) and enrollment in online coursesimygban
enormous rate (Allen & Seaman, 2007). Internet and computer technology anegenabl
educational organizations to provide online courses to K-12 students and offer coersasnat
assessment options, synchronous and asynchronous interaction, and communication that are
similar to those in a face-to-face classroom (Anderson, 2008). Synchronoudiorsraccur in
real time and asynchronous interactions occur over time through a bulletin bdard sys

forum-type discussiorAdditionally, public schools have utilized various Learning Management
2



Systems (LMS) to create a virtual learning environment with skeeptians for delivering
instruction (Taylor, 2001). This change from a face-to-face environment to ag onli
environment will require administrators to supervise a different model ofiatistn.

The purpose of the study was to describe the practices and tools educatibers dee
currently utilizing to supervise instructors of online learning in Pennsylvadi&Naw Jersey
high schools.

Background

Supervision is a multifaceted process that focuses on instruction to provide tedtihers
information to improve their teaching performance (Beach & Reinhartz, 1989). d@om
characteristic of instruction and supervision is that these processes octacer@face
environment. The process of teaching occurs in a building, in a classroom, wheresstndent
teachers are physically together during the instructional process. Sigrenfiinstruction takes
place in a building, in a classroom, mainly through observation and evaluation of thegeachin
process (Glickman et al., 2001) and is described as Direct Assistant¢eolbgy is facilitating
instructional delivery through computer and Internet technologies that do not requiners
and students to be in the same physical location (Anderson, 2008). Various models @& distanc
learning are available in education and current technologies are provwidaagity accessible
means for students to learn in an online environment.

Online learning is emerging as the predominafit@éntury model of distance education
(Taylor, 2001). Students can enroll in various forms of online learning. Online learning
classrooms are student’s home computers, computer labs, or a combination of each model

Distance education provides opportunities for students to learn from teachers titia the



same physical location, eliminating geographical and scheduling limitg&omish, Clark &
Blomeyer, 2006).

Distance education has evolved through various forms of technology including
correspondence education via U.S. mail, films, television, and later, video and audio
conferencing, and finally, computer conferencing (Anderson, 2008). Online leamingnging
the delivery of instruction from traditional face-to-face classes to oatineses taught by
instructors via web-based applications (Learning Point Associates, 200iiMe Gourses for
secondary and higher education students have grown at an extremely rapidepdice past
decade (Allen & Seaman, 2007). This growth has occurred for several reasong cOnitse
offerings adapt to schedule conflicts, provide classes unavailable anisiiaitions, can
accelerate or decelerate content for course completion, and offer conveoikaradrs with
other obligations (Smith et al., 2006). Margaret Spellings, The U.S. Departmehiaztion
Secretary (2008) stated:

Although online learning is a relatively new enterprise in the K-12 arena, it inginga

rapidly, with increasing numbers of providers offering services and more udent

choosing to participate. As with any education program, online learnindiv@anust

be held accountable for results. Thus, it is critical for students and their parenteH-a

as administrators, policymakers, and funders—to have data informing them about
program and student outcomes and, if relevant, about how well a particular program
compares to traditional education models. To this end, rigorous evaluations atelesse

They can identify whether programs and online resources are perfornprgnased,

and, equally important, they can point to areas for improvement (Pg v.)



A majority of K-12 educational leaders (69%) believe the demand for onlimerigawill
continue to grow and online enrollments will increase significantly in the neatldgAllen &
Seaman, 2007). Evidence suggests the increase in K-12 distance education thinoeigh onl
learning could mimic the enormous growth seen in higher education (Picciano &rgeia?).
There have been significant increases in secondary and higher middle scim@oéordliments
over the past five years (Allen & Seaman, 2007).

The goal of instructional supervision is to assist teachers in improvinganstr
(Glickman et al., 2001; Zepeda, 2003). Supervision of instruction is mandated by [Eepsirtm
of Education and local school districts to assist teachers in providing high gustiityction to
public school students. The process of supervising a teacher in an instructionabffetting
involves direct assistance to improve the strategies of classroom practiocght observation
and evaluation of teacher performance (Glickman et al., 2001). This procedunrengly
practiced in local school districts through checklists and narratives thenevaluate teachers
in a face-to-face setting. As more students enroll in online learningnisthaiors will need to
observe and evaluate instruction in a virtual environment rather than a physioaherarit
(Collins, 2004). Online learning can occur without a student and teacher eveapinyseeting
in a classroom.

The phenomenon of online learning means that instruction occurs via computer and
Internet technologies rather than in a face-to-face setting. The rapithgsf online learning
and the complexity of delivering instruction via web-based applications retjugrestention of
educators and administrators regarding the pedagogical, economic, systahypolitical

characteristics of online distance education systems (Anderson, 2008). Onhimegleall



impact the delivery, supervision and management of instruction in educational adigasiftzat
enroll students in online courses (Anderson, 2008).
Statement of the Problem

Over the past twenty-five years, a simple computer network developed into k globa
Internet transforming the functions of business, government and education (Taylor, 2003)
Educational institutions traditionally deliver instruction in a physicairgeind may not adapt
quickly to online learning in a virtual environment (Taylor, 2003). Throughout the past decade
secondary students have been enrolling in online courses as an alternatesadiogtlasses in
a physical school setting (Picciano & Seaman, 2007). The growth of K-12 omlinentg
programs is estimated at 25% per year with 42 states having supplemental m&teanting
programs (Watson & Ryan, 2006). The online mode of delivering instruction is unlike
traditional face-to-face learning in brick and mortar schools, however, instrurcta public
school environment must be observed, evaluated, and documented for compliance lith loca
state and federal guidelines (Collins, 2004). The rapid growth of online learningthasen
supported by research on how administrators supervise and evaluate perfornuetioe of
teachers (Watson & Ryan, 2006).

U.S. public schools are rapidly migrating from a brick and mortar environment to a
online setting for staff, students and administration (Zandberg, & Lewis, 2008). sander
(2008) wrote that the most compelling characteristics of the net-based ewdtare currently
experiencing are the multiplicity of communications coupled with the enormoresase in
information production and retrieval. These characteristics have led terdgffielivery models
and methods of interactions that are contributing to the massive growth of onlmedear

(Taylor, 2001). In 2000, the U.S. Department of Education acknowledged that education must
6



address new technologies, and in e-Testimony stated “There is no going baciadifioaal
classroom has been transformed.” (U.S. Department of Education, Web-Based Education
Commission, (USDOE-WBEC, 2000, p. 1). Evidence suggests within six years, 10% of
secondary courses will be computer based, while 50% of courses will be debwire by
2019 (Christensen & Horn, 2008). This will require administrators to supervise a vestigrdi
delivery of instruction than public schools traditionally offer students in a @iysibool
building (USDOE-WBEC, 2000).

The benefits of online learning include flexible scheduling, increased clasmg$, and
higher course completion rates (Smith et al., 2006) providing students withraatareto
physical attendance in a school building for instruction. Technology is making online¢ea
more accessible for students and is causing an increase in enrollment in aunges en K-12
schools (Zandberg & Lewis, 2008). Because of these benefits, nearlyesd|sdattion some
form of online learning in K-12 schools (Watson & Ryan, 2006). These benefits could be
contributing to the sudden expansion of online learning which is far exceeding the
implementation of other educational initiatives by public schools in the United $id&tson,
Winograd & Kalmon, 2004).

As secondary courses quickly migrate to a virtual setting, researcherswassigate
how school districts are supervising teachers of online courses. This changeiatioms!
delivery displaces the current model of supervision in a K-12 school environmenagColli
2004). Supervisory practices utilized by administrators in a physical sahomrement may
not be appropriate in a virtual school environment (U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Innovation and Improvement, USDOE-OII, 2008). This proposed descriptive reseahghvil

examine how administrators are currently supervising instruction in onlimeriga
7



environments in school districts in Pennsylvania and New Jersey lack of etngsiearch and
add to the literature.
Research Questions
The three research questions are as follows:
Research Question 1: What criteria do administrators use to observe anteevalua

online instructors?

Research Question 2: What practices do administrators use to supervise online
instructors?
Research Question 3: To what extent do supervisory practices impact insfucti
Limitations

e This study is limited to two high schools in Pennsylvania and one New Jersey that
were identified as providing online learning to full time students.

e The Socio-economic status of student populations in the sample districts created a
possible limitation because a powerful computer and high speed Internet connection
could be required in the student’s home to navigate web-based applications for online
learning.

e The socio-economic status of two schools was reported, but Sample School A’s
socio-economic status was unclear because school enrollment did not provide that
data to the researcher.

e The sample size was small and limited the amount of analysis the reseatdtier ¢

carry out with the data.



e Data from this study may not be generalizable to other school districts in
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, or in the United States.

e Qualitative data from interviews conducted in the study could influence suibject

in the selection and interpretation of data.
Definition of Terms

Asynchronous communication: Communication in which the participants interact in
varied time spaces (e.g., e-mail, threaded discussions, homework, message boards

Blended/Hybrid Course: Course blending online and face-to-face delivery. Substantial
proportion (30-79% of the content is delivered online).

Blog: (a contraction of the termveblog) is a type of website, usually maintained by an
individual with regular entries of commentary, descriptions of events, or otheiahateh as
graphics or video.

Cyberschool (virtual school): An online learning program in which students enroll and
earn credit towards academic advancement (or graduation) based on succegdéticroof the
courses (or other designated learning opportunities) provided by the school

Data Warehousing: A data warehouse is a repository of a school’s electronically stored
data, designed to facilitate reporting and analysis.

Distance learning: Educational activity in which the participants are separated by space
(e.g., correspondence courses, online learning, videoconferencing)

E-learning: Instruction and content delivered via digital technologies, such as online or
CD-ROM, or learning experiences that involve the use of computers.

Learning Management System (LMS): The technology platform through which online

courses are offered; a LMS includes software for the creation and editiogreé content,
9



communication tools, assessment tools, and other features designed to enhas@nd aese
of use.

Chat: Primarily meant to refer to direct one-on-one chat or text-based group c¢itat usi
Internet applications.

Ning: An online platform designed for people to create their own private or public social
networks, many are used for educational purposes.

Onlinelearning: Education in which instruction and content are delivered primarily via
the Internet; online learning is a form of distance learning. Eighty pesteaat time is
replaced by online activity.

Seat time: The actual physical presence of a student in a brick-and-mortar schiogj, sett
often used for attendance and funding

Social networking: Online communities of people who share interests and/or activities,
or who are interested in exploring the interests and activities of othebben@nvost of the
social network services are web based and provide a variety of ways forouséssalct, such as
chat, video conferencing, forum-discussions, and e-mail.

Synchronous communication: Communication in which the participants interact in the
same time space (e.g., telephone calls, face-to-face meetingsapblassrooms, chat rooms,
videoconferencing)

Threaded discussion: An electronic discussion (e-mail, e-mail list, bulletin-board,
newsgroup, or Internet-forum) in which users visually group messages inr&lnydog topic.

Web 1.0: One dimensional web design where an Internet browser displays hosted
information to the user. Also, a retronym of the state of the World Wide Web, and lasijewe

design style used before the advent of the Web 2.0 phenomenon.
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Web 2.0: A second generation of web development and web design. It is characterized as
facilitating communication, information sharing, interoperability, andabaltation on the World
Wide Web. It has led to the development and evolution of web-based communities, hosted
services, and web applications.

Web 3.0: A supposed third generation Internet-based service which emphasizes
machine-facilitated understanding of information. This can provide a more\ataitid
productive user experience. Web 3.0 is also known as the Semantic Web.

Web-Facilitated Course: Course that uses web-based technology (1-29% of the content
online) to facilitate what is essentially a face-to-face course.

Web portal: Provides a way for organizations to provide a consistent look and feel with
access control and procedures for multiple applications, which otherwise would have bee
different entities altogether.

Wiki: Used to create collaborative websites and to power community websites. Wikis
are used in education to provide intranet and Learning Management Systems.

An examination of instructional supervision, distance education and online learrsing wa
presented in Chapter 2 to provide a background for the study which describestihegaac

criteria administrator’'s used to supervise teachers of online learning

11



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This review of literature is divided into three main sections. The first sewtlb
describe the background, history and evolution of instructional supervision and discuss
instructional strategies used by teachers in the classroom. This reVig@rowide examples of
research and classroom practices throughout the history of public schooling.cdine section
will describe models of instructional supervision and provide current examples ofisaper
practices in school districts. The third section will deal with the evolving ¢apésof education
and instructional supervision in the advent of online instruction.

Instructional Supervision

The supervisor’s function in an organization is to oversee an employee’s @eréam
completing tasks required by the employer. Educational leaders face thdismma as
leaders of any other organization; to improve the productivity of the teablegrsupervise.
Alfonso, Firth and Neville (1981) define instructional supervision as behaviors desidnathe
organization that affects teacher behavior to facilitate pupil learmici@ehieve the goals of an
organization. Departments of Education in each state mandate the supervisiohef tea
performance in local school districts for accountability and the improvemechabls
(Glickman et al., 2001; Firth & Pajak, 1998).

Supervision is the cycle of activities between a supervisor and a teadiénevit
objective of improving classroom performance (Patrick & Dawson, 1985). PatrickeavebD
describe the classroom performance of a teacher as implementinglauantiplanning,
classroom management, and instructional techniques. Sergiovanni & Starratt (2893) vi

supervision as a focus for improving teacher’s knowledge, skills, and abilities tanfakeal
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decisions and problem solve effectively. The intent of educational supervision isto ass
teachers in improving instruction (Goldhammer, Anderson & Krajewski, 1993; Hoyr€ytho
1986; Lovell, 1978). Individual goals of school districts may vary; however, improvement of
teacher performance is a common goal of instructional supervisors (Gligtraan2001;
Zepeda, 2003).

Supervisors in educational organizations have individual goals for improvement and
Lucio and McNeil (1962) and Sergiovanni and Starratt (1971) believe the purpose of
instructional supervision is to achieve those specified goals. Supervision relggiilesder to
oversee, assess, evaluate, and direct employees to ensure an orgasizsgtmg its goals
(Glickman et al., 2001). Successful supervision promotes a vision to implement change
organizations that facilitate improvement (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993n€0H0D01).

Educational reports from the U.S. government such lation at Risk1983) andNo
Child Left Behind2001)legislationinclude specific standards for evaluating program
effectiveness. This standard based approach structures teaching and leaedranschool
districts’ performance on high stakes testing and a variety of other athatiivie criteria. Other
criteria include attendance, teacher quality, technology, and Adequatg Femgress toward
achievement percentages (US Department of Education, 2001). Public school acdayuntabil
the United States takes its form most strongly in the state-level accditymwtalsiems that are
required by federal education legislation (Gunzenhauser & Hyde, 2007). ksay Saate
legislation requires the supervision process in local school districts through atioynt
standards and requires observations and evaluations of teachers by eetiifis@tctional
supervisors (New Jersey Department of Education Administrative Cod@QERNNT, 2005).

Evaluation rubrics address standards in checklists and Likert type scalesdonenting teacher
13



observation data (Glickman et al., 2001). Evaluation models, though not formative in nature,
provide a component of supervision that can be valuable in assessing teacheee#esti
(Glickman et al., 2001).

Accountability for teacher performance was mandated following numeroussrepdtie
reformation of American education during the 1980'’s that called for measwessoilts from
teachers and students and prompted educational supervisors to focus on the evaluation of
instruction (White & Daniel, 1996). The complex process of instruction supervision developed
into two dominant perspectives to meet the need for measurable results; acapuatabil
professional/personal growth (Harris, 1986). These theories are also knownlaati@va
based” (accountability) and “clinical based” orientations (improvement). eldréantations are
seen in supervisory models currently used by administrators and accountadiitypovement
are used interchangeably (Sullivan & Glanz, 2000).

Supervision is the link between teacher needs and organizational goals so indiduals ¢
improve and work together toward the vision of the school (Glickman, 1990). Superviffing sta
involves achieving the local goals and many school districts utilize chesgkting scales and
narrative forms as a component of observing and evaluating teacher padermsaa component
of supervision (Glickman et al., 2001). Supervision is a multifaceted process tistd@n
instruction to provide teachers with information about their teaching to improve panoem
(Beach & Reinhartz, 1989). The complex task of supervising teachers incorpaaies m
different functions and tasks to achieve the goal of improvement (Glickman, 1990¢ héke

been several models of supervision throughout the history of education.
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History of Supervision

The requirements and responsibilities of any job evolve through time by means of various
social, political and technological trends. The evolution of instructional supervisuient
throughout history as a reflection of learning theory and social and politicednces (Fine,

1997). In colonial New England the process of instructional supervision was extenmattios
conducted by appointed citizens who would inspect teachers and students in schools (Glanz,
1977). This “inspection” process of school supervision made judgments about the management
of the school and the teacher rather than the teaching or student learning (Burnham, Hi876). T
theory of school supervision at this time is known as Administrative Inspetticio(&

McNeil, 1962). Instructional supervision processes and periods were evolving throyghrhe

as the United States population grew and federal and state governments began ¢hoding s
systems and standardizing the practices of public education (Glanz, 1991).

The formal activity of instructional supervision by professional personnel bedam in t
second half of the nineteenth century as population growth in major cities needgbitat
formation of school systems (Glanz, 1977). Educational reformers Nicholas M. &ule
Andrew S. Draper sought to transform schools into efficiently operated ceadralystems in
the late nineteenth century (Glanz, 1977). The efforts of early reformeedghit supervision
of schools from bureaucratic and political influences to an individual superintendent in school
districts who supervise instruction whose primary responsibilities wesggyty/ control,
legislate and supervise the school (Glanz, 1991).

The primary role of a superintendent during the late nineteenth and earletiventi
centuries was a supervisor of instruction (Glanz, 1977). This process was comiigdgcdm

inspection of classroom teaching and the correction of teacher behaviorz, (@@7). Glanz
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provides the following excerpt of an 1888 address to the National Education Association by
James M. Greenwood. Greenwood, a prominent superintendent during that time provided an
excerpt from an observation:

What to do? 1. Go in quietly. 2. | watch the teacher and the pupils for a while...3.

Sometimes | conduct a recitation, and thus bring out points in which she may be

deficient...4. If suggestions should be made to the teacher, | do so privately, or request

her to call after school...I think the question may be put in this form: Given the teacher

the school, the defects; how to improve them? (p. 4)

Greenwood continued with the signs to look for in the classroom “1. Common sense. 2.

Good health. 3. General scholarship....5. Order.6. Ability to manage hard cases. 7. Power

to teach....14. Pleasant voice....17. Disposition to scold and to grumble...19. Neatness

and cleanliness of room, desks, etc.” (p.4). These examples display theomsaeet
primary source of instructional supervision from the late nineteenth centurye Thes
examples of inspection rely on the observation and evaluation process to identify
teaching behaviors that may need improvement.

The superintendent directed the function of supervision in schools in the late nineteenth
century and was responsible for improving the instruction of teachers (Glanz, 1977). A. W.
Edson, a county supervisor in Massachusetts in the edtlg&6tury believed a superintendent
should “be first a teacher of teachers, and to teach the teacher how to team,. IB€3). This
led to evaluation and improvement suggestions for teachers as a part of the inspecties pr
(Burnham, 1976). The role and function of the superintendent seemed clear but the burgeoning
profession of instructional supervision produced new responsibilities for educatiaterd

(White & Daniel, 1996).
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Physical education, fine arts and foreign languages were added to thelcorand
required supervision to ensure teachers were prepared to teach these sulnjelcts(BL976).
Population growth in the United States and industrial forces fostered the neecktoapproach
to supervision in schools during the early'2@ntury (Fine, 1997). Lucio and McNeil (1962)
have labeled this era (approximately 1876-1936) the Period of Efficiency &ioent

The rapid growth in the amount of schools and students and the standardization of
curricula by the NEA required school administrators to supervise larger@eddmerse school
systems. In 1890 there were 2,771 high schools with two-hundred thousand students. By 1925,
there were 21,700 high schools with nearly four million students (The United States Btire
Education). The response to the expansion of curriculum and student services wasi need
improved supervision and accountability (Fine, 1997). Frederick W. Taylor’s ideaprofving
efficiency and reorganization in industry, published in The Principles of Scievisiagement
(Taylor, 1911) offered a method for managers to control the aspects of industriibogera
factories and businesses. School administrators started to apply concej@stiiics
management to educational supervision during the early twentieth centuey 1897).

Callahan (1962) believes the implementation of scientific management wasdtafehe
public’s perceived feeling that schools were wasteful and mismanagedais@rstiof
educational institutions were common in magazines such as the Ladies Home aoaithal
Saturday Evening Post. A large portion of those magazines readership had a growing
dissatisfaction with schools (Fine, 1997). Scientific management was prometsdasessful
model in business and industry and its application could transform schools into efficiaesbus

enterprises. School administrators could implement the tenets of sciemtifagement for
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improvement and accountability to provide a positive change in supervisory po(Esanz,
1977).

Ellwood P. Cubberly, a pioneer in school administration, as cited in Glanz (1977), wrote
that the adoption of scientific management in schools would change school adtonistom
guesswork to scientific accuracy and would change school supervision from apjolitito a
skilled piece of professional social engineering. This model of supervisiod ¥vaoie schools
as industrial plants, administrators as industrial managers, teacherskass, and pupils as raw
products to be processed (Fine, 1997).

The Department of Supervisors and Directors of Instruction of the Nationaltieduca
Association in 1931 defined instructional supervision as:

...all activities by which educational officers may express leadershifeimtprovement

of teaching. Such activities as observation of classroom instruction, conductheirs2ac

meetings and group and individual conferences are clearly within the meanirg) of thi
term. The development and execution of plans looking toward the increased
effectiveness in reading, arithmetic, and some other area of the schoohpragdathe
organization or reorganization of curriculum and method are still further exaafples

what is meant by supervisory activities. (p. 3).

The process of the inspection was primarily used as a means to superviseanstructi
(Glanz, 1991). Other components of instructional supervision began to emerge; havasler,
of theoretical explanation became evident in instructional practices (Mosherpl, 1972).
The criteria for measuring teaching effectiveness were impre€iseories of education were
emerging and teaching became a scientific process with a framewandcetses and

procedures (Lucio & McNeil, 1962)This theoretical conflict for teachers and supervisors
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lacked a shared conceptual understanding of the instructional process and did nadlfeénd its

the process of improvement (Glanz, 1977; Lucio & McNeil, 1962). Until a greater
understanding of pedagogy could be agreed upon, the processes of supervision would remain
vague (Mosher & Purpel, 1972Educational models and theories were influencing pedagogy,
and supervision began to reflect these theories (Lucio & McNeil, 1962).

The student population in the United States was continuing to grow and the
responsibilities of school administrators grew as curricular, supervisdrgnanagement
responsibilities increased (Burnham, 1976). Lucio & McNeil refer to timis period (1937-
1959) as the Period of Cooperative Group Effort. Burnham (1976) describes this steassd
responsibility of all administrators to practice in-service educatiorcamctulum development
as a democratic as well as cooperative and creative concept of supervidnenifigprovement
of instruction. This formative approach to instructional supervision became prevalent in
supervisory practice rather than the previous model of inspection and evaluation (Burnha
1976).

According to Lucio and McNeil (1962) the next generation of supervision (1960-1970)
was the Period of Research Orientation. Competition with other countries, tecbalologi
advancements and the availability of federal grant monies became fadfusstime frame and
began much of the accountability movement in education (Burnham, 1976). Accountahility i
major theme in instructional supervision in American education for social and gdokasons
(Burnham, 1976; Glickman et al., 2001; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993). Instructionalisigrer
has many forms in school districts and involves processes and procedures to support
improvement and accountability (Glickman, 1990). As political, social, and ecorssuési

created an atmosphere of accountability; instructional theories and hebaaed strategies were
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being implemented as instructional supervision (Glanz, 2000). These processgstwse
practice in school districts across the nation in various forms. As these soyepvecesses
and policies were implemented in schools during the Period of Research Orieatatiam the
20" Century, it was not until the 1990’s when these policies were examined in impléarenta
studies (Blasé & Blase, 1998).

The processes of instructional supervision still relied upon the observation andiewaluat
process during the late ®@entury in what Gordon (1997) called “control supervision” that was
primarily inspection, oversight, and judgment of classroom instruction. Collatsorat
approaches to instructional supervision in the form of clinical supervision wergiegin
schools during this time where administrators and teachers worked togethgrttari
observation process to identify areas of improvement (Goldhammer et al., 1988dv&@ei &
Starratt (1993) suggested other means of collaboration including peer supereision, s
assessment, and action research. These options were less labor and time fotens
administrators and offered alternatives to the traditional “inspection” gsdeachers were
accustomed to as instructional supervision. Although school districts in PennsglveriNew
Jersey require the observation and evaluation of staff annually (NJDOE-AC PIDB26 427
and 428, 2003), current trends in instructional supervision offer multiple processes fo
administrators to improve teacher performance in schools (Zepeda, 2007).

Practices of Instructional Supervision

Observation and evaluation are a required components of instructional supervision in
Pennsylvania and New Jersey and is a mandated requirement for public schools & overse
teacher performance (NJDOE-AC, 2005; PDE 426 427 and 428, 2003). Evaluation is a

summative process for school leaders to make decisions regarding tenurereaiechti
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promotion(Acheson & Gall, 1997); whereas supervision refers to improving instruction and
achieving goals (Sergiovanni &Starratt, 1993). Glickman et al. (2001}sgsser

Summative teacher evaluation is an administrative function intended to meet the

organizational need for teacher accountability. It involves decisions about theflave

teacher’s performance. Summative evaluation seeks to determine if the teschest
minimum expectations. If the teacher has not met his or her professional reipiessi

the summative process documents inadequate performance for the purpose oficemediat

and, if necessary, termination (p. 299).

Accountability is the goal of the evaluation process and complies with statecahd |
policies regarding teacher supervision. Evaluation relies on rating scadlesummative
assessments to document a teacher meeting certain criteria based andstacal standards
(Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993). Although the supervision and evaluation processslatack
the outcome objectives can differ between improvement and accountability (Glanz, 2000;
Glatthorn, 1990; Glickman, 1990; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993).

Formative and summative evaluations are not mutually exclusive and both aranecess
in schools (Glickman et al., 2001). The two types of evaluation have entiraxeditfy
purposes and should be kept separate to avoid conflicts (Acheson & GallPbpHam,

1988). Evaluation is a summative process whereas supervision is a formative method for
teacher improvement (Glickman, 1990; Glatthorn, 1990). Supervision involves assisting in the
improvement of teaching (Glickman et al., 2001). Summative and formative evaluatesnrdiff
purpose, however, both methods provide data that can be used interchangeably. In addition to
observed instruction, evaluation criteria can include non-instructional areassstahaiance

with school regulations, extra-curricular assignments and cooperation withgeake (Glickman
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et al., 2001). Formative criteria may include professional developmeniar planning in
individual classrooms (Zepeda, 2007). These criteria can be included aa ofitedally
approved supervision and evaluation models under the guidelines of state policies.idivaluat
has frequently become a substitute for instructional supervision due to gsratda and
guantifiable characteristics and because of state and federal accoundtdmiatsrds
(Sergiovanni,& Starratt, 1993).

State and local policies mandate teacher evaluation and this process cardoversha
instructional supervision (Sullivan & Glanz, 2000). Summative evaluation is necessaaie
employment decisions, but may not lead to improvement for most teachers (S&iggins
Bridgeford, 1985). Summative evaluation meets the organizational need for acdyntabi
while formative evaluation focuses on professional growth and the improvemadivadual
teaching (Glickman et al., 2001). The observation and evaluation processhadets state
and local policies for supervision and has become the main supervisory practareyisahool
districts (Sergiovanni,& Starratt, 1993). The practice is defined lobgltgacher contracts, and
can be impacted by collective bargaining units through Act 195 in Pennsylvanial(8&@).

The Pennsylvania Public Employee Relations Act (195) offers teacherrbagganits
the opportunity to resolve disputes regarding supervisory practice andadiiteri, 1980).
These disputes can include who supervises teachers and how teachers aredcupéavige
states have similar legislation; however, current research ssgug&rvisory practice and
criteria are still vaguely defined within teacher contracte(E& Garland, 1987). The National
Council on Teacher Quality (2006) compiled a database of the nation’s 50 largest ssthiotd di

and found that evaluation policy and practice lacked detail in the structurérotimmmal
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supervision. Brandt, Mathers, Oliva, Brown-Sims and Hess (2007) determinectietrte
policies in several Midwest states indicated:

e One half of policies provide guidelines when to evaluate teachers

e Approximately two thirds of policies described how often to evaluate teachers

e Slightly more than one half of policies identify an evaluation instrument

e One third determine how the evaluation is presented

e One half of policies require specific supervisory methods (most common

classroom observation)
e Slightly more than one third of districts identified teacher behaviors and
characteristics that are evaluated
e Slightly more than one fourth of policies identified research to inform policy
e Less than one tenth of policies require supervisor training
Koppich (2005) suggests expanding the role of collective bargaining fromcile dén
policies and contracts that focus on wages, working conditions and hours, to specific
instructional supervision practices such as observation and evaluation to impnaetiorsand
thus enhancing student learning.
Observation and evaluation offer a variety of information about teacher perf@manc

The information in a school district evaluation form is based upon district goalseiteac
responsibilities and state and federal standards (Glickman et al., 2001). t&the icrievaluation
forms judges teachers on their quality of instruction and include other areas sle$seoom
management, planning, the teaching act and classroom climate (Shinkfialifl&bgam,
1995). The observation and evaluation process within schools is conducted by supervisors and

generally involves face-to-face visits to the instructor’s classroom todaroMiect assistance.
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Some educators resent the “snoopervision” (Sullivan, 1980) associated with ios#lucti
supervision, however, the process of direct assistance provides feedbacg&Her tea
improvement through classroom observation (Glickman et al., 2001). Glickman indlates t
direct assistance provides data for evaluation and summative assessmeatheArezeiving
direct assistance is a crucial component of a successful school (Rosenholtz, 1985).

Direct assistance of a teacher’s classroom behavior is a component of suanameht
formative models of evaluation (Glickman et al., 2001). Direct assisfane&les feedback in
the form of suggestions to teachers regarding observable classroom behavuharfGutr,
1969; Cogan, 1973). The model of teacher observation by a peer or instructional supervisor is
reasonably accepted as a component of supervision (Sullivan, 1980; Adams & Glickman, 1984;
Pavan, 1983).

The observation and evaluation process within schools requires face-to-fecbywibe
supervisor to the instructor’s classroom and certain observable critefielaandors are
analyzed as a part of the supervisory process in a traditional school environhodm#6 et
al., 2001). Sergiovanni,& Starratt ( 1993) believe supervision has become an evalueibss
that supports bureaucratic accountability rather than teacher improvemenictimsal
supervision utilizes evaluation as a component of the supervisory process with thefintent
improving instruction (Acheson & Gall, 1997). Data from observation and evaluation can be
used to make decisions regarding tenure, rehire and promotion (Sullivan & Glanz, 2000). The
improvement process may benefit from observation and evaluation as a part aftictoms|
supervision process (Glickman et al., 2001). If teacher improvement is a goattiostl
supervisors implement a formative process to enhance teacher prabecdhan rely on

evaluative checklists and student achievement on standardized testing (PophamCRo@s)
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models of supervision vary in school districts; however, administrators havetocatlures
and processes to assess teacher accountability, and improvement of classtamition
through supervision (Glickman et al., 2001).

Direct Assistance, or conducting an observation and evaluating teaclemaarte, is
the primary method administrators use to supervise instruction (Glickmanz8l; Brandt et
al., 2007). Teacher evaluations should measure and identify behaviors, instructionglietrate
and delivery that meet district goals and positively impact student leaBingk{ield &
Stufflebeam, 1995; Danielson & McGreal, 200@bservation and evaluation derived from the
early role of a superintendent in the late nineteenth and early twenttinies (Glanz, 1977)
and is central to current models of supervision that require classroontossitserve and
identify classroom instruction (Zepeda, 2007). Observation and evaluation has sdpplant
instructional supervision as a quantifiable substitute to meet federal andrggsdeli
accountability rather than means to improve instruction (Starrat, 1997).

Models of Supervision

Numerous models of supervision are currently implemented in school districts;drpwe
the majority of school districts implement a single evaluation systemk{@Gdin et al., 2001).
Schools comply with state policies and implement locally approved methods to seigéaffis
Supervision models are directed by the supervisor, peers, or individual to evadctitee@nd
drive improvement (White & Daniel, 1996). These models can be classified into teiee ba
categories; directive, non-directive and collaborative (Glickman,e2@01). These three
categories provide a variety of supervisory options for school districts amyident in

different models of supervision.
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Glickman et al., (2001), describes this supervisory inventory as:
Table 1

Supervisory Inventory Categories

Type Directive Non-Directive Collaborative

Who sets goals Supervisor Teacher input Agreed upon goals by
teacher and supervisor
Examples Inspection Clinical, DevelopmentalPeer coaching

Differentiated portfolio assessment

An educational administrator is responsible for a myriad of management andsuye
tasks within a school; however, the main goal is to improve instruction to achievezatigsnail
goals (Glickman et al., 2001). Administrative positions in schools do not all involve direc
instructional supervision of teachers although the purpose of educational lgadershi
maintaining accountability and facilitating improvement to achieve azgdanal goals
(Glickman et al., 2001). This includes managing, administering, evaluating actwiy in
which the principal is involved in the process of running the school (Drake & Roe, 1999).
Principals, department heads, and assistant superintendents serve a supengsony but
have additional duties not directly related to working with teachers (Wilesvell, 1975).
Clinical Supervision

A model of clinical supervision was developed by Goldhammer and Cogan in the late
1960’s. This model utilizes a collaborative approach by the supervisor and teachers t
constructively and continually improve instruction (Goldhammer et al., 1993). Achedon a

Gall (1997) explain the clinical model to include three basic processes: precomefe
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observation and post or feedback conference. This direct interaction betweendadcher
supervisor emphasizes an accurate understanding of practices and slyadiictifies areas of
improvement (Goldhammer, 1969; Cogan, 1973). Clinical supervision provides a teacher with
an action plan to meet instructional improvement goals after conferenitinthe/supervisor

after an observation (Goldhammer, 1969). Goldhammer adds that defining the goals of the
observation and evaluation during the pre-conference assists in the assessnsanicton.

This collaborative model creates a counseling-guidance setting and helgssd¢adetter

perform a job according to their capabilities (Goldhammer, et al., 1980).

Snyder (1981) argued clinical supervision offers a coaching model but expressem
that clinical supervision could evolve into refined teacher inspection technweltgthe
movement toward increasing standardization. The idea of using clinical superersion f
evaluation purposes seems untenable considering the models intent to improve teaching, not
judge teachers (McFaul & Cooper, 1984). The Hunter model of Clinical Supervisiaml& si
but eliminates the pre-conferencing model and relies upon an observer’s pnetetarhecklist
of seven effective teaching practices (Pavan, 1983). Much of the literatupedimattes clinical
supervision also address other methods of supervision including portfolio supervision, action
research, peer coaching and other self-directed models (Zepeda, 2003; SulBlemz&2000;
Nolan, 1997).

Developmental Supervision

In developmental supervision the teachers assume responsibility for their own
instructional improvement and the instructional supervisor creates reflaotive@utonomous
teachers through non-directive supervision (Glickman et al., 2001). Glickmiar2€04.)

continue explaining a developmental model utilizes collaborative or in some castiseli
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approaches to improve teacher performance dependent upon individual developmestahtivel
offer a five step approach to developmental supervision that includes Preesgéisnction,
Tasks, Unification, and a final Product of Improved Student Learning.

Instructional supervision in a developmental model relies on three prereckiitstéos
the instructional supervisor. These prerequisite skills for instructionahssqrarare 1)
Knowledge, 2) Interpersonal skills and 3) Technical skills. Glickman et al. (20068 that
these skills are necessary to affect the process of unifying organizgii@siand meeting
teacher needs. Developmental supervision facilitates the goal of teaghevement through a
reflective approach fostering consistent self-improvement (Glickman, 1984&)developmental
approach toward supervision, a supervisor must employ a number of tasks to achea’'s sc
goals and objectives. According to Glickman et al. (2001), these tasks includect) Dir
Assistance, 2) Group Development, 3) Professional Development, 4) Curriculum Devdlopme
and 5) Action Research. This concept is known as developmental supervision. The idea of
developmental supervision implements supervisory behaviors based on the individual needs of a
teacher.

The three underlying propositions of developmental supervision are that 1) ieeache
backgrounds and experiences vary and require different levels of profesigoemipment, 2)
Teachers at different levels of need must have varying levels of stracaidirections through
supervision and 3) Supervisory goals should be to increase teacher’s abilitms toward
higher levels of thought (Glickman, 1990). Developmental supervision is the pradatieatnig
reflective teacher that actively practice self-improvement throagbus levels of collaborative
approaches (Glickman, 1990). Other collaborative approaches involve teacherg)wagkther

under the supervision of an administrator help one another improve teaching performance.
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Peer Coaching

Peer coaching is the process of two or more professional colleagues worlitingetdg
reflect on current practices, build new skills, share ideas, teach each another, clasdumom
research, or solve problems in the classroom workplace (Robbins, 1@§tg and Showers
(1982) define peer coaching as “involving the analysis of teaching for the purpotgodting
skills and strategies into a curriculum, and developing instructional goalspemsiamal teaching
style through a collegial approach.” (p. 170). The cycle of the pre-obseryaliservation, post-
observation model is evident in the peer coaching model and occurs in the daily acivitie
teachers and administrators (Zepeda, 200¢)achieve district goalgyior to implementing a
peer coaching model, clear objectives and purpose are necessary to achiet/gahtd
(Garmston, 1987). Glickman et al. (2001) conclude that the direction of teachevgloping
instructional improvement goals as a result of peer coaching is the role ottiostal
supervision. Research suggests that peer coaching is successful becauss th®foc
improving practice rather than rating teaching (Munro & Elliot, 1987).
Action Research

Action research engages teachers in a reflective practicelmreg#neir teaching and help
to examine factors that promote student achievement (Glanz, 2005). This reflemte®spr
encourages teachers to examine practices in their classrooms théat ohfieence student
achievement (Danielson, 2002). Glanz (2005) concludes that “action research is used by
principals and teachers to discover which pedagogical processes are natiseaffeaising
achievement levels for particular classes or students in a given school ot (ragé).
According to French and Bell (1978) action research is a data-based, psahemy model

replicating the steps involved in action research including: data coliebtedback of the data,
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and action planning based on feedback of the data. French and Bell (1978) concludethat acti
research is an approach to problem solving as well as a process for problems saugiy thr
events and activities.

Zepeda (2007) writes that although numerous models of action research existgbnly sl
variations distinguish them from each other. Mills (2000), for example, providessbgss for
an action research plan through by 1) Selecting a focus, 2) Collecting dateal#ing and
interpreting data, 4) Action planning. This planning provides teachers with austdiplan to
address a specific problem in the classroom. Miller & Pine (1990) adds tibatreasearch
focuses efforts to improve the quality of instruction and is designed and conducted by
practitioners who analyze the data to improve their own practice. Marchack (irfAgans
describes action research by teachers through forming a research quesstiainto their
professional practice and devising methods of collecting data applicablecioetstéons to
address the classroom problems.

Glanz (2005) provided two case studies of action research and found improvement in
individual classrooms at the high school level in math and writing scores when asganch
methods and treatments were implemented. Improvement on scores on pre- testt@stlipost
case studies in New York City suggest significant improvement in studeevactent as a
result of the action research process. (Glanz, 2005). Many observation and avahaoate!s
are currently used and involve similar strategies of observation and ewalasitvell as other
techniques for accountability and teacher improvement (Zepeda, 2007).

Instructional Supervision in the Early 21° Century
Guidelines for supervision are determined by state and local school districtsliaed uti

checklists and narrative forms to evaluate teacher performance (Ghiekrah, 2001). In New
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Jersey, Chapter 32 of School District Operations, Section 6A:32-4.4 and 4.5 are ub&éwvaf
tenured and non-tenured teaching staff members The procedures require teuinerd te be
evaluated once a year and non-tenured teachers to be evaluated thrpertiyses. The criteria
for evaluation include “promoting professional excellence and the improvemeuatieht
learning and growth (pg 3)”. Local school districts develop individual superyisacyices with
guidance from the New Jersey Department of Education and Article ViI\Bsiparand
Evaluation is Woodbridge Township School District’'s contract with the Woodbridge Township
Education Association defines the system of supervision and teacher evaluatpoyfent
Contract between the Woodbridge Township Board of Education, 200@)contract describes
the classroom visit and observation processes and the conference in which the sup@rvisor ¢
offer constructive suggestions to improve teaching techniques, classroom orgarinet

lesson planning. This process is designed to meet the needs of students and proleensnim
minimum curriculum standards. The form used by supervisors to observe and evaluate
instruction is the Woodbridge Township School District Observation Form. The observation
document reflects this policy and evaluates teachers through a namatigieezklist to ensure
teachers meet expected criteria.

The Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) supplies an instrument for sngervis
staff members with 24 criteria for teacher evaluation available on theneb&ite for school
districts (PDE 426 427 and 428, 2003). The observation and evaluation document has four
sections: planning and preparation, classroom environment, instructional delivery and
professionalism. The rating scales for the elements in each sectionsdeeteay or
unsatisfactory. An open-ended Justification for Evaluation provides a section foatasaar

explanation of the process as well as a section for the Justification for kEwalughe
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Pennsylvania Department of Education provides evaluation forms for tenured atehaed
teacher observation and evaluation for teachers.

Glickman (1990) describes the observation and evaluation process within schools as
conducted by administrators or supervisors and generally involving face-tog$asdo/the
instructor’s classroom and defines this process as Direct AssistArsigoervisor observes,
records and analyzes district approved criteria of teacher perforrmad@ereport is generated
as a part of the supervision process in a traditional school environment (Firthk§& 2§8).

New Jersey and Pennsylvania require a certified supervisor to observe antedealuzd and
non-tenured teachers in local school districts (PDE 426 427 and 428, 2003). The supervisor or
administrator completes the observation and evaluation process to provide tbewetcHirect
assistance and instructional supervision. This supervision using observation antibevalua
complies with state and local standards policy.

Summary of Instructional Supervision

Instructional supervision in the United States has evolved over time reflentienging
learning theories, social and political influences, and a growing population (Fine, T9@7).
purpose of supervising teachers is mainly for accountability, improving peraenand
achieving school goals (Firth & Pajak, 1998). There are many methods andesaces
supervisory models and the task of supervising teachers is complex (Glanz, 198%9.mbdels
include of directive, non-directive, and collaborative processes employed hyistdaors to
achieve the goal of improved teacher performance (Glickman, 1990). lstalcupervision
has several processes; however, inspection and direct assistar@m@armnan most supervisory

models (Zepeda, 2007).
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There are several processes of instructional supervision; however, theypreathod of
supervising teachers has included observation and evaluation to provide directfeedbac
regarding performance (Glickman et al., 2001). This observation and ewalobteachers
complies with the state and local policies of instructional supervision €08004).The
process of instructional supervision has generally occurred in a faceetedting (Glickman et
al., 2001) with teachers and administrators physically present in the zatien. This
traditional model of instruction is being threatened by online learning oppostutiiit are
changing the delivery of instruction to a virtual environment (Anderson, 2004).

History of Distance Education

Distance education as a mode of instruction has frequently been a delivery component i
education (Anderson, 2004). Holmberg (1986) said:

distance education includes the various forms of study at all levels which are not unde

the continuous, immediate supervision of tutors present with their students in lecture

rooms or the same premises, but which, nevertheless, benefit from the planning, guidance

and tuition of a tutorial organization. (p. 276).

Distance education has evolved through various forms of technology and communication
including correspondence education via U.S. mail, films, television, and later, video amd audi
conferencing, and finally, computer conferencing (Anderson, 2008). Distanceieduca
provides opportunities for students to learn from teachers not in the same plogsittah| thus
eliminating geographical and scheduling limitations (Smith et al., 20D8&tance education is
not a new phenomenon and has evolved throughout the history of education (Taylor, 2001).

Distance education has advanced from infrequent postal delivery communications to
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synchronous video/audio communications via computer and Internet technologiess¢inde
2004).

Continued increases in memory, chip speeds and Internet speeds have enabledslevelope
of software applications to create programs with the ability to provide iataymand
communicate via the Internet (Taylor, 2001). Computer and Internet based methods of
communication and access to information are evident in the capabilities ofl skfverant
instructional delivery technologies (Taylor, 2001). This confluence of techesl@creating a
virtual community of global learners (Taylor, 2001). Technology is changingedaeational
organizations deliver instruction and provide materials and information to staff andtstuwita
approaches that embrace anytime, anywhere, at any pace learS8D@BIMWBEC, 2000). The
USDOE-WBEC (2000) acknowledged that the policies of education were writtem éarieer
model of instruction and called for a revision of outdated regulations that nowwenmp®vation
because it relies on a physical school setting rather than embrace the evoliogneent of
online learning.

Web-based learning management systems and the U.S. Department of Educatien, Off
of Information Technology’s Technology Plan (USDOE-OIT, 2004) urges sclistakts to
implement the delivery of instruction via online learning over the next decad@JB®IT,

2004). The delivery of distance education through web-based instruction is currentlydgiown
e-learning (Anderson, 2004). This delivery of online learning offers an alterna traditional
face-to-face delivery of instruction in brick and mortar schools when the teat students

are not in a school building (USDOE-OII, 2008). The implementation of online learning is
growing at an exponential rate in high schools, colleges and universities in the: Staites

(Allen & Seaman, 2007).
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The growing power of the Internet and computers is providing more opportunities for e-
learning for students (Taylor, 2001). As technology advances and personal compui@es bec
more affordable and accessible, opportunities for learning electronioaltgadily available to
students (Taylor, 2001). Distance provides online learning opportunities to studemtsicrie t
availability of computers and the Internet. Anderson (2004) describes the tegpbalatontexts
of five generations of distance education in the rapid evolution and development of online
teaching and learning.

The Five Generations of Distance Education

As technologies evolved throughout history, advancements in technology resulted in
more effective and efficient modes of delivering online learning (Tagi@03). Although K-12
education has been slow to change and adapt to new technologies, online leargiog/has
more quickly than state and local governments can manage (USDOE-OII, 208@ncP
education evolved slowly over the past two centuries, however, computer and Internet
technologies and capabilities have significantly transformed business, gewtisamd education
(Anderson, 2008). Taylor (2003) describes these five generations:

First generation model of distance education is also known as the Correspondence Model,
using print media and U.S. postal service to provide instruction without the physsxh@eeof
students and teachers in a building. Course materials were sent and recepasthénstand
students enabling instruction to occur in different parts of the country. A defeathgé of first
generation is the independence of learning and the freedom to schedule l@a@togcomplete
courses at the convenience of teachers and students. These cost effactie® could be mass

produced for thousands of students. Interactions between teachers and stuéects dverted
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asynchronously via the U.S. mail, but evolved quickly through the use of email and telephone as
those technologies became available.

Second generation, also known as the Multi-Media Model, is defined by the newer
technologies of mass and broadcast media. The courses involved students inteitacting w
simulations, multimedia drill and practice and self-paced tutorials. Couesescanveyed via
CD-ROM and video tapes on independent or networked computers and televisions. The courses
provided “interactive computer assisted instruction” for students and were astlisedtie to
multimedia production costs. Direct interaction between students and teachetsl Wuasted
to phone, mail and email, however Bates (1995) noted that second generation technology
supported more interactions between students and teachers. These coursesateerby
companies to provide a designated curriculum to students and teachers weresaoasiagyport
and evaluate students. An example of a second generation e-learning is thg learnin
management system PLATO. PLATO is a corporate integrated learsiegnsthat provided
curriculum and educational activities for students, however, student and tedetsations
were limited to phone, emails and chat rooms.

Third generation, also known as the Telelearning Model, took advantage of synchronous
and asynchronous modes of communication available through telecommunications including
audio, video and computer mediated conferencing. The continued growth of the Internet
facilitated communication technologies and enabled discussions, problem-baseducarand
collaborative projects for students. Through the growing power of the Internatnexe
supported the strengths of previous generations but was enhanced by the granacgons

available for between teachers and students. These enhanced computer ragtcbbded
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interactions added to the growth of e-learning as a major subset of digtamied (Anderson,
2008).

Fourth generation e-learning, as suggested by Lauzon and Moore (1989) amd Taylo
(2001) emerged from the major components of the Internet. These included retriegal of va
amounts of information, the processing power of computer assisted programmihg and t
interactive capacity of computer mediated communications. The rapid devatopihearning
Management Systems such as WebCT and Blackboard contributed to the fourthayeoeeat
learning. These systems provided students with course materials and aametmadt with
teachers in an anytime, anywhere virtual environment. These systatesi@aveb-based
platform for students to learn through the growing capabilities of computer anmkeinte
technologies.

The fifth generation is described by Taylor (2001) as an “intelligent, flei@alrning
model” and provides “intelligent functions” like automated responses to freqaskty
guestions. Taylor includes an integration of access to school related acgineiservices via a
web portal as defining parts of fifth generation distance learning. Theseisttlative services
include registration, reporting and other personalized functions required by in sgcamdia
higher education. Many of these functions are currently available througbased
applications such as Moodle, which is an open-source LMS that can be modifidobblg $0
add or delete functions such as wikis, chat, grading, collaboration tools, podcastbasealata
management (Anderson, 2008).

Anderson (2008) describes that throughout this evolution; each generation follows its
predecessor more quickly than did the previous generation. Although the shift intioiséduc

delivery is profound, the new models of instruction have not completely displaced previous
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modes of interaction and delivery, creating a complex method of online ledratrigdorporate
many earlier approaches to teaching and learning (Anderson, 2004). Andersorc@@08jes
that the field of online learning can accurately be described as complesediaed rapidly
evolving. The acknowledgement of this complexity does not excuse inaction by eduicationa
organizations (Anderson, 2008); rather, the growth and implementation of online learning in
public schools must be addressed by educational leaders through vision, concern and solutions.
Online Learning

The rapid growth in technologies and the changing context of instructionalrgielive
presents a problem for educational organizations that need to adapt to this diffeiehof
instructional delivery (USDOE-WBEC, 2000). Online education is evolving from prefacas
to-face conceptions of education to online learning enabled by computer andt Interne
technologies (Larreamendy-Joerns & Leinhardt, 2006). Technology can prowdeatibn and
communication methods to facilitate teacher and student interaction in a new mopel@agbdgy
(Anderson, 2008). Anderson (2008) continues “Distance education (of which online learning is
a major subset) is a discipline that subsumes the knowledge and practice of pedagogy, of
psychology and sociology, of economics and business, of production and technology.” (p. 2).
The rapid growth of online learning provides options for students to attending claases
physical environment (Zandberg & Lewis, 2008).

Secondary schools offer students an alternative to physically attendiray bgho
providing online learning opportunities through approved educational organizations (Zandberg &
Lewis, 2008). Clark (2001) identifies sanctioning bodies of online learning or ‘vathaols”

and examples of the organizations that deliver the instruction:
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Table 2

Sanctioning Organizatiorsf Virtual Schools

Sanctioning organization Example
State-sanctioned, state-level Florida Virtual School (Established in 1997)
College and university-based The University of Nebraska-Lincoln Independe

Study High School CLASS online diploma program
(Distance Learning Established 1929, Online
Learning Established 1997)

Consortium and regionally-based/assachusetts Nonprofit VHS Inc. (Virtual High
School) (Established 2001)

Local education agency-based The Houston Independent School District (HISD)
Virtual School (Established 2000)

Virtual charter schools Basehor-Linwood Virtual Charter School in Kansas
(Established 1998)

Private virtual schools Christa McAuliffe Academy in Washington
(Established 1995)

For-profit providers of curricula, Apex Learning (Established in 1997)

content, tool and infrastructure

The growth of K-12 online learning programs is estimated at 25% per year withe® sta
offering supplemental and online learning programs (Watson & Ryan, 2006). The U.S.
Department of Education estimates that during the 2002—2003 academic yeamc(g6%) of

public school districts and nine percent of public schools had students enrolled in distance
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education courses (Setzer & Lewis, 2005). During the past ten years aargmiimber of
secondary students have enrolled in online courses (Picciano & Seaman, 2008). In 1995, no
course offerings were available via the Internet for middle or high scimotbls United States
(SREB,2007). Data suggests within six years, 10% of secondary courses will be computer
based and 50% of courses will be delivered online by 2019 (Christensen & Horn, 2008). U.S.
public schools are rapidly migrating from a brick and mortar environment to an eettirey for
staff, students and administration (Zandberg & Lewis, 2008).

Students enroll in online courses various reasons. Online course offerings can adapt t
schedule conflicts, provide classes unavailable at local institutions, cderatecer decelerate
content for course completion, and offer convenience to learners with other obligatiatis €t
al., 2006). Online learning offers students anytime, anywhere access tornatgsals and
learning opportunities (Lorenzo & Moore, 2002). Online learning provide students in rural
school districts with course offerings that would otherwise be unavailabladsech
geographical limitations and staffing (Picciano & Seaman, 2008). Bdg068) suggests that
many cyber charter schools focus on homeschoolers for their student rentwgfforts. In
Pennsylvania, providers of online learning target homeschooled students for supgigiment
fully online programs (Clark, 2001; Bogden, 2003). During the 2004-05 school year, 21 percent
of districts offering technology-based distance education courses ddls@urses to students
who were not regularly enrolled in the district (Zandberg & Lewis, 2008). Thisege
represents students from other school districts, private school students, or homeeschool
students.

Online learning in schools is divided into three different categories. NortihaCent

Regional Education Laboratory (NCREL), in the 2005 report Keeping Pace vligh@®hline
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Learning (Watson & Ryan, 2006) defines the categories of online learnied bagphysical seat
time, or the amount of time a student spends in an actual classroom. Online delivery and
presentation of content replaces student seat time in the three categonikseoiearning.
NCREL (2005) defines these three categories of online learning as:

*1%-29% or less of its content and material presented onleab-facilitated course

*30%-79% of its content and material presented onlblended or hybrid course

*80% or more of its content and material presented ontinBre learning course

The Changing Landscape of Education in the Z1Century

The current model of instruction in schools requires students to attend a school for
instruction in a physical classroom. A teacher instructs students in aolasstilizing face-to-
face teaching strategies to deliver instruction. Teachers and supeavestasing a vastly
different role in the delivery and evaluation of K-12 instruction in an online envirnme
(Picciano & Seaman, 2007). The current availability of technologies providdetsand
students the capability of interaction in synchronous and asynchronous modestgifadarto-
face classrooms (Anderson, 2008). Anderson (2008) explains the real-time delivery of
instruction through video and audio conferencing, chat, and threaded discussion groups simulat
a traditional face-to-face classroom in earl§! Zentury online learning classrooms.

Online learning in the early 2Century uses many of the traditional modes of
instructional delivery for the presenting materials and student and teaigraction (Anderson,
2008). These modes include direct instruction via lecture, audio, video, and chat. Teathers c
formally or informally assess students by administering tests orgaglegstions during the

lesson. Web-based LMSs integrate course materials and interactions thrdugtOWe
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technologies to offer web-facilitated and hybrid/blended, and online leasppaytunities
(Lane, 2008).

Clark (2001) estimates the K—12 online learning population at 40,000 to 50,000 students
during in 2000. Picciano and Seaman (2007) estimate that 700,000 K-12 students were enrolled
in either online or hybrid/blended learning courses in 2006. Julie Young, founder adémiresi
of the Florida Virtual School, in an interview by Picciano and Seaman (20pArexher vision
for the future of her school and online learning as:

Within five years, there will be lots of blended models such as students

going to school two days a week, and working at home three days a week.

Another blended model ... is where a student takes five [face-to-face] courses

at school and two virtual courses. (p. 19).

Allen & Seaman (2008) conclude that online and blended/hybrid learning grew by 47%
between 2005-06 and 2007-08 and will continue to follow the pattern of significant growth and
become a substantial component of learning in secondary education.

The radical transformation of corporations and organizations through technology is
evident in social networking and LMSs as a means to work and communicate ifl ten@iy.
Employees can work from home through web-based applications and businesses prawee an
of technologies to facilitate collaboration and communication previouslyaaibnly through
face-to-face meetings at a physical location. The music and video ingusty available
through Internet sites and has nearly eliminated the need for brick and retailsstores.
Throughout the last twenty years, the rapid growth of the Internet and computerdgaesbas

transformed the delivery of education (Collins, 2004; Anderson, 2008). Online learniaggis m
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than just a delivery system for students; the Internet is enabling sttwttanges in education
as online enroliment multiplies (Tucker, 2007).

Distance learning has evolved from correspondence courses and drill anapractic
programs on individual computers to web-based LMSs that offer educational orgeusizati
different means of delivering instruction to students (Anderson, 2008). These meads incl
synchronous communication, voice and video conferencing and document collaboration
(Zandberg & Lewis, 2008). Documents, information, grading and communication optons ar
available via LMS technologies and are examples of fifth generation did&araing
(Anderson, 2008). These capabilities include the use of Web 2.0 and database agssistgd lea
to create a virtual classroom that allows teaching and learning to be aahthuciugh current
technologies (Anderson, 2008). Several of the current web-based LMSs use $acding
and Web 2.0 technologies to deliver instruction (Lorenzetti, 2009).

Early generations of e-learning are characterized as one-dimensitwviieaavith drill
and practice, computer aided instruction and static Web 1.0 technology to accesatioform
(Anderson, 2008). Current open source web-based applications such as Moodle are creating
online learning communities with tools such as journals, forums, testing modules,uotdass
resource pages and provide synchronous communication via voice, online chat, video, in a
collaborative environment (Lane, 2008). Other LMSs such as WebCT and Blackboardeand oth
systems provide similar features as an interface for online learramg (2008). Added
capabilities of LMSs created virtual communities of online learnerpeondde numerous means
and modes of communication and information retrieval for teachers and students (Anderson,

2008). The availability and access to web-based virtual communities isrmg$uiléin
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emergence of distance learning through online technologies as an mi¢etmataditional
teaching and learnin@ allent-Runnels, Thomas, Lan, Cooper, Ahern, Shaw & Liu, 2006).

Collins (2004) reported obstacles associated with e-Learning citing lackof aot
ensuring quality programs as two of the categories complicating the prosesooflary online
learning. Guidelines for successful online course development are avaibabl8outhern
Regional Education Board (2007), International Association for K-12 OnlinaibgaiSloan
Consortium (Sloan-C), and the National Education Association and other organinfféoras
variety of methods to provide students with materials and instruction (Allen &&e2007).
States and organizations offering online learning face the task of orggmmintaining and
supervising online programs for school districts that operate in fa@s¢oehvironment
(Watson et al., 2004). These tasks include; teacher qualifications, curriculumgfundi
accountability, equity, and access. Many states are enactingtiegisb address statewide,
district-level, cyberschools, cyber charter schools and various supplementatatigas that
offer online learning (Watson et al., 2004).

Online learning is a relatively new phenomenon with little researckabl@aconcerning
its supervision in K-12 schools. Many organizations have developed standards and conducted
descriptive studies; however, this research may not be generalizable to onlnaensrog
different states or schools (Clark, 2008). The USDOE-OII (2008) suggests a militem
approach to evaluating online programs to provide information to practitioners tovartpe
courses. This includes modifying surveys and rubrics and adapting curremegsrécthe new
model of delivery. Online learning models may enhance the supervisory pascassient data
and information is warehoused and available in LMS systems and complies with NCLB

regulations (USDOE-OIT, 2004).
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The Pedagogy of Online Learning

The term pedagogy generally refers to the strategies of inetrwaid includes practices
educators use to teach children. These practices have been identified theoaisys and offer
the methods teachers use to conduct their instruction. Pedagogy was limsttatketgies in a
physical classroom describing what a teacher did regarding methods and tmfdeilitate the
learning process. Many of these practices are identified in the four Dooudlingd in
Charlotte Danielson’s worlEnhancing Professional Practice: A framework for teaching
(Danielson, 2007). Danielson’s rubric identifies strategies for effectireiati®n and has been

used by school districts in Pennsylvania as a rubric to observe and evaluatesteac

Danielson’s rubric has been modified by numerous school districts in Pennsyhvdnia a

around the country as the instrument to evaluate teachers through classroom observation.

four domains in the rubric are; Planning and Preparation, The Classroom Environment,
Instruction and Professional Responsibilities. There are sub categoriegacilelomain that
specify areas such as content knowledge, classroom management, questioning, and
professionalism. These areas can be structured in a rubric for ratindiioysérators that
observe teachers in a classroom. Table 3 shows the areas addressed in Bametn’

available on danielsongroup.org:
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Table 3

Charlotte Danielson's Enhancing Professional Practice Rubric

Domain 1: Domain 2: Domain 3: Domain 4:
Planning and The Classroom Instruction Professional
Preparation Environment Responsibilities

Demonstrating Creating an Communicating Reflecting on
Knowledge of Environment of with Students Teaching
Content Respect and

and Pedagogy Rapport

Knowledge of Establishing a Using Questioning Maintaining
Students Culture for Learning and Discussion Accurate Records
Setting Instructional Managing Techniques Communicating
Outcomes Classroom with Families
Procedures
Demonstrating Managing Student Engaging Students Participating in a
Knowledge of Behavior in Learning Professional
Resources

Designing Coherent Organizing Physical Using Assessment Community

Instruction Space in Instruction
Designing Student Demonstrating Growing and
Assessments Flexibility and Developing

Responsiveness Professionally
Showing

Professionalism

Local districts agree upon rubric language and ratings and can range from needs
improvement, unsatisfactory or partially proficient up the scale to proficitigfasctory, or

distinguished. These scales provide teachers with specific criteriakdaward in their
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instruction and a rating scale that measures the instruction as observedibyrastator.
Danielson’s rubric was developed in 1997 for evaluating face-to-face imstrudeachers of
online learning need to modify the methods and techniques used in face-to-facelEaam
online environment (Tallent-Runnels et al., 2006).

Many of the practices of face-to-face pedagogy are availableonlae environment in
the form of communication and information technologies (Anderson, 2008). However,
implementing these components into an online setting requires cyber teacttafsfrom their
prior practices and experiences in a face-to-face setting (Coppa, 2004hingj@a@n online
environment requires a new set of skills that combines technology, pedagogy, antlamhte
this can be difficult for teachers new to delivering instruction virtu&bvery, 2005). This
requires cyber teachers to integrate telecommunication tools that sugfagogeal techniques
that support knowledge acquisition and collaboration (Swan, Shea, Frederickson, Pilxkéit, Pe
Maher, 2000). A study by Jaffe (1997) suggests that specific pedagogietriee evident in
practice to promote and enhance online learning. These pedagogies aszdeijvity, (b)
active learning, (c) mediation) and (d) collaboration. These pedagogi@sfared by Jaffe in

Table 4:
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Table 4

Specific Pedagogies of Online Learning

Pedagogy Practice

a. Interactivity Communication between people, technologies and educational
content and processes
b. Active learning Students interact with content through problems, exercises

and projects providing for knowledge construction and

reconstruction

c. Mediation Teachers and students interact through course clarification
and queries

d. Collaboration Interaction among students through information and

perspective sharing, support and questioning

These pedagogies can enhance the practices of online learning ceatiifective
model for learning in an online environment (Jaffe, 1997).

As the growth of online learning environments accelerates and expands, the quality of
learning pedagogies will continue to develop and improve (Anderson, 2008). Research to date
has already highlighted a variety of instructional techniques, curriculumgndelsiments and
teacher qualities that are found to positively impact learner outcomes (Ukpokodu, 200§). Ma
organization such as SREB and NJEA have introduced handbooks and guidelines for successful
course design, however, there is little research to identify specific ahdlsriteria for
successful online teaching (Cavanaugh, Gillian, Kromrey, Hess & Blanizg@4). Online

learning can replicate instructional strategies that are suatasafbrick and mortar setting,
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however, further research is needed identify and understand instructiarielgsraf cyber
teachers in virtual school settings (DiPietro, Ferdig, Black & Preston, 200f&se instructional
practices must be observed and evaluated by administrators skilled in sup@&mnisiag
instruction.

Online Instructor Supervision

Collins (2004), in an NCLB white paper describes the process of supervising online
courses as, “To evaluate materials and instruction, educators appilygegisluation tools and
processes in a new arena.” (p. 3). The paper claims that the instructiomeailssupef online
instruction should facilitate the same purpose of accountability and improvemehemninet
online or brick and mortar environments and Collins (2004) asserts that although thalsnateri
and teachers may be off-site, current supervisory processes can &till@aillins (2004)
concludes by explaining the standards of accountability and improvement fa@rteapkrvision
must be in compliance to local, state and federal guidelines regardless ofydektieod.

The increase in technology and online learning requires the strengtheniageotlap
development programs to develop tech-savvy administrators possessingishe $kdilitate
organizational change in local school districts (USDOE-OIT, 2004). As dekneing
continues to grow in school districts across the country, supervisors witlesdl to evaluate
materials, instruction and implementation for accountability and improvemelassifoom
instruction regardless of the delivery method (Collins, 2004).

The rapid growth of online learning is requiring K-12 school administratorsatnieg
issues associated with the nature, policies and learning of this new delivesyrat¢tion

(Picciano & Seaman, 2008). Picciano & Seaman also explain that:
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With almost 4 million students or 22 percent of the higher education population presently

enrolled in fully online courses, it would be appropriate to consider that online irmtructi

IS maturing in postsecondary education. However, the same cannot be said about online

learning in primary and secondary education where online instruction is stilllecetsi

to be in its nascent stages. There is also a growing need to examine issegsaela

online instruction in K-12 schools in order to inform policymakers at federal, state, a

local governing agencies who are considering how to use this technology to expand and

maybe to improve instruction (pg. 2).

The issues facing online learning in K-12 environments include funding, addressing
special needs students and “Assuring the quality of online learning expstiéWatson et al.,
2004). Watson et al. (2004) conclude that the rapid expansion of online learning is thyetatenin
outpace state-level policies to guide these new educational opportunities.

As the current landscape of education changes around the country, admisiatetor
required to supervise vastly different learning environments (Picciano Re&8e&007). The
physical classroom observation and evaluation procedure may not provide proper isupervis
practices in school districts offering online courses. The growing trend aedeérning will
impact most school districts and necessitate technical skills as wefl@wisory processes and
procedures to supervise a new delivery of education (Anderson, 2008). Federahdstatal
policies mandate the supervision of teachers regardless of delivery meflodots( 2004). The
role of instructional supervisors is rapidly changing and must address tteaid¢eachers of
online courses (Picciano & Seaman, 2007). The rapid growth of online learningiisgceegap

in the literature as to how supervision is conducted in this new delivery of instructi
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Chapter Summary

Instructional supervision seeks to improve teachers’ performance in theolas
(Glickman et al., 2001). The purposes of supervision are evident in the liteaaidiegll for
teacher improvement, accountability, and achieving school goals. The madtstgervision
vary, but generally include observation and evaluation of teacher behaviors aecbaded by
checklists, rubrics or narratives (Glickman et al., 2001). Traditional eda¢akes place in
physical buildings with teachers and students together in the same alassratstruction is
delivered and students learn. The assessment of online learning is cilnasatlyupon
traditional pedagogies and further research needs to identify specéitacior assessing the
delivery of instruction in a virtual environment. Face-to-face instructitreisiccepted model
of education; however, technology is enabling students to enroll in online coursa®tdé
instruction through computer and Internet technologies (Anderson, 2004).

The rapid growth of online technologies and the advent of LMSs are creatingran onl
community of learners to have grown to nearly four million K-12 students in just clezraale
(Allen & Seaman, 2008). Although this is a fraction of the student population in the United
States, online enrollment is expected to grow at this alarming rate anoutpayge education
policy, procedures, and protocol (Zandberg, & Lewis, 2008). Administrator’'s cyrrentl
supervising traditional face-to-face instruction must address the copsthatiging world of
online learning (Picciano & Seaman, 2007). K-12 schools are quickly migratingotdiae
environment, and supervisory practices must adapt to the changing landscape afreducat
(Smith et al., 2006).

Research was conducted that described the practices, criteria, andémbis the

supervision of an online learning environment. Models of instructional supervisigersegally
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structured for a face-to-face environment and researching the pracsigpervising teachers of
online learning added to the literature base describing current models wétiosial supervision
and rated its effectiveness. Anderson (2008) wrote that although online learnaugriplax
evolving system that does not excuse inaction on the part of educators and instrigctamral
This study conducted on supervision of online learning provides practitioners with igto@scr
of current practices, criteria, and tools employed by supervisors of onltngctien. A
methodology for this descriptive study of the online learning phenomenon was piesente

Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURES
Chapter 3 presented the methodology used to address the research questions pigsed by t
study. An overview and purpose of this study was followed by a discussion of the ddbkign of
study. The study’s participants and sampling methods are describes antftinesints and
protocols used in the study were presented. This was followed by methods to be lnsed in t
collection of the data and the data analysis. A discussion of ethical and coalityerdncerns
were presented and the chapter closed with a summary. The threergsestons addressed
the practices, criteria, and tools of instructional supervision of teachendirod learning in three

high schools.

The three research questions are as follows:
Research Question 1: What criteria do administrators use to observe aradecval

online instructors?

Research Question 2: What practices do administrators use to supervise onli
instructors?
Research Question 3: To what extent do supervisory practices impact iosfuct

Study Design
The study is a descriptive research design and utilized both quantitative atatigaali
approaches to examine the instructional supervision of teachers of secondaouises.
Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) described this design where the researcher combines
guantitative and qualitative methods, approaches, concepts, or language into auslggl&lss
study design builds on the strengths of quantitative and qualitative reseaecfultyaihan is

possible using either method alone (Gay, Mills & Airasian, 2006). The deliberané msitiple
53



data collection methods allowed the researcher to clarify and enricmatfon and provide
multiple perceptions of a process (Denzin, 1978).

There are three research questions best answered through the use of botivejaalitat
guantitative methods. These methods added insight and understanding that might be missed if
only a single research method was used. This descriptive research stldgdmathering data
that described events and then organized, tabulated, depicted, and described thedata coll
(Glass & Hopkins, 1984). The event in this particular study was the supervisionhareat
online learning. The combination of qualitative and quantitative methods provided a more
thorough description of the supervisory process that informed theory and préttitdems
with utilizing quantitative and qualitative methods included: more time consumcantuct,
requires the researcher to be skilled in both research paradigms, waslexpemsive, and
there are details of mixed research yet to be worked out such as how to interflicttrg
results (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).

The study was implemented in four phases. In phase one, school adminiswataas fr
defined area of Pennsylvania and New Jersey were researched and a scimstratimwas
contacted via telephone and email to determine if students were enrolldeimdéubnline
learning. When that criterion was met, the researcher determined that thestrdtor directly
observed, evaluated, and supervised the teachers. This allowed the reseatehgfyto
potential schools and enlist a non-random purposive sample for the study. The researcher
identified three schools as potential participants for the study, and corttaeidtrict
superintendent’s to request their participation in the study. The reseaibthieed consent

from the three school superintendent’s and continued to the next phase of the study.
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In phase two, the researcher emailed a survey to the school adminisliratctig
responsible for supervising online instructors and followed up via telephone to angwer a
guestions related to the study. A request for teacher contact informatiom thaseimail and
telephone conversation. After obtaining the teacher contact information, § s@yemailed to
teachers of online learning. The survey questions how teachers were sgperdeeir school
district and included demographic questions. After all survey data wasted|ldte researcher
began phase three. In phase three, the researcher gathered and mypemeasiory policy and
observation and evaluation documents. After survey data and documentary ewidgnce
analyzed, phase four began. In phase four, the researcher intervievasthonistrator and one
teacher from each participating district. Data was analyzed dwagigphase and culminated in
a rich description of the tools, criteria and practices of supervisingeteaichan online learning
environment.

Selection of a Sample Population

Many school districts across the country offer online learning opportunities totstade
full-time, part-time, or supplementary programs (Allen & Seaman, 2007). &herariations
in the type of courses/programs offered as online learning. Course tggaesented by Allen
and Seaman (2007) as web-enhanced (1-29% of the content delivered online), hybral/blende
learning (30-79% of the content is delivered online) and online learning (80% of content
delivered online). Delivery models are also a consideration as coursesaféerdx via LMSs,
asynchronous, synchronous, self-paced, or as independent courses. This studgribdl thes
supervision of teachers of full-time online learning to students and requagspde that reflects
this environment. The criteria for participation in the study are high schootmgffelly online

learning (80% of content delivered online) to full-time students. Thesdamtere chosen by
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the researcher because online learning does not require physical attendasclool building
and differs from models of traditional instruction and supervision. Three schoslimgihese
criteria in a non-random purposive sample will be invited to participate in the stud

This study began by choosing two school districts in Pennsylvania and one rehéey
that provided online learning (80% or more instruction delivered online) to secohaents.
The teachers of online learning were supervised as per state and local Althoygh there has
been significant growth in online learning, schools are not required to regtrtwment local
online learning programs (Picciano & Seaman, 2007). Rosendale (2009) concludedctbat
methods or mechanism exists for identifying and contacting cyberschootsredbired the
researcher to identify a non-random purposive sample of schools that provided omniing lea
students. The two Pennsylvania sample schools were chosen from Delawake(Euand
Carbon-Lehigh (21) Intermediate Units and one school district in New Jerbey .
identification process was conducted through researching school districisractiog school
administrators to determine if a school met the criteria for participat the study.

School administrators from potential sample schools were contacted viaaathai
telephone and informed that an East Stroudsburg University doctoral studerungasting a
study on instructional supervision of teachers of online learning. The Hesetren determined
if criteria existed for participation in the study. After determirtimge schools that met the
criteria, the researcher contacted each superintendent of the settbpt®aded an outline of
the study and requested the school district’s participation in the study. Thetsnknts then
completed a consent form prior to the beginning the study (Appendix A). Afteniolgta
consent from the district superintendents, the researcher sent a survegistritteschool

administrators directly responsible for supervising online instructors. Camfaxchation for
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the online teachers was also requested. A total of three schools were on@setidipation in
the study using this method.

This non-random purposive sample represented fully online programs and provided the
researcher with sample schools in which administrators observed, evaladtedparvised
teachers that do not teach in a traditional face-to-face environment. Wptlesmf the
participating schools included size, area, and socio-economic status designati

Instruments

A survey developed by Rosendale (2009) at the University of Pittsburgh was used in the
study. The Rosendale (2009) survey was used in a dissertation that desctibetional
supervision in cyberschools. Dr. Eric G. Rosendale provided consent to the resaareheil
use the survey on October 25, 2009 for the study and to modify it if necessary. Thehezsear
modified the survey to quantify the practices, criteria, and tools admatoistrused to supervise
teachers of online learning (Appendix B). A similar version of the survey dvamstered to
online teachers (Appendix C). The modified survey identified supervisorygasatriteria, and
tools by using the Rosendale (2009) instrument that was validated and suppaned by
literature. The survey included common technologies available to adntonstitzat supervised
teachers of online learning.

The modified survey was piloted by the researcher with a group of doctoral stutents a
an instructional technology specialist from the New Jersey DepartmEducéation to ensure
the instruments’ validity. Content validity is determined by expert judg(izant et al., 2006).
The expert judgment for the survey was a pilot group that included princiuhésdaninistrators
directly responsible for the instructional supervision of teachers. Theigthatior survey

(Appendix B) was administered to the pilot group through SchoolWires, and a copy of the
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document was sent to group members to provide feedback regarding theadkduyntent of
each item in the survey. All members of the pilot group responded with feedback and the
researcher revised the survey implementing the expert feedback prior tadine st

The survey initially indentified supervisory practices and tools present sathple
school districts. After an item was identified as present in supervisorycprabe item was
rated on a five point Likert type scale to determine if the item isius@&he scale will rate the
supervisory item in a 1-5 scale with (1), Not useful (2), Somewhat usef@dqB@)what useful
and (4), Very useful. This rating scale allowed the researcher to identifsate supervisory
practices in sample schools. The modified instrument identified and rategtisapepractices,
criteria, and tools in an online learning environment. After the survey @ataompiled and
analyzed, sample school district policies and documents were gatheretéphdrte interviews
were scheduled with administrators and teachers.

An interview template for administrators based on survey data enablextéaecher to
collect additional data on the practices, criteria, and tools utilizdaeiaupervision of online
instructors (Appendix D). The interview template for teachers spebjfisited questions about
supervisory practices, criteria, and tools in their local school distrppi€Adix E). Both
interview templates contained questions regarding the rated usefulesseat supervisory
practices. The semi-structured interview consisted of nine questions witipagia probes
addressing instructional supervision and the procedures for observing and evadaatiegs in
an online environment. Questions were added after survey data was anabiied t
respondents to expand upon survey responses. The questions were open-ended to allow for

elaboration to create rich discussions. The interview data complementedritiatjua data to
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provided rich detail for the study. The purpose of the interviews was to gain muigmghts of
supervisory practices from various viewpoints.

Prior to conducting the study, the administrator interview questions were pilitea w
group of doctoral students to ensure the validity of interview questions. The exprt pa
included principals and administrators directly responsible for the instrucsigpervision of
teachers. The teacher interview questions were piloted with four teatchieesWwoodbridge
Township School District and three doctoral students to ensure the valithtgiew
guestions. A copy of the interview templates were emailed to the two pilot gooo@sinent
on the clarity and content of the questions. Phone calls were made to three of the pdrggEme
to explain comments made in reply emails for clarification. The pilot groupseeets the
guestions similarly and had suggested revisions that were incorporated int@lthadrview
template. The process of validating the interview questions was conducted fremtige 19,
2009 until January 6, 2010.

Administrator and Teacher Surveys

The researcher used a three part 42 question survey to gather data on the@upérvisi
online instruction from administrators and teachers. The first part of theysasks questions to
gather demographic information on sample administrators and teachers. SHchsis(
guestions regarding the practices and criteria used to supervisasezfahr@ine learning.
Section (3) will identify and rate tools used in the practice of instructiompargision. The
surveys for administrators and teachers contain similar questions rggastiactional
supervision. The similarity of survey questions allowed the research@amimace responses
from teachers and administrators regarding instructional supervisite survey provided data

from administrators and teachers from 42 items in three categories tibelé¢se practices,
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criteria, and tools of local instructional supervision. The survey includechg satale that
described if the supervisory items were useful. Open ended responses weré iactlide
allowed participants to elaborate on challenges and strengths of sigpenvitheir schools.
Interview questions were added from these open ended responses.
Survey of Administrators

The researcher collected survey data via online methods administeredhttivedigdiana
University of Pennsylvania’s Applied Research Lab. Qualtrics surveyaeftvas used to
gather data from participating administrators and teachers. Pm@intontact was made with
administrators by telephone and the researcher explained the study adddgtbg survey link
to the respondent via email. Non-responding administrators were sent a rdmaderking
days after the initial emailing requesting their participation and oneasponding
administrator was contacted several times via telephone. A consent formcluded with each
electronic survey that required the participant to provide consent prior to com et survey.
All survey data was collected from Qualtrics by the researchemalysis. The researcher
requested email contact information of teachers of online learning fromaagpkesschool
administrator.
Survey of Online Teachers

The researcher collected survey data via online methods from teadeeding local
processes of instructional supervision. A survey link was prepared and sentilifr@n the
Applied Research Lab in Indiana University of Pennsylvania. Online teasleee accustomed
to functioning in an online environment and the teacher survey was administered through
Quialtrics Survey Software. A brief explanation of the study accompaniedrtiey sind

requested the participation of the teachers. A consent form was inclitezheh electronic
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survey and required the participant to provide consent prior to completing the suorey. N
responding teachers were sent an email reminder five working days aftatithemailing
requesting their participation. All survey data was collected from @ddty the researcher for
analysis and each cyberschool administrator and one teacher from each sthobivais
contacted via email for an interview. The teachers were chosen randomlgdich school
grouped by survey responses indicating they would participate in an intefVlewe teachers
were emailed to participate in an interview, and the researcher reviaatechdividual
teacher’s survey data prior to the interview to add questions to allow teacleaborate on
survey responses.
Interview Protocol

Interviews of Administrators

A brief synopsis of the study was shared with the interviewees prior to eachent
The researcher scheduled an interview with the administrator at a date amcdivenient for a
thirty minute interview via telephone. Two telephone interviews took placemaé @onvenient
for two administrators in their office with a telephone. One in-persorviate took place at the
district administration building in the administrator’s office. The retearemailed and
telephoned the administrator’s to schedule an appointment for a thirty minutéeinte
Administrator interviews were recorded and transcribed within one weelcbfiaterview.

Each interview was recorded for later transcription and analysis. Each stdatariwas
asked to sign a consent form prior to commencing the interview (Appendix F). @&haewt
consisted of descriptive information about instructional supervision and local onlinedea
courses as well as semi-structured interview questions. Additional questimnadded after

analysis of the survey data.
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Interviews of Online Teachers

A brief synopsis of the study was shared with the interviewees prior to theemtervi
The researcher scheduled an interview with teachers at a date and tinreesarfee a thirty-
minute interview via telephone. Each telephone interview took place at a time emventhe
teacher in an office or at home with telephone. The researcher emailedephdned the
teachers to schedule appointments for a thirty minute interview. The intereiewecorded and
transcribed within one week of the interview for analysis.

Each online teacher signed a consent form prior to commencing the intefyapeangix
F). The interview consisted of questions regarding instructional supervisidgicgsacriteria,
and tools and included semi-structured interview questions. Additional questiorsdaece
after analysis of the survey data.

Survey Data Analysis

The data collected by Qulatrics Survey Software was downloaded and entered int
Microsoft Excel for analysis. The data was edited to ensure there an@rsagd the analysis
proceeded. Section 1, Demographic data, Section 2, Local supervisory practicgscion 3,
Supervisory tools (questions 1-42) were analyzed in a frequency distributieraich listed
the values for a variable and the number of times they appear in the data (8ha\89§). This
analysis of teacher and administrator survey data identified ambtih@t@sefulness of the
practices and tools instructional supervisors utilized in an online environment. Open end
survey questions were analyzed using qualitative analysis techniquéssdague school's data
was recorded and downloaded into Microsoft Excel for comparison to other schoolstindghe

This analysis enabled the researcher to describe supervisory pracsaegle schools

that provided online learning. Descriptive studies allow for comparisons of groups, and the
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administrator and teacher groups will be compared to identify sirelmand differences in
instructional supervision practices. A qualitative component of the study was thatuithe
analysis of survey data to add richness to the study.

Interview data complemented the survey data through narrative, tableswaed fm
describe the supervisory criteria, practices and the impact on instructiarogEzhic
information from the respondents added depth to the findings and help the reseateher bet
understand the participants in the study. These data were analyzed atetir@paoo provide a
rich description of the phenomenon of instructional supervision of teachers of oafimeade

Interview Data Analysis

The qualitative interview data were analyzed using a phenomenologicahappo
identify the experiences of people regarding the phenomena (Patton, 2002). This analy
involved coding, categorizing, and identifying overall themes present in the diataowi
preconceptions of what was contained in the data. The analysis described the phesfome
supervision from the eyes and thoughts of the study’s participants.

The first step in the analysis was reading the transcripts severaltilmet any
analysis. Reading the transcripts served to acquaint the researcher withtéme af the
transcripts and what seemed to be emerging from the data. The second step igdisersas
coding the data. Codes are phrases, sentences and even paragraphs. A constsurcompa
method (Patton, 2002) was used and as other pieces of data are coded, they wdrevitfuah
existing code or a new code was developed. Qualitative analysis isdlaribffluid.

During the course of the analysis, the codes were changed, dropped from this,aralys
combined with other codes, and new codes were added as the data was analyzedde3nce ¢

were identified, the codes were grouped together to form categoriesgoGas explained and
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grouped together codes with a central meaning. Themes were devetopeabdd data from the
depth of the data and themes were developed. The themes were analyzed:froewiatata
and compared to the research questions to give a descriptive and detailed account of the
supervisory processes in the sample schools.
Documentary Data Analysis

The researcher gathered and reviewed school policies, observation and evaluaison f
and other district supervisory documents and described the criteria andgsrasgd by
administrators to supervise teachers. Categories, patterns and themaewsied from
district supervisory documents and compared to the themes in the literature.

Ethics and Confidentiality

Every participant in a research study had the right to privacy and the aigethat the
data was kept confidential at all times. The right to privacy and confitigntvas disclosed to
research participants prior to the start of a study. Research patsdizal the right to expect
respect trust, scientific integrity, fidelity, and expected theynutlidentified by name at any
time, before, during, or after the study. Each survey form provided a randdettede
identification number and a cover letter explaining privacy and ethical isspasticipants as
well as explaining their participation was voluntary. The completed ssiwere accessible by

the researcher and not accessible to district personnel.

A fundamental role for ethical research was to do no harm, including physical,
psychological, social, economic, or legal harm. At the completion of the stughaper data
was shredded, encrypted, and kept in a secure electronic format. Partipaniisformed they
have the option not to complete the survey; however, their participation would be appreciated a

an addition to the study. The electronic files from the interviews warsctibed after checking
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the transcription for validity and were secured by the researcher. Theamelata was kept
with the signed consent forms in an electronic and paper format. Consent fornkeptdrg the

researcher for confidentiality.

Chapter Summary

This study employed a combination of qualitative and quantitative measures and
described the instructional supervision of teachers of online courses. A prgfisgreening
identified participating schools and a survey was administered to school stdatans to
determine the practices, criteria, and tools utilized by administrifatossipervising teachers of
online learning. Teachers completed a similar survey and compared datangegapdirvisory
practices in an online environment. Survey data was analyzed in a frequsgady tdentify,
rank, and rate supervisory processes in the sample schools. A review dfhdtries and
documents added to the description of supervisory tools, criteria, and madtitaviews of
teachers and administrators complemented the quantitative data and ddbkerp@ctices of
supervision from the study’s participants. This descriptive research involvedggitata that
described events and then organized, tabulated, depicted, and described theedttmd@lass
& Hopkins, 1984). The study culminated in a rich description of instructional superoisi

teachers in three schools that enroll full time students in online learning.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA & ANALYSIS

This study describes the instructional supervision of teachers of online learhv i
schools in Pennsylvania and one school in New Jersey that offer full time ontimadea
students in grades 6-12. Specifically, the process of observation and evakiagscribed and
the study examines the performance criteria for online teachersyisopgpractices utilized by
administrators, and the impact of these practices as perceived by teachadninistrators.
Glickman (1990) describes supervision as the link between teacher needs and argahizati
goals so individuals can work together toward the vision of the school. This study exdraines
link by describing current practices of observation and evaluation in the sammpidsscRather
than examine supervision in a traditional environment, the study describes the anacess
procedures of supervision in an online environment which is threatening to outpacevatiate-|
policies to guide these new educational opportunities (Watson et al., 2004).

Student enroliment in K-12 online learning is increasing at an exponentiéhliate &
Seaman, 2007). The migration of students from brick and mortar schools to online environments
is shifting the delivery of instruction in the early*2dentury (Zandberg & Lewis, 2008). This
shift from a physical to a virtual learning environment will require adnatists to supervise
online learning that utilizes computers and Internet technologies to meettiostal objectives
and facilitate communication between teachers and students. Instrustipealision is
required in schools to comply with state and local policies requiring observationaundtion

of teachers regardless of the delivery model (Collins, 2004).
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Purpose

This descriptive study implemented both qualitative and quantitative methods tmexam
the instructional supervision of online learning. The rapid growth of online leanmihgadicies
to observe and evaluate instruction require research to describe currenepi@utiche
perceived impact these practices have on instruction. This study has contmbpiecké
research by exploring instructional supervision in cyberschools. The resesuofpheations
for current and future administrators as online learning continues to growatigace which
will require that supervisory practices adapt to a virtual environment.

The three research questions are as follows:

Research Question 1: What criteria do administrators use to observe aradecval

online instructors?

Research Question 2: What practices do administrators use to superviee onli
instructors?
Research Question 3: To what extent do supervisory practices impact iosuct

Table 5 provides a matrix to identify survey questions and match them to thehmesear

guestions:
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Table 5

Survey Questions/Research Questions Matrix

Survey Questions Research Questions
1-9 Demographic information
10, 13, 14, 15 What criteria do administrators use to observe and

evaluate online instructors?

10, 11, 12, 17-42 What practices do administrators use to supervise
online instructors?

17-42 To what extent do supervisory practices impact

instruction?

Chapter 4 presents an analysis of data to answer the study’s threetrgsestions. The

purpose of this study is to describe what practices school administratoosobsetve and

evaluate teachers of online learning and the impact these practices haveugtions The

chapter begins with the process used to gather and analyze data froscllocs in New Jersey

and Pennsylvania. The schools chosen for participation in the study enrolled studehtsria ful

online learning and employed administrators who observed and evaluated thesteaahe

virtual environment. This study consisted of four phases: 1) the identification pllessrhools;

2) the collection and analysis of survey data; 3) the collection and analysis ofestbanm

evidence; 4) the collection and analysis of interview data. The three datesenalyzed to

describe the performance criteria and the practices of observing andiegake@chers of online

learning. Finally, the data analysis reported the impact of supervis@ticpsaon instruction.
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This chapter offers an analysis of the data which answers the threemegpsastions and
concludes with a summary analysis.
The Four Phases of the Study

The researcher implemented the four phases of the study and gathered datgsisrama
described in Chapter 3. Analysis of the three data sets describes insaiustipervision of
online teachers in sample schools in Pennsylvania and New Jersey. In Phase @seatblear
conducted Internet searches and identified schools that enrolled K-12 studentsnrefahline
learning. The researcher also contacted East Stroudsburg faculty andldatients for
information on cyber academies or school districts offering programs th#henstudy’s
criteria. After gathering the contact information from potential sangbleds, the researcher
contacted administrators from seventeen school districts to determine whetheret the
criteria for participation in the study. Oansterion for participation in the study was school
districts that offered fully online learning (80% of content delivered ontm#&)ll-time students.
The vital criterion was whether administrators from the potential sampb®lschad to supervise
online teachers via observation and evaluation. The researcher investigatedresatel
districts, contacting school administrators via email and telephone and etethifee sample
schools for the study.

The researcher contacted school administrators through email and teleszhong |
voicemails as needed. Through conversations the researcher learned whethtr \stree
enrolled full time and if supervision was conducted by the district. Distridtglithaot meet
these two criteria were excluded from the study. Four potential school disted eliminated
from participation in the study when the researcher discovered the distnditie teachers were

not supervised by district administrators, but through private companies cahbradtee school
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districts. This was determined by telephone conversations. School admirsstrateradvised
via phone and email that their schools did not meet the criteria for participati@nstutly. The
researcher continued to contact other school administrators via email and telepdensfio i
possible sample schools.

In email and telephone conversations with three other school districts in Ranizgsthe
researcher determined that full-time students were not enrolled in the Riltyiver programs
but were taking courses in a hybrid/blended learning model that was equal to 50%dline
50% face-to-face classroom time. The researcher explained to the stigokaators that
they did not meet the criteria for participation in the study and were thankéeifotime.
School administrators in seven school districts did not respond to email or voicessabe®
from the researcher and were eliminated as potential sample scheotsaftesponding to
follow up email and voicemail messages after one week. After investigatingteen schools
the researcher identified three school districts that met the studgisacr The researcher
emailed the district superintendents all necessary consent forms fompadiditin the study.

The researcher then contacted each of the three district superintendents/afed phe
background and purpose of the study via email to outline the district responsitalities
participation. The researcher formally requested participation inutlg 8bm each district
Superintendent. The researcher obtained informed consent (Appendix A) from two wamasyl
Superintendents via a scanned document to a .pdf file, emailing the form to each &upemint
The Pennsylvania sample schools provided the consent forms to the resealthex daty of
sending the documents; however, the New Jersey sample school’'s Assistamit&ugbemt
requested more information regarding the study and to fully explain the purposetafithe s

The School A Assistant Superintendent asked the researcher for clarificatienstddy’s intent
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to ensure the safety of her staff and students. The researcher met withist@nfs
Superintendent (for 60 minutes) at the school district's administrative ofticksscribe the
study. After the meeting the researcher obtained the signed informed donsefiom the
Superintendent. All three sample schools were identified and agreed to pariicie study.
All informed consent forms were signed and the researcher began Phase Twausfithe s

The researcher implemented Phase Two of the study and emailed a sweaely sample
school administrator that supervised online teachers. The surveys were adadiviste
Qualtrics survey software through the Indiana University of Pennsylvakpgked Research
Lab. A telephone conversation with each administrator confirmed their respatiesilmlithe
supervision process and was validated by Question 6 in the survey which asked if each
respondent was directly responsible for supervising teachers. The admirsstoapieted the
survey after an email reminder and follow up telephone calls. The reseaghested teacher
email addresses from each administrator to distribute similar stameysxplained that one
teacher from each school district would be contacted for an interview aftenrtiegswere
completed and analyzed.

The researcher forwarded the teacher surveys using an anonymous survey link vi
Quialtrics Survey Software and inputted all teacher email addresses proyskale school
administrators. The teachers in each school district completed the suteegsraminder email
was sent out one week after the surveys were distributed. In School A, all sehensteac
contacted completed the survey (Appendix C). In School B, four out of the five ®acher
contacted completed the survey (Appendix C). In School C, both teachers cotwaapdeted
the survey (Appendix C). After all the survey data were collected and adathe researcher

implemented Phase Three of the research study.
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In Phase Three, the researcher accessed each sample school aisbisite and
obtained school policies for instructional supervision. Two of the schools had Board of
Education policies on district websites, however, School B did not have a supervisorympolicy i
the Board of Education section of their web site. Administrator B explained the yalscin
revision and was not available via the district web site. Each school admimiptatided
copies of the observation forms they used to evaluate teacher performdtecehié\
documentary evidence was gathered and indexed, the researcher began Phashd~stuudyf t

In Phase Four of the study the researcher analyzed the survey datdritonstaators
and teachers for the purpose of adding interview questions and probes to allowficatobar
and elaboration of responses to survey items. An individual interview template wedspee
for each administrator and teacher from each school district. Teachers tdraséerviews
were identified to ensure that appropriate follow-up questions matched teaciesr data. The
researcher emailed and telephoned each administrator and teacher to requestiew.i An
interview was scheduled at a time that was convenient for each teachdnmanstaator via
telephone. Each participant signed an informed consent form prior to the interviexasand
informed that they could stop at any time. Five of the six interviews were deddua
telephone in April and May of 2010 and were recorded on a Sony Digital Voice Reconder. T
researcher asked permission of each interviewee prior to recordinggsimmsesAdministrator A
emailed the researcher and requested the interview be conducted in person. ThstrationiA
interview was conducted at the administrative office of School A as reduss#edministrator
A. Each interview was recorded on a Sony Digital Voice recorder, trartsfesra the digital

recorder to the researcher’s computer as an MP3 file, and transcribed exmdays.
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The data sets were analyzed to describe the criteria used to supervieestgheh
practices implemented by administrators via observation and evaluation, antetitee@which
these practices impacted instruction. The researcher used quantitatjvgudétative data, and
documentary evidence collectively which best described the supervisoria@itd practices
administrators used to evaluate teacher performance.

The criteria for teacher performance were analyzed from the datnsietanked in
frequency distribution tables. The administrator and teacher data aratédsh tables as
shown in the List of Tables, and narratives to describe what was observed and ewaluated t
determine teacher performance. The teacher and administrator datarsetempared to
illustrate differences in perceptions and identify gaps in practices gedtakons. These
findings are displayed in charts and graphs and described in narrative to paintutteegbic
current practices of observation and evaluation in an online environment. The practices
implemented by administrators to evaluate criteria were also igehiiy survey and interview
data.

Practices of instructional supervision were identified and ranked by samndemterview
data to explain how observation and evaluation were conducted in an online environment. This
analysis identified practices used by administrators and is displayeduefiey distribution
tables, figures, and narratives to show the current practices in sample sdtlotéachers
delivering online learning to students in grades 6-12. These practices werfedl@nthe data
sets from both teachers and administrators and ranked to determine the impessathth@aactice
has on instruction.

Each practice was ranked in a Likert-type scale from surveys (AppBndix

administrators) and (Appendix C, teachers) to determine the impact observatieveéuation
73



and supervision has on instruction. The results are presented in frequency distidble®and
perceptions of administrator and teacher groups are compared. The perce@omsatrators
and teachers are examined and analyzed to determine the impact of spec¥is@yperactices
on instruction. This analysis and comparison yielded data to describe the obsendation a
evaluation practices in cyberschools and perceptions of administrators andsteagheling
traditional practices in a non-traditional environment. The next section outimesganization
of data for the description of instructional supervision in an online environment.
Organization of Data

Schools A, B, and C were chosen as patrticipants in the study because the districts
enrolled students in online courses and the administrators supervised the teatliets/gred
the instruction. A brief overview in the description of each school included the hgarni
Management System/s, socioeconomic status, and student population. This was done through a
synthesis of the data sets acquired by the researcher and included atbessangple school
websites and www.schoolmatters.com for socioeconomic data. The practicestdtars
used to evaluate these criteria were described through an analysis of docymedéance,
survey data, and interview data. The survey data included a Likert-type¢hstatenked the
impact of supervisory practices, and interview data verified and complementeg sesponses.
Appendix B is a survey containing 42 questions to gather data on instructional supergmion fr
administrators. Appendix C is a similar 42 question survey that gathers ati@non
instructional supervision from teachers. The research questions were anisyeoenbining
data sets that best described the supervisory criteria, practices, and tttehegpa practices had

on instruction.
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The researcher interlaced the data sets and described instructionaksuper an
online environment. Information from the three data sets were analyzed andendgaranswer
Research Question 1 which asked what criteria administrators used to olnseevalaate
online instructors. Data obtained from local policies, observation forms, and surveys of
administrators and teachers identified criteria used in the observation amatievaprocess.
Information from the survey data required the researcher to add questions tuaidivierview
templates for administrators and teachers to fully describe theastaiuated via supervisory
practices. Research Question 1 asked what criteria were observed and @bgluate
administrators and Research Question 2 asked how administrators observed anedevaisat
criteria.

Research Question 2 asked what practices were used by administratquervise
online instructors. Supervisory practices were identified using documentdenegi survey
data and interview data. The analysis identified items from the data setsandedkttools,
strategies, and information gathered from school Learning ManagenstatrS8y(LMSs) as a
part of supervisory practice. These items were verified and explained thorthughigh
interview data and painted a rich picture of supervision in the sample schools. Emeengsd
from the data sets and complemented the analyses to tell the story ofimsafigipervision
from the viewpoints of administrators and teachers in cyber schools. The fesicleguestion
asked the extent to which identified supervisory practices impacted instructiommn Jduct
supervisory practices had on instruction was described through analysis of theasurvey
interview data.

Research Question 3 asked to what extent identified supervisory practieesdach

instruction. This question was answered by survey data that identified @saantid ranked each
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item’s usefulness in a Likert-type scale in the administrator surveygidix B) and the teacher
survey (Appendix C). The surveys were similar to allow the researchemigace results from
the two groups. The researcher used a mean score in a 1-4 scale of 1) not useful, 2) not very
useful, 3) somewhat useful, and 4) very useful to describe the impact of supervisematiten
by administrator and teacher groups. A mean score of 3 would indicate a samplepootgul

a practice was “somewhat useful” as ranked by the Likert scale. The surgkyed two open
ended questions that allowed respondents to elaborate on strengths and challenges of
instructional supervision in each sample school’s online environment. Interviewohatied
insights into the impact of supervisory practices and complemented survey tatietait and
examples of the usefulness of specific practices. The two data sets wgzediaad described
the impact identified supervisory items had on instruction. The three researcbrpueste
answered by blending information from all the data sets and included some pracittee to

an online environment.

The survey data, interview data, and documentary evidence from sample schools were
analyzed and organized to describe the instructional supervision of online tealiteers
researcher used the analysis of the three data sets to paint a pictur@ctionstrsupervision in
three sample schools as reported by teachers and administrators and mandatedMJB3OE-

AC, 2005; PDE 426 427 and 428, 2003) and local policies (Appendices H, K). Glickman et al.
(2001) and Firth & Pajak (1998) suggest these policies and documents used for obsergtation a
evaluation for accountability and the improvement of instruction. The blended data sets
provided a rich description of the criteria for performance evaluation, pmciiteacher

observation and evaluation, and the impact these practices had on instruction. if2escript
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statistics are presented in the next section and provide specific program aplagenc
features of the sample schools.
Descriptive Statistics

The study gathered data from two school districts in Pennsylvania and one inrisieyv Je
School A is an educational organization that provided a virtual program for studentbas we
additional programs that met various educational needs for school districts in idew JEhe
online learning program began in 2002 and used UCompass Educator as its Learning
Management System. The cyber school offered 70 classB2adld" grade students in the
Spring of 2010 and employed a principal who supervised seven full-time teacherthersea
School A had other responsibilities in the school, however, the study focused on the specifi
supervision of teachers in the cyberschool. Administrator A had worked as the prvittighle
online school since the program began in 2002. The cyber school courses were open for students
in the state of New Jersey and enrolled students throughout the school year in cosngehe
(full year) or makeup (credit recovery) courses. The online courses weredofib all students
in New Jersey. Actual enroliment could not be determined and was not provided to the
researcher. Students from other programs offered by School A had enrolled stlgber
courses which is why exact enroliment could not be determined. The socioecombusiobt
the school and students could not be determined because students were enrolled from numerous
New Jersey school districts.

School B began operation in the 2009-2010 school year and serviced students in one
school district in Pennsylvania. The Learning Management Systems usedsbiidbewas
Blackboard with Compass Learning. Apex and A+ systems were used as supgigmeiaied

applications for students who required remediation in a course. The cybengadHtired 93
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courses to students in gradds712" in the 2009-2010 school year and employed seven full-
time teachers. An assistant principal served as the supervising adatonisfrthe online

program and prior to the completion of data collection his title was changed ttoDotthe

cyber academy. The cyber academy began the 2009-2010 school year with 23 studen$ and a
May 8, 2010 enroliment totaled 141 students. In School B, 13.4% of the students qualified for
free and reduced lunch. The third sample school was also located in Pennsyldasffarad
courses to students within the school district.

School C began offering online courses in 2006 and enrolled students from one school
district in Pennsylvania. The Learning Management System used by the sch®aukboard
through Blended Schools and was supplemented with Compass Learning. The school offered
126 online courses to students in the-612" grade. The school employed a Director of
Instructional Technology as the administrator who supervised two online teaoderse part-
time teacher. Cyber school enrollment was estimated at between 55 and 60.sflidents
Director of Instructional Technology was the administrator of the progmace it began in
2006. In School A, 78.5% of the students qualified for free and reduced lunch.

Each school offered a large number of courses (School A - 70, School B - 93 and School
C - 126) and one teacher was able to teach several different courses ontgifégferms.

Below are the courses taught as reported by teachers through survegrdeiatiools A, B, and
C

e Life Skills and personal fithess

e English I, 11, 11, IV

e History, U.S. History I, U.S. History lI(Grades 9-12)
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e Grade 8 Math / Algebra | (grade 9 and 10) / Algebra Il (grade 10 and 11) /
Geometry (grade 10) / Pre-Calculus (grade 11 and 12) / Calculus (grade 11 and
12) / AP Calculus (grade 11 and 12)

e Marine Science, Earth Science (both high school level), GED

e English Grades 9-12, Creative Writing

e English 7/ English 8 / English 9 / English 10 / English 11 / Advance Placement
Language / English 12

e Professional Development Courses for Cyber Teachers

One teacher reported that s/he didn’t teach any classes, but monitored coossealh
subjects and grade levels. Another teacher noted “I teach grades 9-12. The ldeade
include English 9-12, algebra | and Il, geometry, elective math courses,camérstory | and
II, world history, cultural studies, biology, chemistry, environmental sciengsjqs health,
computer technology, art history, life skills, business basics, etc...”

The majority of courses taught in the cyber schools were core courses, hasawer
teachers taught elective courses. Teachers did not specify if thesallWall courses or credit
recovery. The teacher that reported she taught several courses endifiscipline areas was
not interviewed to determine how s/he could teach all of the different courses. Terddwd
varying degrees of experience teaching both face-to-face and onlinenemeis.

Of the 13 teachers surveyed, two were not certified by their state to teaate swod a
included in Table 6. Only one teacher had previous online teaching experience wooking
in one of the sample schools. Survey results showed different degrees of exgeritzahers,

although one teacher had no experience teaching in a face-to-face edueatranaiment prior
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to teaching in the cyberschool. Table 6 lists teachers’ experience in theaphpsiwvirtual

classroom.
Table 6

Cyberschool Teacher Experience

Online Face to Face
2 years 19 years
9 years 19 years
4 years 10 years
7 years 12 years
2 years 3 years
<1year 6 years
<1 year 9 years
<1year 11 years
3 years 0 years
6 years 20 years
4 years 2 years

The origin of online learning in its current format can be traced back to 1996 when
Internet and the capacity of communications technologies facilitateditencporary online
learning environment (Anderson, 2004)he varying degrees of experience of the sample
teachers impacted the differentiation of supervision as administratorsieadneg with varying

ability levels and skill sets in their teachers.
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Administrators had varying degrees of experience supervising teachensgrfaom
three years (Administrator B), and Administrator A with ten yeadsAdministrator C with
fifteen years. None of the three sample administrators supervised onlinetioatprior to their
current positions. School A has been offering online course for eight years, SchesltBan
one year, and School C for four years. Previously, online learning had not been affeeed i
sample school districts. The sample schools provided three data sets which enabled the
researcher to describe performance criteria and how instructional supenasi@onducted in
relatively new online learning environments. Schools A, B, and C provided survey,
documentary evidence, and interview data that were analyzed to describe tilce s
criteria used to observe and evaluate teachers of online learning.

Data Analysis

The data sets described the criteria and practices for instructional sigreard also
determined the impact these practices had on instruction through the eyebearfstead
administrators in the sample school districts. A description of the critetbto®bserve and
evaluate teachers is presented in this section through graphs, tables, figuresatind.n@he
three data sets were blended to describe criteria used to determine pesaidteance in the
sample school’s instructional supervision models. The supervisory practices used by
administrators described how identified performance criteria werevalosand evaluated to
determine teacher effectiveness. These identified practiceganded by respondents to
determine the impact each practice had on instruction.

The surveys included items related to the procedures, strategies, and tools used by
administrators to observe instruction and collect evaluation data from lessons edrxjuct

online teachers. Supervisory items were identified and ranked through surveysanelwstto
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answer the three research questions presented by the researcher. @hemlatsented in tables,
figures, and narrative to describe teaching criteria and supervisorycpsadentified in sample
schools. As criteria and practices are identified by respondents, @achais ranked to
determine its impact on instruction. This allows the researcher to idampéygsory criteria
and practices and rank the impact of each item as reported by the sample grghpssthools.
The groups are also compared as the administrator survey (Appendix B) andlibedaacy
(Appendix C) contain similar items. The three research questions weraamsiweugh a
blended presentation of analyzed data sets and are reported in the next tlme secti
Research Questions

Research Question 1

Criteria administrators used to observe and evaluate online teacherd he researcher
found mixed results from teacher and administrator survey data regardiognzer€e criteria
for teacher evaluation. Administrators and teachers were asked if tpactoemance was
based on clearly articulated standards. On the 1-5 Likert-type scale tweeftdministrators
strongly agreed and one administrator somewhat disagreed. AdministratariBetehis
disagreement with the item by stating “The standards are seen byemahgrs as being
imposed upon them... but many of the teachers are not navigating away from whet\vbey
traditionally done (in a face-to-face classroom).” Administrator Beddbat the teacher union
sees the standards as “in a state of flux” and must be addressed throughdRedfessi
Development to have all teachers understand what is expected of them. Theseaayedata
revealed of the ten responding teachers, five teachers strongly agreedsdamewhat agreed
and one teacher neither agreed nor disagreed and one somewhat disagreed. This showed

teachers lacked clarity regarding their own instructional performaacdagds. Seventy seven
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percent of teacher respondents agreed that teacher performance is l@sadyoarticulated
standards although the strength of their response was less then the adarsistra

The next series of questions defined performance criteria that each sehobés t
evaluations were based upon. All administrators identified planning and preparatioimge
environment, instruction, and professional responsibilities as components of thei@valuat
systems to measure teacher performance. The survey indicated 11 of 13 respacterg t
identified learning environment and instruction were evident in evaluation while 9 bktRexl
professional responsibilities and 10 of 13 checked planning and preparation. Néadghadrs
agreed with school administrators that these supervisory categoriesvwaderd e the practice
of evaluation. The broad categories of criteria were identified as evitgtihe@ observation and
evaluation documents provided specific rubric items for performance assessment

Documentary evidence.Each district provided the researcher with documents used to
assess teacher performance through observations. School A provided two documénts whic
included a student survey for online teachers (Appendix G) and the teacher obseubaitton r
that was used for both online teachers and face-to-face teachers (Appendixhdugiall of
these documents were available, when Teacher A was asked about speificfor her
evaluation she replied “I don’t know, it is more what we discuss with her (Admiois&aand
she can see what we are doing and how much we know and all that through the lessons, it's more
through the surveys she gets from parents and through guidance.” The vague response f
Teacher A confirmed the lack of clearly defined standards in her survey respbeseritdria
defined by School A were compared to the policy for teacher supervision in the T&ache

contract.
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Supervisory policies. The researcher obtained the teacher contract from School A’s
district website (Appendix 1) that identified supervisory policies forlieesz The supervision
policy stated classroom observation and evaluation and follow up conferencés. i@réhe
purpose of identifying any deficiencies, extending assistance for tre@ction, and improving
instruction.” This policy was verified via interview data from AdministratasAthe policy for
both online and face-to-face teachers. Administrator A described the emalcidieria as “...if
the criteria doesn’t exactly match one of the boxes we add an attachnfenet@luation.”
Specific criteria for teacher evaluation were evident in the evaluatiort (@ppendix H) used
by School A with areas that indicated if teacher performance was Extc&leod,
Unsatisfactory or N/A in each identified standard and an area for comment®iumn after the
ratings. Similar criteria were evident in the documents obtained from Sdia@wid C.

The supervisory policy for School C was obtained from the district website andl state
that teacher evaluation “...stresses a cooperative sharing of ideas asebkfonlthe assessment
of the employee's performance and the improvement of instruction.” School Bs\waBmot
available on the district website. When Administrator B was asked why ticg pals
unavailable, he replied “That was deleted, and it (supervision) is now based on the
superintendent'’s interpretation of the state &sia) requirement.” All three sample schools used
the same criteria and policies for observing and evaluating teachers of lasth-face and
online learning. Coppa (2004) suggests teaching in an online setting requires agtherst&o
shift from their prior practices and experiences in a face-to-fagegefthe current teacher
requirements are based upon PDE 426 (semi-annual) and 428 (annual) and New Jersgy, Chapt
32 of School District Operations, section 6A:32-4.4 and 4.5 evaluation forms that were

developed for face-to-face instruction.
84



Observation and evaluation documents.The observation and evaluation documents
provided to the researcher by school districts B and C were modified from PDE 426 and 428
evaluation forms with categories that rated teacher performance indouaibs. These criteria
and rubrics were developed from the Danielson model of Enhancing ProfessionaéPract
(Danielson, 2007). Administrator B stated “The first piece we use Danielson’s.r\ida give
the teachers the opportunity to take it (the rubric) and reflect upon how thegatitli{tg an
online lesson).” The identified Domains that assess performance were PlarthiPgeparation,
Classroom Environment, Instruction, and Professional Responsibilities. Each doalsoent
included an open-ended reflective section for teachers to elaborate on theitiamstruc
The rubric used in School B (Appendix 1) offered four ratings; Unsatisfactartiafy
Proficient, Proficient, and Distinguished. Administrator B reported that he digsedhe
Distinguished rating for teachers due to issues with the teacher’s union. iStimgished
rating carries with it a pay increase, and although the union approved it, tleeyrargly
grieving the document.”, Administrator B added. In School B’s rubric (Appeidlirete is also
a section after each item for Reflection, Evidence, and Data.

The rubric for School C (Appendix J) also provided specific criteria and area for
comments after the Satisfactory, Needs Improvement and Unsatisfadingyareas for each
item. School C’s rubric is also based on Danielson’s “Framework for Teaching” model
(Danielson, 2007)Teacher C was asked about the rubric and she explained “The criteria are
very similar to what you would find in a traditional class with the exceptiorasrbom
management.” Teacher C also described self-evaluation as assistingdeetifging criteria
for her own improvement and added “It's a process and just being in it day to day,ueuofid

what works and what doesn’t work and | self evaluate and we (teacher and adrorhisset
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that as a big component as well, the self-evaluation process as opposed togpeddic It
(online teaching) is evolving and we do work together to try and make it work for the stadent
well as for the teacher and be manageablgset:” Both Teacher C and Administrator C
confirmed additional items added to the comment sections that were speaifiorttng
environment.

School A’s observation document provided an area for comments under each of the
evaluation sections. There are four possible rating areas in School A’'s observatimekc
The ratings are Excellent, Good, Unsatisfactory, and N/A (Not Applicable)critbea for
teachers in the School A rubric were short descriptions and provided examples m&show
Appendix G. These criteria used ranking checkboxes and an area for comments owoithefbott
each of the three sections. Both Administrator A and Teacher A seemed abole&the
specific criteria in the observation document yet both cited a student “dass&faas a major
criterion although that was not a component of the observation document. The School A
observation document had not been updated in the past ten years as reported by Adménistrat

All three school observation documents were used for both online teacher evaluation and
face-to-face teacher evaluation within all three sample distridfying research by DiPietro et
al. (2008) that successful principles of online teaching had addressed many “tiestgradom
instruction in a face-to-face setting.

The themes were evident in evaluation rubrics and were verified by intetatavas
strong indicators of teacher performance. These themes were consigtddamelson’s (1997)
model and the items are: 1) communication, 2) interaction, 3) differentiation (wicinsh), 4)
lesson design, 5) engagement/motivation, 6) culture, 7) understanding curriculum, 8)

guestioning, and 9) organization. These criteria were identified throughontehaaw data
86



and items mentioned most often were communication, questioning, and differentiatise. The
three items appeared the most times from both teachers and adminiasatataria for teacher
evaluation in an online environment.

The School C rubric (Appendix J) had a brief description of each criterion in a column
labeled “Element”. The second column is labeled “Explanation” and describesrigacbn in
more detail. This provides a clear description of each criterion in the obserwatioaf®n
document. This section was followed by a comment section for optional elaboration on each of
the assessed criteria. One comment option was not applicable (N/A). School Cdnoorde
detail about teacher performance criteria with a description to geitdria and rate a teacher’s
effectiveness for each instructional item on a three point scale. School B; hgwevealed
teachers with criteria and expectations on a four point scale.

School B provided the observation and evaluation rubric (Appendix I). School B’s
evaluation rubric provided four categories for ranking each criteria itenhwittuded
Unsatisfactory, Partially Proficient, Proficient, and Distinguishetipalgh Administrator B
reported not using the Distinguished rating. The final column allowed admimisttatadd
reflections, evidence, or data in an open ended format. School B’s rubric providentdesitin
specific evaluation criteria; however, teachers’ responses variedveystem 10 which asked if
teacher performance is assessed on clearly articulated performamtads. One teacher
strongly agreed, one teacher somewhat agreed, and one teacher was neutraktraAtmB
somewhat disagreed with the same question in the administrator survey indicatiegaluation
criteria were not clearly articulated. The teachers and Admimus®adid not identify the
criteria clearly even though the observation rubric provided specific iterhe mbservation and

evaluation documents.
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Administrator B stated “the majority of the standards charts were deddigpe..a
small group of teachers and the perception is that they were imposed upon then ¢thiibees
teachers)...” Administrator B added that “the district has spent a tremendoustashmoney
and teacher time in the last year to get them (the teaching staff) on boang ktill in a state of
flux.” Teacher B explained that the cyber program was still new and exgpldiakit was a
“learning process” for administrators and teachers and admitted “l thamktthere is a set
criteria (for teacher performance). We are also looking at a new cdiiréeachers and there is
nothing in our contract about cyber! So | think we are still making it up.” AdmirostBat
concluded “...there is a bit of combative relations when it comes to the union, even though they
(the union) agreed to it (the standards).” The teacher bargaining unit could regultesdis
regarding supervisory practice and criteria for observing and evalueiolgers (Hazi, 1980).
The newly operational cyberschool and the newly created teacher staneandd sissconnected
from administrator expectations and teacher performance criteria in bottofeace and online
classrooms. This disconnect was evident in the perceptions of respondents gdbardiiteria
in School B’s observation and evaluation document.

All of the administrators and two of the three teachers agreed that the sch®gs! LM
provided the capability for teachers to use tools to communicate and interadudséhts in a
comparable manner online as in face-to-face instruction. This was predicdadérson (2004)
and is consistent with the capacities of LMSs such as Blackboard and Blended Sahrealty
used in the sample schools. Many of the criteria were developed for tafiaoe- classroom
and were used for teacher evaluation in both face-to-face and an online environmentiriehe
delivery of instruction requires cyber teachers to shift from their prioripeacand experiences

from a face-to-face setting to a virtual medium (Coppa, 2004). The two delivdrgasenay
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not be comparable when considering instructional techniques in a physical agtipgosed to
a virtual setting.

Criteria may not be specifically designed for online teachers but wece et
performance criteria upon which that instruction was evaluated in the gmgdesschools. An
example was the development of a “culture” and how it is evaluated differeatiyrt a physical
classroom. The criteria for good instruction was observed and evaluated differant online
environment. Teacher B reported “...some of it is hard, like creating a classuttome, that’s
a difficult thing to manage or measure, when you are really working one-on-on@atith t
culture.” Many of the other criteria could have translated to an online environmentldape
upon individual perceptions of the standards. Administrator A confirmed that “They’re
(teachers) actually running their course like they’re running theirrolass.” Administrator B
concluded that “...we can create whatever we have in our live classroom and we cantmave
digital learning platform.” Each sample school’s criteria and ob8en/éorms were used for
both face-to-face and online teachers rather than having a separsefgsrocesses for the
different delivery models of instruction. Administrators could add comments tbhHsgvations
that did not directly address the identified areas in the rubrics, however, theienghoticies
and documents were the same in all three sample schools.

The criteria in the sample schools’ evaluation documents were constructewtify ide
instructional criteria specifically in lessons conducted in a physicgdrdam. This was verified
by all three administrators and all three teachers through interview dadpemifically by
Administrator C when she said “Our teacher performance standards aaenthasour regular
performance standards so | want to see standards based curriculwed Bggon that are

designed to have our students achieve and | want to see rigor and creativispasghi
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complemented by Teacher C who added “The criteria is very similar toyahavould find in a
traditional class with the exception of classroom management.” Teachet BBat because the
online program was new, there was no time for stakeholders to develop new foitenbne
teacher performance. Teacher B added “I think the reason there are rid-sraigrd
guidelines is because all of the union ramifications that go along with thatideeit they
(administration) are going to base our evaluation on something else, it hapioded by
them... (the union)”. Administrator B added that a future goal for the cyberschetbwa
develop separate performance criteria to address the online environmerdgadaadarew rubric
to evaluate these criteria. The USDOE-WBEC (2000) called for outdatetepdb be revised
SO not to impede innovation in online learning. This was also a goal of Administrator @. a
Administrators reported these documents would include other criteria teatlbaise learning
needed to deliver instruction successfully.

Online teaching criteria. Teachers and administrators reported other instructional
criteria that were effective for online teaching. These critegig@wot identified in the
supervisory policies or rubrics, but respondents explained that they were vitatuotiossl
delivery in an online environment. Table 7 is comprised of assessment criteriigeidiématm

survey and interview data that were not included in evaluation rubrics.
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Table 7

Identified Online Teaching Criteria

Criteria Schools identifying criteria
Multitasking A B, C
Technical ability A B, C
Logon hours A, B
Animation and catchy websites A

Pass/Fail rate

The delivery of online instruction has created a need for teachers to be able-tashulti
using LMS technologies. These technologies required technical and comtmonrs&dls and
structured digital content to develop an appropriate online learning environment.ciérex
have emerged from the use of online learning tools that require additional skillssfachers.
When asked about skills online teachers needed to have, Teacher C stated “...you have to have
the technical ability to maneuver through courseware and to multi-task and hapéersateens
open depending on how many coursewares you are using and how things are handed in.”

The ability to multitask developed as a result of an LMSs capabilttiessfnmunication
and web-based instructional design (Anderson, 2004). By providing several means of
synchronous and asynchronous communication, respondents claimed teachers needed to be
proficient in multitasking to manage their instructional delivery in an online environment
Teacher B stated, “l was teaching grades 7-12 on 4 different platéominis was
overwhelming.” Teacher C, added “...It's not like a classroom where you havelguhgrtheir

hands before they ask questions but there is an IMing feature (chat) and whapph is you
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will get multiple kids IMing you at the same time while we're doing arvagti Teacher C
concluded “...you have to be able to think on your feet, answer a lot of things and be doing a lot
of things at the same time. That needs to be a part of the evaluation process.asTinis w
evident in supervisory policies nor in evaluation rubrics, however, respondents exgiained t
online learning required a technological proficiency for teachers tessittly manage multiple
windows and respond to numerous requests simultaneously. This resulted in the need for
teachers to be able to multi-task using technology and provide feedback for studemtsial a
classroom.

Collins (2004) described that although online learning offered teachers ayleiveel
of instruction that differed from the traditional classroom setting, admitusdrevill still be
required to observe and evaluate instruction in a virtual environment. Professional demelopm
and training was attended by teachers and administrators in the sample schopfsort
instruction and supervision in an online environment. Teacher A was asked about the training
for online instruction and replied “I would say more how to use our LMS...” Teacher A added
“...it was an all day eight hour training in the beginning and they gave us informatiom lyow t
about putting on announcements on assignments and grading.” This was confirmed by all
teachers and administrators who attended professional development workshops, and each
explained that the training focused almost exclusively on the functions and usesefnamarin
the LMSs rather than online instruction or the evaluation of online instruction.

All of the respondents agreed that “on the job learning” was how they learned and
implemented techniques of online instruction and online teacher supervision. AditanStra
said “My formal training came through grésic) school and on the job learning, watching

teachers, watching what makes students tick and talking to parents...albrpyingipal
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workshops | attend here at our district.” Administrator C attended the Interala8ociety for
Technology in Education (ISTE) workshops, the National Educational Computing Ga&ere
(NECC) international conference and conferences and workshops with thetioterina
Association for K-12 Online Learning (iNACOL) and explained that the distras a member
of INACOL. Administrator C explained how she evaluated teacher performance ahdlednc
“That has all been seat of my pants, make it up as | go, and figure out what warlks for
children.” Other administrators and teachers expressed similar feefihgs online evaluation
and online instruction had been implemented in their schools through interview data.
Administrator B explained that there was no formal training for supervisian online
environment, but that he had studied Marzano’s work on foundational issues of pedagogical
practices and the art and science of teaching (Marzano, 2007) and adapted the tmacept
online environment. Administrator B explained the districts’ involvement with iI8NA@nd
described the work as “...the most purposeful of the bunch” in reference to refoumdme
learning and supervision. Administrator A described her training as havintgéhdad
professional seminars on effective teacher evaluations, researched ndineaé books...” A
teacher from School B criticized administrators for not having a full understpotli
observation and evaluation in an online environment in an open ended survey item. A follow up
interview question with Teacher B revealed that the principal of the school diddetstand
online learning, but stipulated that she (Teacher B) was directly sugskbysthe assistant
principal. When asked if any of the training was specifically for onlimaileg Administrator A
stated “no.” All the administrators in the sample schools reported they hadttierydining in
the evaluation of teaching in an online environment. Online learning has outpaced other

educational initiatives (Watson et al., 2004) and could have contributed to the lack of
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professional development for teachers and administrators. As adminsskeatored to supervise
online teachers via actually supervising and learning on the job, teachers eXgraskar
struggles learning to teach in an online environment.

Teacher C explained that graduate school coursework had not offered online pedagogy
an option but she had attended several trainings on the use of LMSs and online instruction.
Teacher C elaborated and stated “I'm trained on designing coursewd#ke méver really had a
specific course (on online learning) because for the most part, anyaik into a classroom, |
know more than the instructor when it comes to online learning and computer usage in the
classroom.” Teacher B attended courses in a graduate program in the peesrsnthat
included courses on cyber education and explained “...that really helped me.” Teadker B
the only teacher who attended a graduate course on how to teach in an online environment.
Teacher B concluded that training provided through the school district was for théViSar
available in the school but explained “...as far as cyber techniques and thingatjkbdre was
not a ton of training on that.” Teachers expressed their training as onlinetorstiuere based
upon experiences in a face-to-face classroom verifying research iggrDiét al. (2008) and all
three respondents explained they learned through trial and error teaching iman onl
environment.

The teachers in the three sample schools reported that online learningevasenture
in their districts and their administrators did not have the same experiencalelivieey of
online instruction or an understanding of the criteria for effective online leariliegcher B
stated “it's a new venture here, even in public education it's still somewhat zenéure.”
Teachers B and C stated explicitly that their administrators did ndt tedioe prior to

becoming directly responsible for observing and evaluating teachers of onlimadeareacher
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C explained “I've(sic) had more on-line time than she (Administrator A) and what | take from
her and what | see from her is the traditional setting and the traditionat&txmes and all those
core things that still apply in the virtual realm. Those are the kinds of thirtgshtharings to
the table.” Administrator A was the principal of the school when it began offeninge
courses but did not have any experience teaching in an online environment. Adriristrat
explained he was given the mandate in March 2009 that online instruction would begin in
September 2009. He also explained that the short time period between the decision to open a
cyber program and the enrollment of students provided little time for preparaatraspects of
a program opening.

Teacher B said the superintendent showed a video clip of an airplane being Beilt whi
was in flight as a metaphor for opening the cyber program in a presentatioto @ehiool
starting, and described “...that’s pretty much how we started the yegbér @rograms are a
relatively new phenomenon and technologies have changed so rapidly that thatédn setsd
showed a lack of appropriate training and for teachers and administrators.
Section Summary

The criteria for evaluating teacher performance were identifiedghrsurvey and
interview data. Additionally, survey results were verified by documeetdadence which were
the same for face-to-face and online teacher’s evaluations. Theskethmstructional areas
developed from Danielson’s rubric (Danielson, 2007) in School B and C modified from PDE 426
and 428. School A had many similar criteria that matched the other sample schoolof Some
these areas included communication, interaction, creating a culture. @iesach as
multitasking and logon hours emerged from the data as important skills for oalinegebut

were not included on the evaluation rubrics. These additional criteria i@posteft in teaching
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practices and experiences for instructional effectiveness as subiggseppa (2004). Open-
ended sections of the evaluation documents allowed for administrator input on items not
specifically identified in the rubric or for a lesson narrative.

Teachers of online learning were evaluated based upon policies and critgghiatien
documents developed for face-to-face teachers. This validates Sargi&atarratt's (1993)
contention that supervision is a quantifiable measure designed for bureaucraticadmbtyunt
rather than the improvement of instruction. Similar criteria and instrumamésused to
observe and evaluate two vastly different instructional models. The practmeseoting and
evaluating these criteria were conducted in an online environment and themepraete
identified from data gathered and analyzed to answer Research Question 2 ki Heetan.

The previous section described what was evaluated by administrators in the sample
schools. The next section describes how administrators observed and evaluatetit¢hese
an online environment. This included the amount of formal and informal observations conducted
and the theoretical bases administrators implemented that determinethéfrsemet district
approved criteria described in the previous section by the researcher. Hutsepwere
identified by survey data, interview data, and documentary evidence and edrtgpar
supervisory models in the literature review. Administrators used severalisopg practices to
evaluate teacher performance in the three sample schools.

Research Question 2

Practices administrators used to supervise online instructorsThe perceptions of
administrators in the three sample schools indicated that their supervisdrygsracovided
accountability for instruction, improved the quality of instruction, and raised student

achievement. The practice of instructional supervision was conducted throughstirgtetnae
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from administrators who observed and evaluated lessons and provided feedback to improve
instruction to meet local district goals as identified by Glickman et24lQ1). Direct assistance
was facilitated by classroom visits by school administrators in tniy sts mandated by federal,
state, and local policies regarding teacher supervision. This section detwibeactices
administrators implemented to observe and evaluate an online delivery of iostruidte

sample schools LMSs provided a similar means of communication and observing lessoy del
in a face-to-face classroom through technologies, however, the processrefrapessons by
the administrators were not always conducted as a physical visit. Nalitjotnal teaching
practices were replicated in virtual settings and administratorsagedl effective teaching
criteria as per district policy and ranked them through narratives andstubiie researcher
described these supervisory practices and answered Research QuestiorhZatiaibysis of the
survey data, interview data, and documentary evidence.

Each administrator answered that their school had written procedures farisopeand
ten of the thirteen teachers responded yes to the same question. Nearlheilstezsponded
that written procedures were used in schools and each school’s evaluation documelitssas w
the district policies for teacher observations verified these responses. Tesgdoli both
Pennsylvania schools were modified locally from the State of Pennsylvaniastoatd
Employees Section 413. This policy states that “There shall be a plan for eagltation...:
and the “Superintendent shall establish a district staff evaluation plan wimichddition to the
state rating plan.” The policy also states that “The number and lengidssfoom observations
and meetings shall vary in accordance with the needs and status of the empBnyeml C’s
policy in the teacher contract (Appendix K) stated “Non-tenured employeebsiaiserved

through classroom visitation at least three (3) times in each school yeared employees
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shall be observed through classroom observation at least once in each school ysavdsThi

consistent with federal, state and local policy that requires the observation hradiewaf

teaching staff regardless of the delivery of instruction (Collins, 2004) androedfithat online

teachers were subjected to the same policies as face-to-facegeacher

Administrator and teacher survey data identified practices evident imsthactional

supervision of teachers in an online environment. Table 8 displays supervisuigegras

identified by administrators in the three sample schools.

Table 8

Supervisory Practices Identified by Administrators

Question Number Yes No

1 Frequent observation 3 0
2 Regularly scheduled meetings with supervisor 1 2
3 Pre and post observation conferences 2 1
4  Timely, constructive and specific feedback 3 0
5 Differentiated supervision based on ability and development&d 0

levels
6  Analysis of multiple sources of data 3 0
7 Data collected over time 3 0
8 Flexible professional development opportunities 2 1
9 As needed/on demand training and support 3 0
10 Personalized emails 3 0
11 Peer mentoring/coaching 2 1
12 Learning communities 1 2
13 Action research 1 2
14 Individual teacher self reflection 3 0
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Many of the supervisory practices identified are evident in traditionahgapgy model
in a physical classroom as reported by administrators and teachers. témsseere discussed
during interviews with the administrators and clarified how these prasteesconducted in an
online environment. Frequent observation in a physical environment could mean a classroom
observation once a week. Online learning data were warehoused on servers and could be
accessed anytime and anywhere by teachers, students, and admmisirattinology provided
these storage capabilities and these practices were not conducted tgsicaleyphysical
classroom. Several of these practices were confirmed in teacher suivag daown in Figure

1.

OYes

Frequent observation

Regularly scheduled meetings with supervisor
Pre and post ohservation conferences

Timely, constructive and specific feedback0
Differentiated supervision based on varied ability and developmental levelsO
Analysis of multiple sources of data

Data collected over time

Flexible professional development opportunities
As needed/on demand training and support
Personalized emails

Peer mentoring/coachingl

Individual teacher self reflection

Figure 1. Supervisory practices identified and confirmed égchers.
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The data from the surveys required the researcher to add questions to the interview
templates that clarified these practices to illustrate the obsamneaid evaluation of teachers in
an online environment.

“Classroom” observations. Classroom visits were conducted both formally and
informally in each school with the administrator logging in and “observing” lessibims whe
district LMSs. Frequent observation was identified by all administratoevident in
supervisory practice. Interview data showed that the frequency of observatiged from
“every day” in School C, to regularly (once a week) at School B, and monthly or araually
School A. The lessons observed were either synchronous or asynchronous and observed when
an administrator logged into the LMS. In a synchronous observation, an administralidr w
logon and viewed a group chat with the teacher who directed students in a virtuabotetssr
projects, assignments, or resources on the LMS. An asynchronous observation wasaccbgducte
an administrator logged on and viewing saved projects, presentations, and communications
between teacher and students through chats or threaded discussions. Theseooksgerati
conducted both formally and informally.

Informal observations were called a “drive by” in School C and a “walkthough” in
School B. Administrator C said a “driveby” was “5-20 minutes,” however, a formahadison
required her to be online for the full lesson that lasted from 45-60 minutes. TBaokerated
a “walkthrough” was approximately 10 minutes and her administrator “..hedtthe kind of
guestioning going on, seeing what kind of interaction is happening with the students, and looking
at what feedback I'm giving the students.” Teacher C added “she (Adntmisiiahas to adjust
how she is going to monitor, what she is going to be looking for...so she has to change out

expectations and then depending on the class, depending on the day, depending on connection...
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there are a lot of factors that go into seeing if it was a successfut lesaot.” Administrator A
indicated that she would logon and “...see their communication log to see their ongoing
communication with the parent...and see how often they (the teacher) grade thesstumbtnt
and the constructive feedback they are giving to the student.” The communicataslog
verified as a table to input the amount of telephone calls a teacher made te. p@hent
observation techniques were consistent with performance criteria, and digt8stprovided
administrators with all classroom data from daily lessons and projectsdeatmetrs and
students.

All respondents identified an element unique to teacher observation and evaluation in an
online environment, the gathering of data from a school LMS. All data, commuonicetiats,
threaded discussions, information, lessons, feedback, and resources were archivaidohel av
to administrators, teachers, and students at all times. Administrator A regpoige survey
that “It (data in the LMS) is always available.” Administratorsena&ble to access all data from
every lesson conducted throughout the school year. This was confirmed by surveytdata tha
indicated all administrators used “Data collected over time” as a supgrpisctice. The data
gathered over time were particularly useful as teachers from Schopb@eakthat the
administrator allowed teachers to work autonomously, and observed and evaluated dgta on da
that may not have been formally observed and provided useful positive and constructive
feedback. The observation did not need to occur on a particular day or time, because it could be
accessed at any time via warehoused course data.

Administrator B indicated that each lesson and student assessment could lzk “drille
down” to evaluate the rigor and “differentiated nature” of the lesson conducted bgcherte

from any time during the school year. In an open-ended survey response, Adtairissstated
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that he could “drill down” information and see exactly how long a teacher spent ondinearea
or activity. Teacher B confirmed this and added the LMS kept “...our Skype cahwoasswith
students” and concluded “Yes, they (the administrator) have access theneiyAs the
capabilities of LMSs grew, avenues for interactions, communication, and inionrbacame
ubiquitously accessible for administrators (Anderson, 2008). The acquisitions of &wgedat
relevant because every lesson, each student interaction, and all student progeatailale to
be observed and evaluated. This is the equivalent of recording every minutecaftame-
teacher is in a physical school building. These examples verified survey datéeavidw data
regarding what information was collected for teacher evaluation.

Administrators in all three sample schools evaluated teacher perforfnamceMS data
sources. Administrator B described portions of his collection of observation dataadsVvel of
response from the student. You can actually look at anything submitted by eaah Isaateto
the teacher and by doing so can see the level of rigor that is expecteddactiez.t
Administrator B continued by expressing how valuable this was for teacheftett on student
artifacts. Criteria can be observed from the entire school year bndpggto the LMS and
accessing classroom data. This offered data that quantified communicsitivadk, flexibility,
differentiation, questioning and other aspects of district performaneearifThis differed from
a snapshot observation observed in a physical classroom which generally lastsédssonet a
class period. Lesson data were available anytime for evaluation lyistdators, however,
when a formal observation was performed administrators reported it was sdreatiiigenerally
involved a pre and post observation conference as a clinical model of supervision.

All three administrators indicated they used pre-conferences and postooetewhen a

formal observation was conducted. This practice of Clinical Supervision required a p
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conference between the teacher and administrator, an observed a classsoontHea a post-
conference to discuss possible areas of improvement (Goldhammer, 1969; Cogan, 1973). This
model was adapted to an online setting as administrators reported they helerenoendnd
discussed a certain project or specific component of online instruction. Admarigrstated
“The pre post gives me what kind of reflectivity do we have to move toward in the digcussi
and the post enlightens the evaluator as to ‘is this the avenue | have to gsdésie) for
the teacher for next year?” Teacher B confirmed this practiceddetieher supervisor
provided information on “...current trends and giving examples of what is good instrugtion b
showing us other cyber classes...and looking at tools that are online that we can tmrdw f
Administrator C described a similar process in which a lesson was discussdd pni
observation and then shared thoughts on performance to improve instruction. The delivery of
instruction as conducted via computer allowed the teacher and administratobioepne-
conferences and post-conferences to discuss instruction as it occurred in School C.

Online teachers taught lessons from their computers and utilized LMS toacls whi
facilitated interaction with their students. Administrator C describedbiléydo interact with
her teacher and communicate during a lesson without disrupting the class. oWinesl ddir
Teacher C to speak via phone, chat, or in person about the lesson currently being tatght and t
teacher immediately implemented feedback provided by the administrator sncktited a real
time post conference which improved instruction while the lesson was in progresberT€a
described this as “...kind of a combined observation slash post-conference.” Teacher C
continued “It's a little different than the traditional setting. We can agthalve a conversation
while | am still in the process of teaching...and immediately followingabse | can still be in

the presence of kids, still answering questions, and discussing things witlileesate time if
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she’s (Administrator C) physically in the room with me.” This practiceired the multitasking
ability described by respondents as a criterion necessary for onlinerseadlnis form of direct
assistance used a modified pre post conference in the non-traditional delivalynef
instruction. Administrators needed to address the new delivery of instruction through
understanding different skill levels evident in teachers of online learning.

Differentiated supervision. All three administrators and eight of ten teachers responded
that differentiation of supervision was evident in supervisory practice. Theajoals
differentiated supervision were to enable growth in teachers with gdexels of experience
who required varying degrees of professional development (Glickman, 1990). 6Tiklxérated
the varying degrees of teaching experience both online and face-to-faeeragid
implementation of online learning in the sample school districts required attatis to
differentiate supervisory practices for their teachers.

Administrator C illustrated how she supervised her teachers and said “I havadres te
with 20 years’ experience and another teacher who has 10 years of expanigiste needs a
little more support than the other so | provide her with information, connect her with othe
people and | use a softer approach.” Administrator A also described meeting and
communicating with newer teachers much more often than “veteran teachershemBa
described her feelings this year as an online teacher “I felt thisajpwst like a new teacher
again.” Administrator B indicated that differentiation should be a component of supgrvis
practice but said incorporating differentiation has been met with residigirtice union.

Administrator B “wholeheartedly believes” that differentiated supienvis a necessary
process for improvement. “The number of grievances | have had to deal witeahisaged on

what we are creating here and the fact that | do believe each teacher shoeddioeequally but
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differently, equally in terms of the expectations and outcomes should be the sasnentiyfas
this teacher may be stronger in this area as opposed to that area and the uniofars efchat.
The union is a fan of ‘what is good for one is good for all’, and when you try and diffteent
the support it is often met by a discussion or a grievance.” Koppich (2005) sugdjests/e
bargaining units should focus on improving instruction rather than other issues suckiag wor
conditions and hours. Administrator B also said that he did not hire any teacherscidrehe
academy through an application process. Administrator B reported he vgaeddsachers
with various backgrounds, none with strong online teaching abilities, who weretradgo the
online program and given new responsibilities. Teachers from all three sampdéssdescribed
similar circumstances with teachers who had little or no online experidfey teachers
reported their reliance on peers for support and guidance as a resource.

Peer coaching was identified by two of three administrators and eight af ééaxabers
as evident in practice. However, interview findings indicated no formalized gaehing
programs existed in the sample schools. Administrators and teachers repotesatcties
worked together to support each other via in-person and virtual meetings. All three
administrators reported facilitating a “loose” form of peer coachiagptovided support for
teachers that shared the experiences of teaching in an online environment. Schdds B a
reported that formal peer coaching programs were available foraraditeachers but that
practice had not been implemented in the online programs. Many practices veel &ican
traditional observation and evaluation and others evolved from technologies and innovation.

Supervisory tools. The tools used in the supervisory practices were reported by teachers

in surveys and are displayed in Figure 2:
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Figure 2. Supervisory tools identified by teachers.

Email was used most as a tool in the supervisory process and this was verified by
interview data and another survey question that asked if personalized emailsseein
supervision. Nine teachers responded that personalized emails were used is@yg@actice.
Administrators responded to a similar question regarding technology tools and ednfiem
interview data that it was a primary means of communication with teachers.

Figure 3 displays the tools administrators reported in the practice rofciisbal

supervision.

B Yes

Figure 3. Supervisory tools reported by administrators.
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Chat and email were used most by administrators for communication. The “LMS tool
identified by both groups was Wimba Live classroom. This tool was a synchronaus “li
classroom” feature in Blackboard that allowed teachers to communicate wdéntst in a chat
room and administrators could “visit” the classroom during lessons and meetaghlers
virtually. Wimba is also a collaborative tool that can display documents and ptesentvith
classroom participants synchronously and included Instant Messaging and videermimde
that was used in the classroom.

Section Summary

Supervisory practices used by administrators to evaluate teachenaerée in an online
environment were similar to practices used in traditional classrooms. Athatioiis used forms
of clinical supervision for frequent observation both formally and informally atal\dere
collected from various sources but, specifically, from observation. The observations
conducted both synchronously and asynchronously and enabled administrators to provide direc
assistance based upon data gathered from these observations. Various technolagyisteds
in the practice of supervision; however, some of the tools available in distriss sMch as
wikis and blogs, were not used consistently for the practice of supervision. Olaservati
practices were used to identify and rank performance criteria and attatioiis were able to
access that data at any time from any online lesson. Teachers wdrelsiefit from real time
feedback provided by administrators as lessons were being conducted asi@wvami the
clinical model of supervision. The final section of this chapter reports the iwifpsupervisory

practices on instruction as perceived by administrators and teachers.
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Research Question 3

The reported impact that supervisory practices on instruction.Question 12 on the
administrator’'s survey asked administrators to state their agreemeatdtatements regarding
the purpose of their supervisory practices. The options were “provide accounfabilit
instruction,” “improve the quality of instruction,” and “raise student achiemem@all three
administrators strongly agreed to each statement regarding the purposesffibeiisory
practices. The teachers surveyed, however, had mixed responses regardingoteqiur
supervisory practices. A similar purpose for supervision was not reflected eatihet surveys;
although the majority of teachers strongly agreed or somewhat agreed aidheests
regarding supervisory practice, nearly half of the teachers surveyeddhewtrality or
disagreed. Table 9 below shows how teachers responded to this survey question.

Table 9

Teacher responses to survey question three.

Question #3 Strongly ~ Somewhat Neither Agree Somewh  Strongly
Responses
Purpose of Supervision Disagree Disagree nor Disagree at Agree Agree
1 Provide 2 1 1 2 5 11
accountability
for instruction
2 Improve the 2 1 2 1 5 11
quality of
instruction
3 Raise student 1 2 1 1 6 11

achievement
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The teacher and administrator groups did not agree on the purpose of instructional
supervision. This finding is consistent with the lack of agreement regarding penfceroriteria
for teachers as highlighted in the previous section.

Technological tools used by administrators for observing online instructiotitgtdus
for live classroom visits and provided evaluation data regarding a teachectsveffess. The
impact of observation and evaluation practices by administrators was aeteétoyi survey data
that ranked supervisory practices. These data were verified and cenf@emmterview data
and described in more detail effective supervisory practices admioiistteted in an online
environment. Practices were identified as a component of instructional supeaviditdren
ranked with a 4 point Likert-type scale (Appendix B) to determine each practgsdulness.
Data from the Likert scale were used to determine the impact of idemiretices as described
in the next section of the chapter. Survey Question 13 asked “Indicate in the table below
whether your school is currently using the following strategies in the superpiicess.” The
three administrators surveyed unanimously agreed that the following psawstce evident in
the supervisory practice.

e Personalized emails (All 3 administrators responding)

e Timely, constructive and specific feedback (All 3 administrators respgnhdin

e Pre and post observation conferences (2 of 3 administrators responding)

e Regularly scheduled meetings with supervisor (2 of 3 administrators responding)

Although the item “Learning communities” was ranked unanimously as very ugeful b
administrators, the researcher eliminated the item from the dataiamlggo the many
interpretations that respondents identified in the interviews. All admimistragreed that

personal emails were very useful and explained in interviews that the quickucaoation
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allowed them to provide teachers with direction, answers to questions, and resauigsoss.
This was compatible with the timely and constructive feedback that was alsteceds/ery
useful and correlated with the instantaneous nature of email communication.

Table 10 shows the supervisory practices as ranked by administrators &edsteac
Table 10

Ranking of Supervisory Practices

Administrators Teachers
# Question Somewhat Very  Somewhat Very
Useful Useful Useful Useful
4  Timely, constructive and specific 0 3 3 7
feedback
10 Personalized emails 0 3 2 8
2 Regularly scheduled meetings with 0 2 3 6
supervisor
3 Pre and post observation conferences 0 2 5 2
11 Peer mentoring/coaching 1 2 2 6
12 Learning Communities 0 2 2 3
1 Frequent observation 1 2 4
7 Data collected over time 1 2
9  As needed/on demand training and 1 2 3 6
support
14 Individual teacher self reflection 2 1 3 5
8 Flexible professional development 1 1 3 4
opportunities
5 Differentiated supervision based on 2 1 3 5
varied ability and developmental levels
6  Analysis of multiple sources of data 2 1 4 5
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Pre and post observations conferences positively impacted instruction according to
survey and interview data and Administrator B stated that this clinical modgbefvésion
“...provides good strong data as far as what we need to do and how we have to do it.'t Teache
A explained “In a pre-conference | discuss things and projects | want tdldmwiclass...and
we (administrator and teacher) will go through the positives and negativestbfrigs | have
done.” Teacher A discussed her regularly scheduled meetings with her superdisound it to
have a positive impact on her instruction. Teacher C used chat for pre-conference-and post
conferences and found it helpful to use the feature during actual lessons. “...iti9$s bite
someone is whispering in your ear...” explained Teacher C and this prastioeced the
usefulness of the chat feature if the administrator was not in the room durmgtinst
Administrators found the pre and post observation conferences to be very useful: however,
teacher results were mixed in the survey data with only five teacherdyisenthe item in
practice and those ranked it as somewhat useful. The researcher did not finsahevieathis
disconnect occurred since interview data obtained from teachers found tiheegradt
positively impacted their instruction.

Administrator A reported how she used the observation and evaluation process t® dismis
teachers after poor performance teaching online during the 2009-2010 school yessonfand
Gall (1997) described the summative evaluation as a practice administrators nnsea t
decisions regarding tenure, promotion, or dismissal. Administrator A stated ¢aahart
“...was not keeping up with the course,” and was not rehired after poor performancdienalu
The evaluation identified the teacher as not performing well and Adminis&atas able to
dismiss the teacher for not meeting the instructional criteria and fourid theésan extremely

helpful method of supervision because it helped identify an ineffective teachemaowed the
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teacher from the school. Other practices were not found to be as effective insargervi
practice.
Some practices of instructional supervision were found to be rated in the someryhat/

useful category by administrators. These included:

e Peer mentoring/coaching

e Frequent observation

e Data collected over time

e As needed/on demand training and support
Each of these items was ranked very useful by two administrators and somevihdtyusee
administrator.

Peer mentoring and coaching was also regarded as highly useful by adtosigivan
though the practice was not formalized in the three schools. All teachers andidtars
reported instances of collegiality and working together as a team to skapedmtices and
resources without a district model that promoted peer coaching. Two teaakenidisat peer
coaching was “the most useful” practice in their supervision without the bene@trohon
planning time or a supervisor who facilitated the model.

During interviews with two teachers, the researcher had to consistenttysahe
conversation on the guided discussion questions. Two of the three teachers described proble
and issues they had with the program and with their students, and engaged in a didlothe
researcher when the purpose of the interview was to gather informationrantiosal
supervision. This could indicate a lack of official mentoring for teachers.h&e@cis an expert
in the field and stated “I'm trained on designing courseware...l've had all of thatppliwe

never really had a specific course because for the most part anytaieihto a classroom, |
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know more than the instructor when it comes to on-line and computer usage in the classroom.”
Teacher C also asked the researcher about his experience with online tpaohitag
conducting the interview.

Frequent observation was ranked in the useful category by teachers and cited the
continuous communication and feedback as useful for improving their instruction andugsolvi
conflicts and issues. These data correlate with email and chat used for atemedi
communication and feedback. One teacher cited in survey data that the “easipditgeo
supervisors” was a strength of the school’s supervisory system.

Administrators ranked the last five items as somewhat useful/very useful:

Individual self reflection (3 administrators responding)

e Flexible professional development opportunities (2 administrators responding)
o Differentiated supervision based on varied ability and developmental levels (2
administrators responding)

e Analysis of multiple sources of data (3 administrators responding)

e Action research (2 administrators responding)
Administrator B found that individual self reflection was very useful and used tbicpran
many aspects of his supervision and indicated in the survey that the item was ftdrgndgse
followed up with “... the depth of reflection is purposeful in how we move forward.”
Differentiated supervision was also ranked as somewhat useful as aditurssaigreed that the
recent implementation of online learning required them to adapt their supestgerio
address diverse teacher skill sets. Administrators found usefulness inatieafrthe practices
presented in the survey. This was not as evident in the survey and interview datedcirtbec

teachers.
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Figure 4 shows the impact of supervisory practices as indicated by teachemnsgey
data. The top four practices were personalized emails, peer coachingsafatygltiple

sources of data and on demand training and support.

O Somewhat useful 0 Yery useful
Frequent observation

Regularly scheduled meetings with supervisor

Pre and post observation conferences

Timely, constructive and specific feedbackQ

Differentiated supervision based on varied ability and developmental levelsO

Analysis of multiple sources of data
Data collected over time

Flexible professional development opportunities

——
— ——
As needed/on demand training and support —— —
Personalized emails  — —
Peer mentoringlcoachingd — B —
Individual teacher self reflection S -

e
—_
s
s
.
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=
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Figure 4. The impact supervision had on instruction as regubbly teachers.

The teachers agreed with administrators regarding practice in the highiesd items
two items, timely, constructive and specific feedback and personalizedeméferences
emerged as teachers ranked the impact of training and support questions mudémgher
administrators and reported the pre and post conferences were not as usefulb&sheaather
practices. Sergiovanni & Starratt (1993) view supervision as a focus for imprestiget’'s
knowledge, skills, and abilities and problem solve effectively. This is evident imeteac
responses that identified practices that supported individual teachempente (feedback,
emails, training and support). Peer coaching was ranked as very useful liganbets, yet it is

not a formal practice implemented by sample school administrators.
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Teachers identified supervisory practices within their schools as condhyctieelir
administrators and ranked them on a 4 point Likert scale. The top five identifiedeohd ra
practices were:

1. Personalized emails (ten respondents)
2. Peer mentoring/coaching (eight respondents)
3. Timely, constructive and specific feedback (ten respondents)
4. As needed/on demand training and support (eight respondents)
5. Regularly scheduled meetings with supervisor (nine respondents)
The next 3 items were also identified as somewhat to very useful as identitemchers.
6. Differentiated supervision based on varied ability and developmental levels
(eight respondents)
7. Individual teacher self reflection (eight respondents)
8. Analysis of multiple sources of data (nine respondents)

One final item, Action Research, was identified by three teachers and undgimous
ranked as very useful, however, none of the interviewed teachers used ActiortiRasear
practice and could not describe the practice in greater depth.

The two items that were not ranked as useful in practice were pre and posttairserva
conferences and frequent observation. These items were both identified by severergs@mnd
evident in practice. Both frequent observation and pre and post observation confereaces wer
ranked lower in usefulness. These items were in the bottom three of practicdiettent
ranked for usefulness in supervisory practices by teachers. Data fromthitemvere on both

administrator and teacher surveys (Appendix B and C) provided conflicting results.
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When teacher survey responses regarding strategies in supervisorggnaetie
compared to administrator’s responses, many of the survey items matched dplnesse The

top items identified and matched are identified in Table 11
Table 11

Comparison of Survey Responses Ranking Supervisory Practices

Supervisory Practice  Teacher Responses Ranking Administrators

Personalized emails 10 8 very useful All reported very

2 somewhat useful useful

Timely, constructive 10 7 very useful All reported very
and specific feedback 3 somewhat useful useful

Peer 8 6 very useful All reported very
mentoring/coaching 2 somewhat useful useful

Regular scheduled 9 6 very useful 2 reported very
meetings with 3 somewhat useful useful
supervisor

The four items listed in Table 10 were the most identified in practice and rankestas m
useful as measured by the survey. Teachers and administrators found corgmeyaaiiting the
usefulness of these items as supervisory practices. Other data anagzéukefsurvey showed
conflicting perceptions between teachers and administrators regard@rgdentified
supervisory practices.

Teacher survey data showed that nine respondents identified analysis pliensoltirces
of data were evident in practice and was ranked as very useful by fivereaokd somewhat

useful by four teachers. Administrators, however, all identified analysmiltiple sources of
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data present in their supervisory practice, but with two administrators rankipcattiee
somewhat useful and one ranking the practice very useful. This is signifilamglyfor
administrators showing that teacher’s perception of this item was more thseful
administrators. Survey data did not reveal reasons why teachers would finéd¢kisepmore
useful than administrators. A similar conflict was evident in the differedtistipervision based
on varied ability and developmental levels.

Eight teachers identified differentiated supervision as evident in pravitic three
teachers ranking the practice somewhat useful and six ranking it very uskfadministrators
identified differentiated supervision as evident in practice with two admatoss ranking it
somewhat useful and one ranking the practice very useful. Differentiatadisiqueis evident
in practice in the three sample schools and is useful to improve instruction as thdicatevey
results. Administrator B explained that he did not find the practice as usefulsungeissisory
practices due to union issues and grievances filed when he was implemastimeyt practice.
Administrator B believed the practice should be implemented, but found it only somesghat
in practice. The practice of frequent observation also revealed sometocunflierceptions
regarding its usefulness in the survey responses.

Survey responses indicated that two items were clearly identified inceraod found to
be useful, however, teachers found it to be statistically less useful than acarss Frequent
observation, which was unanimously identified by administrators as present ingoveas only
identified by six of thirteen teachers as a practice in supervision. Ad #uministrators
identified frequent observation in practice with two ranking it very useful and one ganhkin

somewhat useful. Four teachers ranked frequent observation as somewhanhddéiaea
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teachers ranked it very useful. In this study, administrators find the praxdreeuseful than
teachers in instructional supervision.

Another survey item, pre and post observation conferences, were identified bgwarly s
of thirteen teachers as evident in supervision. Five teachers ranked the usefyinessd post
observation conferences as somewhat useful with two teachers rankingusegn. Two of
three administrators, however, indicated the practice was evident and both rateshjt aseful.
Interview data could not confirm the discrepancies of these data. This praasiteenmost
divergent of views of supervisory practices in the study, indicating adratoistfind pre and
post observation conferences evident in practice and very useful as opposed towdachers
mostly felt the practice was somewhat useful.

Other items in the survey were identified by administrators as evident irvisaper
practice although not rated as useful. Figure 6 below details survey itemssacturs
reported as useful practices in the supervisory process.

Table 12 shows the usefulness of supervisory practices by administraton®asdise

majority of identified items had some use in the practice of instructionahgsipar
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Table 12

Usefulness of Supervisory Practices Reported by Administrators

Question Number Somewhat Useful Very Useful
1 Frequent observation 1 2
2 Regularly scheduled meetings with supervisor 0 2
3 Pre and post observation conferences 0 2
4  Timely, constructive and specific feedback 0 3
5 Differentiated supervision based on ability and 1

developmental levels

6  Analysis of multiple sources of data 2 1
7 Data collected over time 1 2
8 Flexible professional development 1 1

opportunities

9 As needed/on demand training and support 1 2
10 Personalized emails 0 3
11 Peer mentoring/coaching 1 2
12 Learning communities 0 2
13 Action research 1 1
14 Individual teacher self reflection 2 1

Table 12 details the useful and somewhat useful supervisory practices idéntifie
administrators. Timely constructive feedback and personalized emadsmanimously rated
very useful in the supervisory practice. Frequent observation, data collecteuinayem
demand and as needed training, and support and peer coaching received very useful and

somewhat useful ratings consistently in the three sample schools. The adtomsistiso rated
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teacher reflection, analysis of multiple sources of data, and differehsiapervision and
somewhat useful to very useful.

Administrators ranked these practices’ usefulness in the survey and weeslled
which tools were used in the supervisory process. Of the remaining consteatis tre
practice of supervision, these elements were identified by two of thraeeisiators:

¢ Flexible professional development opportunities

e Peer mentoring/coaching
These items were rated highly for usefulness and were evident in pradtloer items in the
survey were identified by administrators as evident in supervisory pratttioeigh not rated as
useful.

The surveys identified practices used by supervisors to observe and eesoaes of
online learning. The next section identifies tools used by administrators whuexbaad
evaluated teachers and described how the practices were conducted. The camomtmits
are not exclusive to supervising teachers of online learning; however, these¢oelavailable
to administrators and teachers using web applications and LMSs. These tealdengfied
and ranked by teachers and administrators as evident in practice and usefulgabe same 4
point Likert scale as the previous section in Appendix C.

The impact technology tools had on instruction.Technology tools for communication
for instructional supervision were identified and ranked by teachers and admongst
Technology tools are used for information gathering and communication purpakes i
supervisory practices. Table 13 identifies and ranks the usefulness of techoolsgy

supervisory practices as reported by administrators.
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Table 13

Usefulness of Technology Tools Reported by Administrators

Question Number Somewhat useful Very useful

1 Email 0 3

3 Wikis 1 0

4 Videoconferencing 1 1

5 Social networking 1 0

6 Electronic portfolios 2 0

7 Chat 2 1

8 LMS tools (Please specify) 0 2

All three administrators identified that email and chat were used in the swpgrvis
process. Email was rated as very useful by all three administratomsydmpwhat was rated as
somewhat useful by two administrators and very useful by one administratorinidtrator C
revealed that frequent communication via email and updates allowed for constiestivack
and the opportunity for frequent observations. These combined tools and practicesme e f
be very useful by administrators. Other areas identified as useful by twoistdators were
video conferencing and electronic portfolios. Electronic portfolios were ratednaewhat
useful, while videoconferencing was rated very useful and somewhat useful. fdeseeare
used as a component of district LMSs and an item was identified by adatorist@nd teachers
in an open ended question.

The tool identified as “other” is Wimba classroom. Wimba classroom is a coliiaeora

learning application that allows users to meet online via multi-way audio arelthoozigh
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Internet. The two administrators and two teachers that identified Wimlsaodlas as evident in
practice rated the item as very useful in the supervisory process. Me@gwted the

usefulness of technology tools in supervisory practices as shown in Table 14.
Table 14

Usefulness of Technology Tools Reported by Teachers

Question Number Somewhat useful Very useful
1 Email 1 8
4 Videoconferencing 3 1
5 Social networking 1 3
6 Electronic portfolios 0 2
7 Chat 4 1
9 Other (Please specify) 0 2

The teacher survey data indicated that email was the most identified andalsed all
the electronic tools. Of the thirteen teachers who responded, nine identifi¢deprasent in
the supervision system and eight of the nine rated the practice as very usefulaghat
identified by five teachers as evident in practice and four of those teaahlerd raas somewhat
useful with one teacher finding chat very useful. Chat and email were descrimg aseful
and somewhat useful by participants and was explained in interview data weirthe m
communication tools used by both teachers and administrators. Other identiféeith foraictice
are evident in survey and interview data although the researcher found thatdehd not

identify many technology tools reported to be evident in supervisory practice.
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Social networking was identified by four teachers as a supervisoryceraaod three of
four respondents found social networking very useful. Social networking was misaaddrg
Teacher A and Administrator A and this was discovered during interviews aresdagaher
disregarded their data. Teacher B explained she was active in Spridg8ddrscussion board,
English Companion Ning with Kim Berks (social network for educators) and interaeith
other educators teaching at cyber schools. Social networks such as Facebooktanavé&rei
not permitted in Acceptable Use Policies for the other two schools. Anothercessed in
School B and C was videoconferencing in various forms.

Videoconferencing was identified by three of four respondents as somewhadtius
practice. Two respondents identified an additional tool not offered as a regpansad
identified that tool as “live meeting” and “gotomeeting.” These options aoekabwn as
Wimba. Administrator B used videoconferencing and assisted a teacher to lotstand the
concept of videoconferencing in the classroom. Administrator B stated he wasgoa
teacher via videoconferencing stating she was “very matter of fact &ed adtrupt” when
presenting lessons to her classes. The teacher in School B is now commuaragtvayking
more effectively with the tool after practicing with videoconferencingraadting via
videoconferencing with Administrator B. Teachers and administrators did notangeofithe
technology tools listed in the survey to facilitate their supervisory proddsse was more face-
to-face contact between administrators and teachers, and this could havednipacise of
technology tools for information and communication in the supervisory process. The fina
section of the survey asked administrators and teachers about strengthdlandeshi their

current supervisory practices.
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In the final section of both surveys, administrators and teachers identifiegtsr@nd
challenges within their supervisory system. This was an open ended itenfotatal
respondents to elaborate on the question and inform the researcher as to successful and
challenging aspects components of their current supervisory practices.|lehgbal
Administrator B had regarding the teachers changing their delivery nigtish was addressed
in meetings with teachers who continually used traditional teaching methods. stdataniB
specified “we have a teacher who scans his textbook and all his worksheets and seds$ the
to students in a .pdf file. The student is expected to print them out, respond on the handout, and
scan them back to the teacher. This is obviously not virtual teaching; it is simpiyvadoat you
did in the classroom but doing it in a different mode of technology.” Administratos@ided
the practice as “a great illustration of 2€entury methods meeting2tentury struggles.”
Administrator B had access to all lessons and communication and assistedhlee te adapt
his teaching strategies to an online environment. Although this was identifiedhakemge in
the supervision of online instruction, the ability to access all classroom aod lgsta were very
useful to Administrator B in supervising a teacher with this teaching peactihis challenge
was redefined in the interview data as a strength due to the ability toydetsiditional
approach to education. These challenges presented current issues in instructionsisupe
both in face-to-face and online delivery of instruction. Teachers were asked imvie t®
identify strengths in the supervisory system.

Teachers in the sample schools reported strengths in the supervisory procefeah the

section of the survey. This is displayed in Table 15:
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Table 15

Reported Strengths in the Supervisory Process

Strengths in the Supervisory Process

Easy accessibility to supervisors

The online communication and student management and Educator systems with details
Constant improvement and ideas for a better online learning environment

Constant contact and communication with supervisors

Supervisor works closely with you so they know your quality of work

Openness to hear issues and concerns and offer potential solutions

Allowing us to work autonomously

Provides teachers with the opportunity to provide evidence of their teaching skills on
days when ideas/techniques aren’t demonstrated for a formal/informalatimer
Expectations are clearly delineated and the director gives useful posiliveegative
feedback

Flexibility

The comments were a combination of flexibility and accessibility #sawé¢he feedback

for improved teaching in an online environment. These responses verify survey andantervie

data regarding the usefulness of supervisory practices. Teachers fromGcapotted that the

administrator allowed teachers to work autonomously, observed and evaluated datatbatdays

may not have been formally observed, and gave useful positive and negative féeback

clearly delineated expectations. Perceptions are mixed as analyzedshy#heand interview
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data and documentary evidence regarding several of the supervisory praithiqessiiive and
negative data.
Chapter Summary

Results from the three data sets revealed trends regarding perfoontarce
supervisory practices and the impact observation and evaluation had on teachers of online
learning. The data sets verified that criteria for online instructelalery were identical for
face-to-face teachers. This is evident in all three data sets and throtigholiépter and
reported that the policies and rubrics were the same for all teachersesgaifdielivery
method. Respondents reported they were in the process of revising and adaptirgggralicie
documents to reflect an online environment but were currently working under therstamne
and implementing the same practices as traditional face-to-facereadtministrator A
described the evaluation criteria as “...if the criteria doesn’t (s@3tey match one of the boxes
we add an attachment to the evaluation.” Teachers reported that their onireeydsli
instruction was much different from face-to-face and being an effectivedehcher required
additional skill sets not included on evaluation rubrics.

Technical skills and multitasking were identified by teachers and adratoist as
necessary skills for teachers and administrators working in an online environgaffaative
observation and evaluation techniques adapted for an online environment in a clinical
supervision model allowed conferences to occur as instruction was being deliweéred a
positively impacted instruction. Improvement strategies were implechenteediately and
without disruption as lessons were being conducted. Many teachers and adtoisiticked
the experience of teaching and supervising online learning and learned “oh.the j

Administrator C said she adapted to the online environment “by the seat of my padtsther
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teachers and administrators reported the same type of introduction to working iman onli
environment.

Supervisory tools and practices were identified and ranked to determine thegaerce
impact on instruction. Email and chat for communication emerged as an effeeittee as
nearly all respondents used the tool and practice. On-demand training and supgctedm
instruction as self-directed trainings and webinars emerged as optionsfeéssprnal
development. Peer coaching, although not formalized in any of the sample schools Jyositive
impacted instruction as reported by both teachers and administrators. Fexiliiie
supervisory practices and the analysis of multiple sources of data allowedsadtors to
observe different data from LMSs to evaluate teachers and was found by botrstdtonsiand
teachers to impact instruction. The impact of these practices on instructievidest and may
impact future practitioners as K-12 online learning continued to grow at a rapidraighout
the 2009-2010 school year. Chapter 5 addresses and discusses the implications ofrfindings
Chapter 4 and provides insight into the criteria, practices and impact of irstelcupervision

of online learning for future research.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS, SUMMARY & RECOMMENDATIONS

Throughout the history of education, instruction has typically been evaluated atafac
face environment; however, the enormous growth of online learning in K-12 schoolsitaée®s
supervising a vastly different delivery of instruction. Early in the twérdycentury, school
administrators face the complicated task of supervising teachers workiytgerschools where
instruction is not conducted in a physical school building. The changing landscape tibeduca
challenges administrators to evaluate instruction conducted via computerseanetint
technologies. Administrators must evaluate instructional delivery in a virtumbament which
is unlike a traditional classroom observation where the teacher, students, and eatoniaist
physically present in a classroom. The purpose of this study is to descfdyenpece criteria,
supervisory practices, and the perceived impact those practices have on tefaahiane
learning. Findings of the study can be used to develop and improve practices of amgtlucti
supervision in an online environment.

Rosendale (2009) suggested the identification of cyberschools was difficult and thus
prevented researchers from reaching school districts that provide ontimadeta K-12
students. This difficult process became evident early in this study astrdearches and
networking with New Jersey and Pennsylvania public schools administatbimiversity
faculty yielded few results. The search for potential schools required iegtesearches in order
to identify cyberschools that qualified for participation in this study. Sesehalols outsource
online learning to various providers rather than develop an in-district cyberschaoituély,
the three sample schools were identified. These schools provided valuable data tarenswe

research questions. The three research questions are as follows:
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Research Question 1 : What criteria do administrators use to observe and

evaluate online instructors?

Research Question 2: What practices do administrators use to supervise

online instructors?

Research Question 3: To what extent do supervisory practices impact iosfuct

The results and a discussion of the research questions are presented in Chaptes5. This i

followed by final conclusions, limitations, implications for practice, and lcoles with

recommendations for further research and a summary of the chapter.

Summary of Results

This study focused on three schools, one in New Jersey and two in Pennsylvania and

described the performance criteria, supervisory practices, and impadrwudétiosal supervision

in an online learning environment. Collectively, three administrators and 13reache

participated in the study providing survey data, interview data, and documentiegavio

describe instructional supervision as follows:

Most respondents did not have undergraduate or graduate courses in the pedagogy
of online learning or observing and evaluating online instruction

None of the administrators in cyberschools had experience teaching online

The same criteria were used to evaluate online and traditional teachiéthreea

sample schools

Observation forms for online teachers were the same for traditional teaclad

three sample schools

Supervisory practices were based upon face-to-face strategies ofatibseand

evaluation in the sample schools
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Administrator’s and teacher’s perceptions of performance standardediffer
Supervisory practices were based upon face-to-face strategies vatioseand
evaluation in the sample schools

The majority of supervisory practices were reported as very useful by
administrators in cyberschools

Teachers and administrators disagreed on the usefulness of pre and post
observations and frequent observations

Constructive feedback and personalized emails were reported as having positive
impact and was useful to online teachers

An administrator observing and providing feedback to a teacher during online
instruction in School C (a variant of clinical supervision, (Goldhammer, 1969;
Cogan, 1973) was identified as a practice unique to an online environment and
ranked as very useful

Without specific standards for online teacher performance the perceptions of
respondents determined what was useful in direct assistance (Glicknhan et a
2001).

Peer coaching (Zepeda, 2003; Sullivan & Glanz, 2000; Nolan, 1997) was not
formally structured in cyberschools but was found to be very useful to teachers
and administrators

Additional criteria identified in successful online teaching practices weded to

evaluations in narratives or addendums when necessary
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e All three sample schools were in the process of revising criteria and atigerv
documents to reflect the online delivery of instruction

The results suggest areas for consideration. First, the documentary evaeated that
performance criteria for online teachers and face-to-face teasleee similar. Research
suggests that the direct transfer of good instructional practice in fdaeetgettings does not
necessarily translate to good teaching in an online environment (Davis & Rolbi§8), Zhe
observation forms were the same and, contractually, the evaluations of itezsewere the
same regardless of the delivery of instruction. This caused concern anaigeseig teacher
unions in School B, and all respondents noted discrepancies between deliveringonsimuecti
physical classroom and an online environment. However, survey and interview datadorovide
additional criteria for successful online teaching performance not incinded current forms
and policies, such as multitasking and technological skills. All three sample sobjpoited the
need for an online model of teaching criteria and supervisory practicesthath@perating
under current policies and observing using traditional evaluation forms. Howevenfdhe
schools reported that the current development of specific criteria and olmsefoatis for
online teaching was underway in each district.

The researcher postulated that sample schools were operating under traditional
supervisory policies which raised concern regarding how administratoesrigsl online
teaching performance when they used face-to-face supervisoryecaitetripractices. To
determine the supervisory practices used by administrators, survey itppen@x B, C) were
developed based upon theories and practices of supervision in a physical environitlena(Gl
et al., 2001). The surveys were administered to gather data to describe suppraisargs in

an online environment. Interviews were conducted to gather data regarding tleegract
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administrators used to evaluate teachers of online learning and providgd int how criteria
were evaluated as seen through the eyes of the practitioners, both teachdrsiaistrators.
The administrators used many traditional practices of supervision; howevewjisonyer
emerged from interview data that were unique to an online environment. Adnmgstra
reported they learned “on the job” while supervising online teachers, and Admami§trat
described learning to evaluate online teacher performance as “by tioé sggpants...”

The impact of supervisory practices was determined by a Likert- tgbe that rated
usefulness. Survey and interview data provided insight into what practices teachers
administrators found useful in observing and evaluating teacher performance.idietified as
useful were a result of “direct assistance” that Glickman (1990) determaeethe link between
teacher needs and organizational goals. The results identified the usefubwtsimitems,
however, these items were based upon newly implemented practices, by adtoisistith little
experience in an online environment that evaluated performance critegaategy evaluate a
distinctly different delivery of instruction. An argument can be made that goodatish can
be evaluated by a skilled administrator; however, there are criticaleditfes between teaching
in a physical classroom and teaching in a virtual environment. Results fromuthiskbw a
need for online teaching performance standards and matching supervisopepracti
administrators can utilize to improve teaching and meet school goals.

Discussion
Research Question 1

What criteria do administrators use to observe and evaluate online instruots?

Criteria for evaluating teachers of online learning were similariteria for evaluating teachers

in a traditional environment. The criteria for traditional face-to-facehtra were adapted to an
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online environment. Therefore, evaluation of online teachers was dependent upon adiongistra
interpreting traditional standards in an online environment. An example of thisng ais

variety of teaching techniques” as a criterion for evaluation. This oritean be interpreted as
using multimedia, Internet sources, chat, threaded discussions, Skype, cedthiues

available in the LMS. However, without specific descriptions of the standarelqratation can
cause an atmosphere of speculation regarding the definition of successkilmstiuction.

In the sample schools, some instructional activities were embedded in Corapassad,
APEX, or A+ assignment which are self-guided learning applications for studems
definition of “teaching techniques” needs to be clarified by administrators asteetean
cyberschools to provide a common understanding of criteria and expectations. asitichtmin
will benefit both groups and define performance standards for online instruction, eefdrihe
can be accurately observed and evaluated. All three sample schools reportetbasegsarate
policies and forms for online teaching evaluations. All sample schools des¢réed t
development of specific criteria and rubrics for online teaching asrdlytoccurring in the
districts.

Each district has criteria and polices for instructional supervision agssvilms and
documents for evaluation. Local rubrics and criteria were used in all threéessohools for
both online and face-to-face teachers regardless of the delivery modelnigtdators reported
that if an online instructional technique did not match the evaluation criteria, elmagtat or
comment was added to the evaluation. This was evident in the identification by both
administrators and teachers of “multi-tasking,” which requires tea¢bdrave simultaneous
applications open while communicating and “teaching” in an online environment. Although the

development of separate evaluation criteria is underway in the sample sontinksteaching
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and evaluation were occurring without clear explanations or expectatiommudgtit
administrators and teachers seemed to have a similar understanding of antimg Jehe
evaluation process was unclear regarding what definitively was beihm®dby
administrators.

School districts have specific policies for observation and evaluation; however, these
policies have not been modified to address teachers delivering instruction in an online
environment. These policies were developed by local school districts operatirageita-face
instructional model that has been in place for over 160 years. The change itiamstfuc
delivery migrated from a physical environment to an online environment, however, the
evaluation criteria were not modified to reflect the change in instructitatigery. This
oversight caused union concerns in the sample schools and resulted in severaiegibeag
filed regarding the process of supervising online teachers.

Many of the teacher union concerns sought clarity in what was evaluated thacher
observations by administrators. The National Education Association published #ogumdiee
courses (Fulton, 2002a) and International Association for K-12 Online Learnin@@NA
developed standards that address specific skills and criteria for effecline teaching
(International Council for K-12 Online Learning, 2008). This research is geabtalto
cyberschools in New Jersey, Pennsylvania and across the country, yet was mtot galtay or
practice by the sample schools prior to enrolling students. Ferdig, CavanaRgitrd)Black &
Dawson (2009) confirmed the lack of research and synthesized standards frohscioh
settings. Prior to beginning instruction in a cyberschool, school districtsmédedrte the
performance standards of online teachers that will be evaluated by ansicgitoni This would

alleviate grievances associated with observing and evaluating adicteets.
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The sample school districts enrolled students to meet a growing demandrfer onli
learning that eliminates geographical and scheduling limitations (Strath 2006). As the
sample schools opened, the observation and evaluation of online instructional delivery was
overlooked, causing administrators to supervise online learning without the lo¢efiined
standards and practices to meet the goals of instructional supervision. Insi&dohi@astrator
C explained, instructional supervision is reduced to “That has all been seat of myrjadetst
up as | go, and figure out what works for our children.” The performance criteria and
supervisory practices are implemented in real time as the process of cedimegevas
occurring. Another implication of “learning on the job” is that the criteria aadtiges are
being developed by educators and administrators inexperienced in the practicaseof onl
learning.

A recommendation for teacher unions and school districts is to collaborativelppe
specific criteria for teachers of online learning based upon currentglesédris would create a
“shared vision” for the cyberschool, regarding the goals of instructional suparviSenge,
Cambron-McCabe, Lucas, Smith, Dutton & Kleiner (2000) suggests that developirmg@ sha
vision can galvanize and reinforce organizational practices in an organizatiorprddess
would provide clarity to the goals of supervision developed by the stakeholders. Thss mfoce
developing a shared vision will define the expectations and procedures to achgyal shef
the school. After policies are approved, the observation and evaluation rubrics could be
developed to reflect the policies for the improvement of instruction. Another factwibeiting
to the need of specific online teaching criteria was the lack of trainingaiesaeceived on

teaching effectively in an online environment.
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Training reportedly consisted of preparing teachers to use the LMS ttadihefiocusing
on online pedagogical practices. Teachers reported the training focused MSaadl tools of
teaching online rather than the practice of teaching online. Learning to weggptivations in a
cyberschool are vital to successful online teaching, however, these arg tinemalbodalities of
online instruction. In relation to a physical environment, this is similar tarigaa teacher to
write on a whiteboard, create handouts, read the textbooks, and find their way to the Media
Center. Training teachers how to use an LMS does not necessarily provide sexamaple
structure of good teaching, only how to use the equipment available in the school building.
Meaningful professional development should train teachers on the pedagogy of ontiimg lear
enhance teaching strategies in an online environment. This training should be condacted pri
an online teaching assignment and continue as online learning researchseddngaistrator
training was similar to teacher training focusing on use of the LMS anddheital aspects of
online learning.

The lack of training was also evident in administrators who were providing impeoem
strategies for teachers via direct assistance. The primary objettirect assistance is to
improve teacher performance (Glickman et al., 2001), but a gap has developexhliebgbers
and administrators regarding instructional practices. This is evident as stdmbons reported a
lack of supervisory training in an online environment. Contributing to this gap, none of #he thre
sample administrators taught in an online environment prior to working as a ¢ywdrsc
administrator. Pennsylvania code requires a minimum of five years teachimgegeerior to
obtaining a principal or supervisor certificate, stating specificallgémelidate “Have completed
5 years of satisfactory professional experience in the area in which tmeisoigecertificate is

sought.” (1 PA Code § 49.111New Jersey requires a minimum of three years teaching prior to
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meeting the requirements acquire a supervisory certification (Ne&ylBepartment of
Education Administrative Code, 2005).

However, this requirement does not transfer to an online environment. An administrator
is not precluded from supervising online teachers without any online teachingeagpe These
data support the need for a standardization of criteria or certifications to stypheat training
of teachers and administrators on effective teaching in an online environmesspé&aks to
teacher online instructional competencies and administrators ability td'ydeamdi evaluate
effective online teaching strategies.

Currently, administrators in the sample schools are basing teacher oloseavati
evaluation on the current criteria for traditional classrooms. The same isibsed to record
and assess lessons of both online and face-to-face teachers as permtisstateapolicy. This
requires the administrator to interpret face-to-face teachingiaréed adapt it to an online
environment. This supervision was conducted by administrators with no experience in online
teaching or online supervision, and interpretation of current criteria and coyldhéagive.
Public education developed policies and procedures for teacher supervision througpast the
century and this structure remains relatively unchanged.

The virtual delivery of instruction is a radical change from teachingredaipnal
classroom and will require school districts to change criteria and starfidiaedective online
instruction. This shift in criteria will require a change in the pracacesktools administrators
use to observe and evaluate online teachers. Cyberschool administrators tepgriearned
about supervising online learning through past experience and independent studyeof onli

learning research and articles. As the criteria and tools change inlth21&s€entury,
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administrators’ practices must be modified to address significant tecioallolganges and the
online delivery of instruction.
Research Question 2

What practices do administrators use to supervise online instructors?
Administrators have a variety of tools and data available to observe and e\zailia¢
instruction. Because the criteria and rubrics were exactly the samadraditional teacher and
an online teacher, the practice of observing and evaluating online instructistruzsred
similarly with an administrator “observing” a lesson by logging into thersghbeol LMS and
evaluating instruction using the observation form. Unlike a brick and mortar schools,
cyberschools are available at any time for an administrator to viearaehgll classroom data
from when the course began until the last student logged out. All resources, questions,
assignments, artifacts, and communications are available to the adatonii be observed and
evaluated. Several observational practices were identified by teandeadrainistrators
currently taking place in sample cyberschools such as logging into the LM Ssicadlyysitting
next to the teacher as s/he is logged into the LMS.

Administrators conduct classroom visits in physical classrooms when observing and
evaluating staff, and this process is generally done for a finite period af@heonstitutes a
lesson. This allows the administrator to observe a lesson from beginning to end aatkdhal
design and delivery of the lesson. The evaluation of teachers is required by\Remasnd
New Jersey law as three times per year for non-tenured teachers apeoyear for tenured
teachers (NJDOE-AC, 2005; PDE 426 427 and 428, 2003). In an online environment, an
observed “lesson” is not as defined strictly as a lesson in a physical ¢tags SEhis

organization of instruction can cause ambiguities in defining a classroom vasitsieec
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administrators have access to all components of online instruction from the tunert sind
teacher login on the first day of school until the last logout. Administrators acluetrs
identified frequent observation as evident in practice and administrators repodedrabs
communications, lesson design, and student work. Data from the study suggesé $a@anehr
be conducted to define an online teacher observation “lesson” to determine a timerfram
process to specify what the administrator is observing.

The enormity of classroom data available to administrators observing onlinetiost
supports the need to define parameters or performance criteria for adrtorsstio identify for
an observation. No data from the study defined a classroom visit. Respondentsl rtygort
search for behaviors or criteria in synchronous and asynchronous online iostoactiirred as a
formal observation, walk-through, or “drive-by” in which administrators looketiuatent
projects, communication, and instructional design. This supervisory practice coefd fsrem
identifying the recorded lesson data and categorizing, organizing, and szinth&sese data
through the LMS web-application.

Current applications allow administrators to record instructional dataf&roenato-face
classroom instruction in hand held devices such as iTouchs and Blackberrys. Admigistrator
conduct an observation and record data such as specific teaching criteria doft3ok a
handheld device. These data are then uploaded into a computer and compiled in a web-
application that categorizes everything recorded by the administrafiar the data are
organized in the web-based application, administrators have several optiondavaiémnalyze
the data and rate a teacher’s performance. Teachers can be rated oncspecdiccompared

to other teachers and other classes. These technologies are being used atickepra
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supervision in brick and mortar schools. The technological power within an LMS caredagit
observation rubric and an administrator can record it digitally through tt& LM

The technologies for categorizing, organizing, and synthesizing instruaatasare
available in web-applications and are currently used by administratoaslitioinal

environments. Organizations such ashhé-continent Research for Education and Learning

(McREL) using Marzano, Pickering & Pollock’s (2001) criteria for PoWlkthroughs gather
data on classroom instruction. The data are then uploaded and used for teacher evahiation.
software-based observation records all observable data and can combine mudtipétiait
teacher evaluations. A recommendation for further research is to ident#gschibols using
these technologies and research the practice of data warehousing g®aerdrof teacher
observation and evaluation. These technology tools can be useful for evaluatingsteache
Enlisting the protocol for categorizing and synthesizing multiple observatioselstaan then
be compared with research based methods and best practices to improve tearheanpaf
This requires the development of a web-application that would identify andl igoecific
criteria in the LMS, another web-application. This communication betweercatpmhs is
currently in development and is known as the Semantic Web or Web 3.0.

A practice of clinical supervision was identified by respondents in the stugipiaal
was incorporating pre and post conferences as a part of the observation procepse dimil
post conference was modified into a “present” conference by School C with tivesticior
present while Teacher C was instructing a class. Feedback was providedioeitesson
without disrupting the class and seemed to positively impact instruction with amdiaayef
feedback that is not available in face-to-face supervisory models. This exlatid work of

Goldhammer (1969) and Cogan (1973) and adapted the clinical model to reflectyafingent
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century learning environment. The potential of current technologies offerslsesans for
administrators and teachers to work together in real time to improve teaching. athisepr
could be beneficial for peer coaching in formal and informal models. A recomnoenfiati
practitioners is to identify best practices as reported by School C to iemiemsupervisory
practices in cyberschools around the country.

Administrators in the sample schools did not have any formal training in graduate
programs in the supervision of online instruction; rather they participated in webinaesd
current research regarding the practices of online observation and evaluationinAds
instruction continues to grow at a rapid rate, a recommendation for colleges anditiesvisrto
provide courses or programs on effective strategies for evaluating onlinedeaif eacher
preparation programs would include courses, degrees, or certificate programise
instruction. Online learning is outpacing other initiatives (Watson et al., 20@4luication and
provides students educational opportunities that transcend geography and coursengchiéduli
the enrollment trend continues, within six years, 10% of secondary coursbs wailimputer
based, and 50% of courses will be delivered online by 2019 (Christensen & Horn, 2008)l Forma
preparation from colleges and universities will enable administrators to profedaves
supervision to online teachers to positively impact instruction.

Research Question 3

To what extent do supervisory practices impact instruction?The study suggests a
disagreement between teachers and administrators in defining and understemdmigulated
performance standards in local instructional supervision. The perceptionadinaiistrators
were that instructional supervision provided accountability for instructionpwegrthe quality

of instruction, and raised student achievement. This was contrary to teacleetipes; as
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(54%) of teachers strongly agreed or somewhat agreed to the three istateitrenearly half of
the teachers surveyed showing neutrality or disagreement. Figure Salroimgstrators

responses and Table 16 show teachers’ responses:

B Strongly Agree

provide accountability for improve the quality of raise studemnt
instruction instruction achievement

Figure 5 Administrator’'s responses to survey question 10.

Table 16

Teacher's Agreement to Statements Regarding Instructional Supervision

Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree Somewhat Strongly

Question Disagree Disagree nor Disagree  Agree Agree

Provide accountability 2 1 1 2 5

for instruction

Improve the quality of 2 1 2 1 5
instruction
Raise student 1 2 1 1 6

achievement
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This disagreement in the purpose of supervision for teachers is a cause fan concer
regarding the goal of instructional supervision. The conflicting perceptions goavide a
foundation for the administrator/teacher relationship and the function of supemiactigces.
The impact of supervision is difficult to describe specifically because neanfiers did not have
a clear purpose as to why they were being supervised. When the groups do not understand
“why” they are working together then attaining goals and improving pedoce will be
misguided and confused.

Administrators and teachers work together in an employee/supervisamnshg for a
variety of reasons. Data from the study indicates standards for instrlistipeavision were
unclear as reported by teachers. This poses the question: why are obsemdtewaiations
conducted? Glickman et al. (2001) suggest that direct assistance through mirsanat
evaluation is to achieve local goals as a component of supervision. If thesedstamdibgoals
are not defined, then measuring the impact of supervision becomes uncertain. Glickman (1990)
stresses that supervision is the link between teacher needs and school goals, itheuea
clear purpose, the observation and evaluation process is merely a summativaramanpli
school policies. The data from the study could not definitively conclude how thispdiscyein
perceptions of instructional supervision occurred; however, one could glean from tdheowa
teacher/administrator perceptions were disconnected.

Several factors could contribute to the disconnect between teachers ancstadtors
regarding the purpose of instructional supervision. These factors include; 1ytresa®f
cyberschools, 2) minimal teacher and administrator experience in an onlirenememt, 3) the
lack of separate online teaching criteria and rubric for observation and evallegigned to

assess online teacher performance. Another factor is criteria not inatuddxtics and face-to-
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face policies that were reported to enhance teaching in an online environment sudi as mul
tasking and technical skills. These criteria may be necessary for sircaassnline
environment, but may not be as beneficial in a physical classroom. This affirmesethéor
cyberschools to develop specific criteria and develop a vision and mission to adhevke
goals. The implementation of instructional supervision in a cyberschool requirésneavid
specific goals for the supervision of online instruction.

The study suggests administrators found most supervisory practices useful to abderve
evaluate teachers. Administrators in this study found thirteen of the supepriaotigzes
somewhat useful or very useful in supervising teachers of online learninghefeasponses to
the same survey items did not correspond with administrators perceptions. €he thre
administrators were relatively new to supervising online learning arefiteehfrom a variety of
data to evaluate online teaching. Any method for obtaining data to observe and ¢gatiages
seemed to prove useful to an administrator, whereas online teachers with liteteathing
experience seemed to need something specific to their teaching to be rangeflilasThis is
evident in the data as the top three supervisory practices were timelyicownstieedback,
regularly scheduled meetings with a supervisor, and personalized emails.

The three highest ranked practices by teachers suggest a meaashfers¢o solve
problems or resolve issues with their teaching. Administrators ranked frexdpsemvation and
pre and post conferences high, but these items were ranked lowest by teattigessiimeys.
The surveys consisted of paired questions for teachers and administratlons tbekesearcher
to compare data from the two groupgarallel construction of the survey items framed the
guestions differently for administrators and teachers, however, certaincibetdshave been

clearer for the respondentdn example is frequent observation may benefit an administrator by
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seeing more examples of instruction; however, frequent observation may bequbditferently
by teachers. Frequent observation may provide timely constructive feedback éuwtenes
separate survey items and could have been presented differently or elimoatdloef teacher
survey (Appendix C).

Final Conclusions

Administrators and teachers in cyberschools were optimistic about thearjdlibeir
performance. Although there was a lack of structure and a disconnect betweeteackhee
criteria and school policy, the participants were eager to improve theircesaatid confident
that more relevant policies and practices would be implemented to provide a foundation fo
instructional supervision in cyberschools.

Both groups of participants accepted their roles in the new venture of onlinedeanil
practiced and learned “on the job.” With a trial and error methodology, teachers and
administrators worked under the criteria and evaluation techniques of feaxeteachers while
delivering and evaluating instruction in an online environment. One could argue that a good
instructional supervisor can observe and evaluate instruction in any grade leigeigime area,
however, the advent of online instruction presents many challenges to teachers a
administrators that they may not have experienced throughout their carbergcilides
technical abilities and delivering and managing instruction in a vastlyehtfenvironment.
Communicating is conducted via email, chat, videoconferencing, and discussion bibeds ra
than the personal interaction of a physical classroom environment.

The gaps in knowledge of technology were evident in the study showing evidence of
teachers with more experience in online instruction than their supervisors whoentdred, yet

lacked practical experience in the practice they were evaluating. tdaclyers reported that
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administrators had not taught online and were responsible for supervising eegracthich
experience was obtained by evaluating face-to-face teachersaalimyreesearch studies or
articles. A lack of practical experience was reported; however, adratarstseemed well
versed in current practices and contemporary techniques of online instruction.

Overall, respondents showed enthusiasm for their jobs and a willingness to adapt and
improve in an online environment. The field of online learning is new and has been
implemented quickly and without policy and research based practices in place. Haheve
participants embrace their roles as educators and administrators on thaghamdscape of
education, and use prior experience in this new environment to work to the best of thieis.abil

Implications for Practice

This study showed a definitive need for cyberschools to develop criteria andfiulic
supervision prior to enrolling students in online courses. Although this need is evident, the
exponential growth of online learning seemed to require school leaders in thisostodys on
other tasks rather than modify criteria and practices of instructional ssiparvin this study,
observation and evaluation, specific to an online environment was overlooked as a component of
instructional supervision. An accreditation process implemented prior to openingschylod
should benefit the observation and evaluation system for teachers and adminisBpémific
performance criteria for teachers and supervisory practicesneddigr online learning should
impact instruction for both public schools and for-profit providers providing instruction in an
online environment. The knowledge and background of the pedagogy of online learning and
technological capacities can be leveraged to impact instruction in dybelsc

Specific criteria shown to impact instruction in an online learning environmemsin t

study should be included as performance measures for teachers in cyberschisadsudy
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identified “multi-tasking” and “technical skills” as additional criteria éyberschool teachers

and should be included in observation and evaluation rubrics for identification and assessment of
online instruction. This can be conducted via a face-to-face visit or through deeedah a
cyberschool's LMS.

Administrators in this study gathered data from LMSs as a superviswotyoerto
observe and evaluate teachers. Respondents in the study reported that all g neat
teachers and students accessed in the LMS, as well as how long each individualapent i
activity area, were available to administrators and teachers. Thassaddie used to examine
time on tasks and activities by both teachers and students. This practice can Beansed a
evaluative component in teacher observations and should be developed as an innovatiee practic
unique to an online environment. Administrators and teachers both can benefit from these dat
regarding cyberschool supervision and instruction by determining what isad@sl how long
teachers and students spent in LMS activities. These data are importasefochers to
examine the impact of instructional design in a virtual learning environment.

A supervisory practice in this study, unique to an online environment, was idengified a
Administrator C provided improvement strategies to Teacher C as she delivened onli
instruction. This real-time conferencing is a variation of the clinical sigi@n model and
allowed immediate feedback to be implemented during instruction without disrupgitesson.

This practice and other best practices possible in an online environment should bieddemdif
implemented in cyberschools to enhance supervision and impact instruction.

Self-reflection, peer coaching, and differentiated supervision were repertsafal by
teachers and administrators in the study, and these findings would provide direction a

instructional supervision develops in cyberschools. Structuring these pracscésats can
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impact instruction and presents options for administrators to observe and evalclageste
delivering instruction in an online environment.

Most of the administrators and teachers in this study were not prepared to supervise
teach in an online environment. Specific courses for online instruction and supervaith s
be available in colleges and universities to prepare staff in cyberschools. Rregralar to
undergraduate and graduate programs for teaching and supervision in phizsichl sc
environments can provide research and theory of online learning and supervision to benefi
teachers and supervisors in cyberschools.

Recommendations for Further Research

The first recommendation for further research is to determine critersai¢aessful
online teaching and gather evidence of best practices to inform practitionegsttis rapid
implementation of K-12 online learning. Cyberschools would benefit from definedparioe
criteria to create a baseline on which to base teacher evaluations that ensianceon.
Researching methods and processes schools use to develop local goals obimadtructi
supervision to define the practice and it impact would be beneficial to cybersphool®
enrolling students. As technology advances and online learning theory emexges;gevould
benefit from a foundation of criteria and standards on which to base their imstriactheet
school goals. Online learning theory would enhance the practices implemgnted b
administrators to evaluate teachers working in an online environment.

Another option for researchers is to analyze how observation and evaluation praeice
conducted in cyberschools in Pennsylvania and around the country. This will provide a

foundation for how new or current administrators can work effectively to supemnlise
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instruction in an online environment. This would be beneficial to new administrators ant curre
administrators moving to online environments.

Replicating this study with sample school districts in a traditional fadaee
environment may Yyield interesting results regarding the performanegarsupervisory
practices and impact these practices have on instruction in traditional envitenme
Determining if traditional teachers understand the purpose of instructionalisigreand the
impact of supervisory practices would be beneficial to practitioners &aalidrs require
observation and evaluation as per state and local policies. An additional compamssenbet
online and traditional groups may provide practical data as schools adapt face-toiteria to
an online environment.

Throughout the interviews respondents mentioned the characteristics of online students
Further research describing students enrolled in online programs would bechg&tsda
address learning styles, and administrators on how to evaluate and assiseanheestteaching
a specific student population. Students in the program were classified as agacaion
students or had other characteristics that may require specific igattategies that would
enhance learning. A study regarding what types of students were enroliniine learning
would benefit the practitioners and guide teacher criteria and adminigiuapmse.

In addition to describing the types of students enrolling in cyberschools, fudkarck
could describe the impact technology and media have upon learning. Evidence iasg@mergi
regarding the brain functioning in a world of ubiquitous media and the impact it is laving
children who use these technologies (Carr, 2010). Carr also suggests thigrtiet is the latest

tool helping to mold the human mind and likens the Internet to other “intellectual tegi@sdlo
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that are reshaping our activities and culture. In conclusion, Carr equatestthlengitwork with
Guttenburg’s printing press due to its impact on our society.
Summary

The purpose of this study was to describe the instructional supervision of onlimerseac
in cyberschools. The rapid growth of online learning and the proliferation of clabetsc
require researchers to examine observation and evaluation practices to irEctitropers of the
current state of instructional supervision in a virtual environment. The reseastiogsisought
to illustrate the current performance criteria, supervisory pes;tend the impact these practices
had on instruction. The non-purposive random sample consisted of one school in New Jersey
and two schools in Pennsylvania that offered full time online learning to studentstudye s
yielded findings to inform practice and created a foundation for future rbgdediitt a gap in the
literature.

The criteria of instructional supervision are based upon our model of observation and
evaluation currently occurring in traditional school settings. Although theedglof instruction
IS unique in that communication and lesson design are presented via a computetrubtsoims
must be observed and evaluated to meet local and state policy regardirzgi@evalThe
delivery of instruction resembles a face-to-face environment in theorygkas place as an
individual or personal act rather than as a typical teaching and learningeexpdn a
classroom. The supervision criteria and practices reflected theamatieéducational model,
however, respondents acknowledged that online learning required a separate protatinobregar
the direct assistance that observation and evaluation provides.

Practices identified in the observation and evaluations of online teachersmitaete

the practices in an online classroom. Administrators had the opportunity to observe aatkeval
150



all instructional data recorded in the LMS from the first day of school, yet ctewtiiormal and
informal observations as per district policy. Administrators followed digtrocedures and
although the respondents agreed that the variation of instructional delivery did clotcoraént
standards and practices, the traditional supervisory model was adapted to @mitoaiment,
and identified certain criteria unique to an online environment. These critegadeetified
and recorded in evaluations as online teaching and evaluation were learned tm’the |

The advent of a virtual teaching model required learning by teachers andsichtors
as soon they began working in cyberschools. Specific practices and protocdais bee
researched to indentify how to best supervise teachers of online learninghrathieiteérpreting
face-to-face standards in an online environment. A shared vision must accohgany t
implementation of criteria and practices in a virtual learning environmentvé&ogegoals and a
purpose for teachers and administrators to improve performance and enhance student
achievement.

The impact of instructional supervision was reported through survey data to describe
administrator and teacher perceptions of useful supervisory practices thateehhaeacher’s
performance. Particular practices providing training or solving problemkedéahigh on teacher
surveys as a result of direct assistance. This was shown to be beneficicth¢ost@ath little
experience in an online environment. Administrators found most practices useful in the
supervision and used similar tools and practices to observe an enormous amount of classroom
data available to them to evaluate teacher performance. These data wer®usef
administrators to evaluate teachers working in an online environment. Migratimg face-to-
face educational environment can be an overwhelming task for teachers anistaaliois.

Anderson (2008) acknowledges that delivering and supervising web-based instrupticesre
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the development of new and performance criteria and practices, however, thaxiyndples
not excuse inaction. Findings indicate a need for the accreditation o§clybels to standardize
criteria and practices to facilitate educational innovation rather thargerag a discipline

subsuming the knowledge and practice of pedagogy in a traditional learning environment
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Appendix A

Administrator Informed Consent

You are invited to participate in this research study. The followingrivdton is provided in
order to help you to make an informed decision whether or not to participate. If you hayeatigns
please do not hesitate to ask. You are eligible to participate because youaaiministrator who
supervises online teachers at XXX School District.

The purpose of study is to describe how school administrators are supervigiegearining
with practical implications of overseeing online teachers, as welf@vide a critical analysis that will
contribute to future supervisory practices and add to what is known aboutisiaeof online courses at
the secondary level. Participation in this study will require appratdly 10-15 minutes of your time to
complete a survey and 30 minutes of your time for an interview. To compettutly, all documents,
rubrics, checklists and any other evaluation tools used to supervise ontimerseaill need to be
provided to the researcher. The information gained from this study n@apédtetr understand the future
needs of online learning supervision initiatives.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. You are free to decide not teipaitt in this study
or to withdraw at any time without adversely affecting your relationship the investigators. Your
decision will not result in any loss of benefits to which you are otheewiséed. If you choose to
participate, you may withdraw at any time by notifying the Project Direcfmonlyour request to
withdraw, all information pertaining to you will be destroyed. If you choogmtticipate, all information
will be held in strict confidence. Your responses will be considered onbynibination with those from
other participants. The information obtained in the study may be publiskelucational journals or
presented at educational meetings, but your identity will be keptytartfidential.

If you are willing to participate in this study, please sign the statelpedodv and return to the
Project Director in the enclosed envelope. Please keep the additionaleahsigpy. If you choose not to
participate, please return both unsigned copies in the enclosed envelogeydindor your
consideration of and/or participation in this study.

Project Director: Faculty Advisor:

Gregory C. Farley Dr. Douglas Lare

Primary Researcher Faculty Sponsor

Leadership and Administration Professional and Secondary Education
59 Stewart Place Stroud Hall

Fanwood, NJ 07023 East Stroudsburg, PA

Phone: 908.342.4685 Phone: 570.422.3431

This project has been approved by the East Stroudsburg UniversitytimséitiReview Board on XXX
for the Protection of Human Subjects (Phone: 570.422.3336).

VOLUNTARY CONSENT FORM:

| have read and understand the information on the form and | consent to voloitieer subject in this
study. | understand that my responses are completely confidential and thatHehaghttto withdraw at
any time. | have received an unsigned copy of this form to keep in my possession.

Name (PLEASE PRINT)
Signature Date
| certify that | have explained to the above individual the nature and purpeg®mtential benefits, and
possible risks associated with participating in this research study, iewerad any questions that have
been raised, and have witnessed the above signature.

Date Investigator’'s Signature
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Appendix B

Online Supervisor Inventory

Please respond to the following items on your perceptions of supervising onlinedeaxher
how you feel about online teaching and supervision. There are no right or wrareysaasd
you opinions are very important. Thank you very much!

Demographic Data: Section 1.

Please tell us about yourself:

1. Your Age years

2. Your Gender Male [ Female []
3. Your completed educational level
4. [] Bachelor(l Bachelor + 301 Masters | Masters + 30[] Doctorate

5. How long have you been an instructional supervisor?

6. Do you directly supervise teachers of online learning?  YesNo [
Program Information

7. What online Learning Management System do you use?

8. What year did you begin offering classes online?

9. Total number of online classes for the Spring 2010 semester

Local supervisory practices: Section 2
10.Does your school have written procedures for supervision? LYé¢$o [
11.Do you collect information from your LMS for teacher evaluation? YesNo [

12.What information do you collect for teacher evaluation from your LMS?
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Please rate the next statement on the scale below:

13.Teacher performance is assessed based upon clearly articulatechgec®standards.

Strongly Somewhat Neither agreeg Somewhat Strongly
disagree disagree nor disagree agree agree
[] [] [ [ U

14. Teachers are evaluated in the areas of: (check all that apply)

planning and preparation (subject
knowledge, materials, assessment, selecting

learning environment (maintain a
purposeful and equitable online learning

instruction (active teaching, clarity,
delivery, principles of instruction and

U
instructional goals).
]
environment).
]
learning).
U

professional responsibilities (professiona
development, exhibiting professionalism)

Indicate your level of agreement with the three statement s below by choosingione opt

Our supervisory practices:

Strongly | Somewhat | Neither Somewhat | Strongly
disagree | disagree agree nor| agree agree
disagree
1 2 3 4 5
15. provide accountability for O O O O 0
instruction
16.improve the quality of instruction O 0 O O 0
17.raise student achievement 0 0 0 0 0

Indicate in the table below whether your school is currently using the fotiostrategies in the

supervision process:
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Used Not Not very | Somewhat Very
Yes — No | useful | useful useful useful

0 0 1 2 4 5
17. Frequent observation O 0O O O O 0
18. Regularly scheduled 0O 0O O 0 O 0
meetings with supervisor
19. Pre and post O 0 O 0 O 0
observation conferences
20. Timely, constructive 0O 0O O 0 O 0
and specific feedback
21. Differentiated O 0 O 0 O 0
supervision based on varied
ability and developmental
levels
22. Analysis of multiple O 0 O 0 O 0
sources of data
23. Data collected over time [] [] O O O 0
24. Flexible professional O 0O O O O 0
development opportunities
25. As needed/on demand| ] [] 0 O O 0
training and support
26. Personalized emails 0 O 0 O O 0
27. Peer 0O O O O O O
mentoring/coaching
28. Learning communities O 0O O O O 0
29. Action research 0 0O O 0 O 0
30. Individual teacher self 0 O 0 O O 0
reflection
31. Other (Specify) 0O 0O O 0 O 0

170




Supervisory Tools: Section 3

Is your school currently using the following tools in the supervisory process?

Used Not Not very | Somewhat Very
Yes - No| useful useful useful useful
1 2 3 4
32. Email 0 O U U [ ]
33. Blogs O 0 0 O 0 O
34. Wikis 0 O U U [ ]
35. Videoconferencing O 0 0 O 0 O
36. Social networking O O 0 O 0 O
37. Electronic portfolios O O O O 0 O
38. Chat N (] U (] U
39. LMS tools O O 0 O 0 O
Please specify
40. Other N (] U (] U
Please specify

41. What challenges and struggles have you encountered in your school’s currensisapervi
system?

42. What are some of the greatest strengths of your teacher supervisior?syste
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Appendix C
Online Teacher Inventory
Please respond to the following items on your perceptions of teaching online and hoel you fe
about online teaching and supervision. There are no right or wrong answers and you og@nions a
very important. Thank you very much!
Demographic Data: Section 1.

Please tell us about yourself:

1. Your Age years

2. Your Gender Male [ Female 0
3. Your completed educational level

1 Bachelor [] Bachelor + 30 "1 Master's [ Master’'s + 30 [] Doctorate
4. Are you certified by this state to teach? Yes| No [

Please tell use more about yourself and your experiences teaching ofhaak-you!

Course Grade
Level
What course(s) do you 1
teach online 2

5. Number of years teaching online

6. Number of years teaching face to face

Local supervisory practices: Section 2

7. Does your school have written procedures for supervision? [Yd¢o [
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Please rate the next statement on the scale below:

8. Teacher performance is assessed based upon clearly articulated gecostandards.

Strongly Somewhat Neither agree| Somewhat Strongly
disagree disagree nor disagree | agree agree
] ] [ [ U

9. Teachers are evaluated in the areas of: (check all that apply)

O planning and preparation (subject
knowledge, materials, assessment, selecting
instructional goals).

O learning environment (maintain a
purposeful and equitable online learning
environment).

O instruction (active teaching, clarity,
delivery, principles of instruction and
learning).

O professional responsibilities (professiona
development, exhibiting professionalism)

Indicate your level of agreement with the three statements below by choosingione opt

Our supervisory practices:

Strongly | Somewhat| Neither | Somewhat | Strongly
disagree| disagree | agree agree agree
nor
disagree|
1 2 3 4 5
10.ensure the accountability of O O O O O
instruction
11.improve the quality of instruction 0 0 O 0 O
12.raise student achievement 0 0 0 0 0

Indicate in the table below whether your school is currently using the faljpstrategies in the

supervision process:
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Used | Not Not Somewhat | Very
Yes-No | useful | very useful useful
useful
g 1 2 4 5
17. Frequent observation | [ [J O 0 0 0
18. Regularly scheduled 0 O O 0 0 0
meetings with supervisor
19. Pre and post 0 O O 0 0 0
observation conferences
20. Timely, constructive 0 O O 0 0 0
and specific feedback
21. Differentiated O O O O 0 0
supervision based on varied
ability and developmental
levels
22. Analysis of multiple 0 O O 0 0 0
sources of data
23. Data collected over time [] [ 0 0 0 0
24. Flexible professional 0 O O 0 0 0
development opportunities
25. As needed/on demand| [ [ O 0 0 0
training and support
26. Personalized emails 0 O O 0 0 0
27. Peer O 0 O 0 O O
mentoring/coaching
28. Learning communities | [ [ O 0 0 0
29. Action research 0 0 0 0 0 0
30. Individual teacher self | [ [ O 0 O 0
reflection
31. Other (Specify) 0 O O 0 0 0
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Supervisory tools: Section 3

Is your school currently using the following tools in the supervisory process?

Used | Not | Not | Neutral | Somewhat Very

Yes - | useful| very useful useful

No 1 useful 3 4

2

32. Email 0 ] [ ] ] [
33. Blogs o O O 0 O O 0
34. Wikis 0 ] [ ] ] [
35. Videoconferencing O 0O O O O O 0
36. Social networking o O O 0 O O 0
37. Electronic portfolios O 0O O O O O 0
38. Chat 0 o U (] U U ]
39. LMS tools O 0O O O 0 O 0
Please specify
40. Other 0 o U (] U U ]
Please specify

41. What challenges and struggles have you encountered in your school’s currensisapervi

system?

42. What are some of the greatest strengths of your teacher supervisior?syste
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Appendix D

Guided Discussion Template
Introduction

Thank you again for taking time out of your schedule to discuss this important topic. The
purpose of the follow-up discussion is to ask questions to more fully address the gnssigs
surrounding supervision of teachers of online learning. With your consent, | would fieotrd

our session. The recordings will be used to facilitate the note taking processrtorags

account of the session is as accurate as possible. This interview wilh ingletely

anonymous to everyone but me. Our conversation should take no more than about 30 minutes.
Do | have your permission to record this session? Do you have any questiond&foreeve

get started?

Questions

The questions asked during the personal interviews will be framed according teulteatthe
survey. The questions will be designed to clarify issues related to disdespiangolicy and
perception of practice. Interview questions are/will be designed to helprtiwpaats tell their
story.

Several questions will be similar in format to the interrogatory statesnibelow:
0 You indicated X on the survey. Could you give me an example of X?
o The survey analysis indicates X is a reoccurring theme across péirigipa
schools. Why do you believe this is a common experience?

1. Please tell me how you know a teacher is being effective working onlihestudents.
(probes: what do you look for in teacher skills, what criteria do you use, do you think
online requires a different set of teaching skills, how do online teachersfrbffein
class teachers)

2. Please explain the criteria you use for determining whether teacliectagses are being
effective working online with students. (how is curriculum/texts/etc. salewho
selects, how are choices for learning materials made)

3. How do you present teaching evaluations to teachers? (probes: written, if 38 what
included/non-included)

4. What do you discuss with teachers after an evaluation of their online teachhag%Qnt
of improvements do you suggest)

5. What supports do you offer to teachers if and when they have a problem with teaching
online?
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. Please tell me about your own training in evaluating a teacher’s parioe. What is
your philosophy in working with teachers to improve effectiveness (in class and)onl

Did you consult any literature to construct your school district’s supervisooess?

. What are your next steps in maintaining/refining your supervision process?
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Appendix E
Guided Discussion Template
Introduction

Thank you again for taking time out of your schedule to discuss this important topic. The
purpose of the follow-up discussion is to ask questions to more fully address the gnssigs
surrounding supervision of teachers of online learning. With your consent, | would fiéeotrd

our session. The recordings will be used to facilitate the note taking processite my

account of the session is as accurate as possible. This interview wilh iongiletely

anonymous to everyone but me. Our conversation should take no more than about 30 minutes.
Do | have your permission to record this session? Do you have any questiond&foreeve

get started?

Questions

The questions asked during the personal interviews will be framed according teulteatthe
survey. The questions will be designed to clarify issues related to disaespengolicy and
perception of practice. Interview questions are/will be designed to helprtiwgpaats tell their
story.
Several questions will be similar in format to the interrogatory statsnbeidw:

o] You indicated X on the survey. Could you give me an example of X?

o] The survey analysis indicates X is a reoccurring theme acrosspzditig

schools. Why do you believe this is a common experience?

1. Please tell me how you are supervised as an online instructor?

2. Please explain the criteria used to determine whether you are beinga@iveffeacher?

3. How does your supervisor present evaluations to you?

4. What do you discuss with your supervisor after an evaluation of your online teaching
5. Please tell me about your training as an online instructor.

6. What type of supports or professional development are you offered to improve your
effectiveness?

7. How effective do you feel your online teaching is?

8. What are your next steps in maintaining/refining your online teaching?
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Appendix F

Administrator Informed Consent

You are invited to participate in this research study. The followingrvdtion is provided in
order to help you to make an informed decision whether or not to participate. If you hayesatgns
please do not hesitate to ask. You are eligible to participate because youaatiministrator who
supervises online teachers at XXX School District.

The purpose of study is to describe how school administrators are supervisiegearhing
with practical implications of overseeing online teachers, asasgdlovide a critical analysis that will
contribute to future supervisory practices and add to what is known aboutisigmeof online courses at
the secondary level. Participation in this study will require appratdly 30 minutes of your time. You
will be asked respond to a series of questions about your supervision as ametilicgor. The
information gained from this study may help better understand the futureafesdime learning
supervision initiatives.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. You are free to decide not teipate in this study
or to withdraw at any time without adversely affecting your relationsHip the investigators. Your
decision will not result in any loss of benefits to which you are otheewiséed. If you choose to
participate, you may withdraw at any time by notifying the Project Direcfmonlyour request to
withdraw, all information pertaining to you will be destroyed. If you choogmtticipate, all information
will be held in strict confidence. Your responses will be considered onlynibination with those from
other participants. The information obtained in the study may be putblisteelucational journals or
presented at educational meetings, but your identity will be keptystanfidential.

If you are willing to participate in this study, please sign the statelpedodv and return to the
Project Director in the enclosed envelope. Please keep the additionaleahsigpy. If you choose not to
participate, please return both unsigned copies in the enclosed envelapleydh for your
consideration of and/or participation in this study.

Project Director: Faculty Advisor:

Gregory C. Farley Dr. Douglas Lare

Primary Researcher Faculty Sponsor

Leadership and Administration Professional and Secondary Education
59 Stewart Place Stroud Hall

Fanwood, NJ 07023 East Stroudsburg, PA

Phone: 908.342.4685 Phone: 570.422.3431

This project has been approved by the East Stroudsburg UniversitytioséitiReview Board on XXX
for the Protection of Human Subjects (Phone: 570.422.3336).

VOLUNTARY CONSENT FORM:

I have read and understand the information on the form and | consent to voloitieer subject in this
study. | understand that my responses are completely confidential and thatHéhdaghttto withdraw at
any time. | have received an unsigned copy of this form to keep in my possession.

Name (PLEASE PRINT)
Sighature Date
| certify that | have explained to the above individual the nature and purpopetd¢ndal benefits, and
possible risks associated with participating in this research studyahswered any questions that have
been raised, and have witnessed the above signature.

Date Investigator's Signature
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School A Student Survey

Appendix G

TEACHER'S NAME: OBSERVER: DATE:
EXCELLENT — Does more than required; superior performance
GOOD - Standard performance; does required work
UNSATISFACTORY — Shows weakness; improvement required
N/A — Not Applicable
E| G N/A
1. | Maintains communication with all necessary parties reporting pupil
behavior, needs and progress as often as circumstances warrant.
2. | Demonstrates responsibility for self-growth, professional
improvement and on-going self-evaluation.
3. | Seeks to improve overall performance on the basis of professional
recommendations.
4. | Works cooperatively with colleagues and administrators.
5. | Fulfills administrative requirements; carries out all non-teaching
assignments promptly and accurately.
6. | Is punctual in attendance to school and to classes.
7. | Acts responsibly and discreetly with confidential information.
8. | Follows the policies, procedures and curricula of the district.
9. | Is appropriate role model.
Comments:

Observer’s Signature

Teacher’s Signature
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TEACHER’S NAME: OBSERVER: DATE:

PROGRAM: LESSON TOPIC: Mathematics - Geometry

EXCELLENT — Does more than required; superior performance
GOOD - Standard performance; does required work
UNSATISFACTORY - Shows weakness; improvement required
N/A — Not Applicable

A. MANAGEMENT CRITERIA

E| G| U| NA

Establishes rapport with all students.

Creates a climate that encourages all students.

=

Communicates and reinforces appropriate standard of behaviqr.

Engages students in the activities of the lesson.

Manages transitions in learning and routines in the classroom.

oA IWNE

Keeps displays and bulletin boards attractive showing current
student work.

~

Supervises and monitors activities of classroom aide.

o

Keeps classroom area clean, neat and orderly.

B. INSTRUCTIONAL AND ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

E| G| U| NA

1. | Shows evidence, through demonstrated teaching, of having
prepared each lesson to fulfill predetermined objectives for IEP
MOESC Curriculum and NJ Core Curriculum Standards.

Makes use of a variety of instructional materials.

wn

Presents material, which is representative of current knowledgge in
the field.

4. | Uses a variety of teaching techniques and learning activities
appropriate to the abilities, interests and needs of students.

5. | Monitors student understanding of lesson content and adjusts Jesson
content when necessary.

6. | Provides students with additional help and support as needed.

7. | Communicates and presents oral explanations in a precise and clear
manner.

8. | Monitors student overall progress.

Comments:

Observer’s Signature Teacher’s Signature Date
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Appendix H
School A Evaluation Policy from the Teacher Contract

ARTICLE XIl EVALUATION

A.

Non-tenured employees shall be observed through classroom visitation at least
three (3) times in each school year. Tenured employees shall be observed through
classroom visitation at least once in each school year.

Each observation shall be followed by a written report and by a conference
between the employee and the observer for the purpose of identifying any

deficiencies, extending assistance for their correction, and improvingciisiru
Each observation shall consist of at least a full period or a complete lesson.

Employees shall be given a copy of any class visit report prepatkdiby

evaluator before any conference to discuss it. No such report shall be sulonitted t
the central office, placed in the employee's file or otherwise acted ugorutvit

prior conference with the employee. No employee shall be required to sign a
blank or incomplete evaluation form. The employee's signature shall indiaate t
the report has been seen and shall not necessarily indicate agreement with the
contents.

Conferences as described above shall occur within fifteen (15) work fdags o
observation. The conference shall be held within the school day without loss of
benefit to the employee.

Employees shall have the right to submit a written response to all refbnts

five (5) work days of the conference. Said response shall be attached to all copies
of the report.
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School B School District
Professional Staff Evaluation Rubric

Appendix |

. Partially - e Reflections,
Unsatisfactory Proficient Proficient Distinguished Evidence, Data
|:|Teacher |:|Teacher |:|Teacher |:|Teacher
displays displays minimal demonstrates a demonstrates an
inadequate knowledge of clear extensive knowledge

1a: Knowledge of | understanding of | subject, its understanding of | of the content and its
Content, the subject, PA relationship to the content and its | relationship to other
Pedagogy, and Standards, and other disciplines, relationships to disciplines, PA
PA Academic pedagogical PA Standards, other disciplines, | Standards, and
Standards issues involved in | and pedagogical PA Standards, pedagogical issues

student learning. issues involved in | and pedagogical involved in student

student learning. issues involved in | learning.
student learning.

|:|Teacher |:|Teacher |:|Teacher |:|Teacher displays

displays displays minimal displays a thorough
1b: inadequate understanding of | knowledge of knowledge of
Demonstrating understanding of child development | appropriate appropriate

child development | issues involved in | developmental developmental and

Knowledge of

issues involved in

student learning.

and academic

academic issues

glﬁ?:t student learning. issues involved in | involved in student
pment . .
student learning. learning and
recognizes individual
student differences.
|:|Teacher |:|Teacher |:|Teacher |:|Teacher displays
displays goals that | displays goals that | displays goals that | clear goals that are
are not alignedto | are moderately are aligned to aligned to
) curriculum, PA aligned to curriculum, PA curriculum, PA
1c. Designs standards, and/or | curticulum, PA standards, and standards, written in
instructional only reflect one standards, and/or | reflect several the form of student
goals that reflect | type of learning, | only reflect one types of learning | learning, and reflect
PA standards with low type of learning with high several types of
and high expectations for with minimal expectations for learning for students
expectations for | stydents. expectations for | students. of varying needs,
students. students. with high
expectations for
students.
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Unsatisfactory Plj'z;:::?:xt Proficient Distinguished E&Zﬂﬁiﬂ?g’ta
|:|Teacher is |:|Teacher |:|Teacher is |:|Teacher is
1d: unaware of displays minimal aware of knowledgeable of
Demonstrating resources available | knowledge of resources resources available
Knowledge of for students and/or | resources available for for students and
Resources teachers. available for students and teachers and
students and/or teachers. actively seeks out
teachers. additional resources.
1e: Designing DTeapher’s DTeqcher’s DTeapher’s DTeapher’s
Coherent instructional goals | instructional goals | instructional goals | instructional goals
Instruction and plans do not gnd plgns and plans support and plans support
aligned with sgpp.ort. stated. inconsistently the district district stgndards
instructional district instructional | support stated standards and and consistently
goals and standards or meet | district differentiate to differentiate
differentiated the needs of instructional meet the needs of | instruction to meet
for student students. standards and all students. the needs of all
needs. meets the needs students.
of some students.
|:|Teacher’s |:|Teacher’s |:|Teacher’s plans |:|Teacher’s plans
approach to plans for student | contain varied contain varied
assessing student assessment are assessment assessment
learning contains inconsistently formats aligned formats aligned
1f: Assessing | no clear criteria or | aligned with with the teacher's | with the teacher’s
Student standards, and teacher's instructional goals. | instructional goals.
Learning lacks congruence instructional goals | Clear assessment | Clear assessment
aligned to with teacher’s and include criteria and criteria and
instructional instructional goals. | criteria and standards are standards are
goals and standards that are | communicated to communicated to
adapted as not entirely clear | the students. the students.
needed for Teacher uses Teacher uses

student needs.

or understood by
students.

ongoing
assessment data to
plan for instruction
of students.

ongoing
assessment data to
plan for instruction
of students.
Students monitor
their own progress
in setting and
achieving the
goals.
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Unsatisfactory Plj'z;:::?:xt Proficient Distinguished E\F/ii?ig?\it?gz’ta
|:|Student and |:|Student and |:|Student and |:|Student and
2a: Creating an teacher interactions Feaoheri teacher interactions teacher interactions
Environment of reflect a lack of mteragnons consistently consistently .
Respect and respect and occasionally demonstrate a level | demonstrate a high
Rapport rapport. demonstrate a of respect and level of respect and
level of respect rapport. rapport.
and rapport.
[ ITeachers [ |Teacher’s [ ITeachers [ Jreachers
classroom lacks a | classroom classroom classroom
consistent culture represents a represents a represents a
2b: L for learning without | culture for culture for learning | culture for learning
Establishinga | clear expectations | leamning with with consistently with consistently
Culture for for student inconsistent clear expectations | high expectations
Learning achievement. expectations for | for student for student
student achievement. achievement.
achievement.
[ ITeacher's [|Teacher has [ITeacher has [ Jreacher has
classroom routines | established established established
and procedures are | inconsistent classroom routines | classroom routines
inefficient, resulting | classroom and procedures and procedures
] . in the frequent loss | routines and that result in little that result in very
2c: Managing of instructional procedures that loss of instructional | |ittle loss of
I(D)Iassrdoom time. result in some time. instructional time
rocedtires loss of due to planned
instructional time. transitions and
students taking
responsibility for
their time.
[ITeacher's oral [|Teacher's oral | [_ITeacher's oral [ Jreacher’s oral
3a: and writtgn o and writtgn o and writtgn o and written
Communicating communication is communication is communlcatlon is communication is
Clearly and ynclear or not always clear consistently clear clear, accurate and
Accurately inappropriate for and accurate for | and accurate for anticipates student
students students. students. misconception.
[ITeacher's use of | [ ]Teacher use of | [_]Teacher's use of | [ ]Teacher uses
questioning and questioning and a variety of of a variety of
discussion discussion questioning and questioning
techniques reflects | techniques discussion techniques that
3b: Using low-level thinking reflects some techniques reflects | enable students to
Questioning and limited student | high-level some high-level formulate high-level
and Discussion | participation. thinking, and thinking and questions and
Techniques moderate student | moderate student assume
participation. participation. responsibility for
the participation in
the discussion.
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Partially

Reflections,

Unsatisfactory Proficient Proficient Distinguished Evidence, Data
[ ITeacherdoes | [ ]Teacher [ITeacher [ Jreacher
not at all engage partially intellectually intellectually
students in intellectually engages students | engages students
significant engages students | throughout the throughout the
3c: Engaging learning, resulting | resulting from lesson with lesson and made
Students in from inappropriate | activities or appropriate contributions to the
Learning activities, materials of activities and content, activities
materials, or inconsistent materials. and materials.
lesson structure. quality, uneven Teacher allows for
strupturing or student reflection.
pacing.
[ ITeacher [|Teacher s [ |Teacher [ ]reacher
provides inconsistent in consistently consistently
students with providing students | provides students provides students
non-specific with feedback that | with feedback that | with feedback that
3d: Providing feedback thatis | is specific and is highly specific is highly specific
Feedback to giveninan timely. and timely. and timely and
Students untimely provides
manner. opportunities for
students to reflect
on and evaluate
their own learning
[] Teacher [] Teacher [_] Teacher [ ] Teacher
does not monitor | monitors the rovides individual ides indivi
3e: Informed and | oy, jont jearning | progress of the giagnostics for girgg\;/;\doess‘:ilcnsdflglrdual
appropriate use | ooy class as awhole, | students. Multiple | students and
of formal and and/or allow for | but not individual | opportunities to students monitor
informal multiple diagnostics. demonstrate their own Success
assessments to " i i - '
opportunities. Limited proficiency are Multiple
meet goals and opportunities to offered it
monitor student dzgwonstrate ' opportunities to
leaming 10 demopstrate
] proficiency are proficiency are
offered. offered.
[ITeacher [ITeacher [ITeacher seeks | [ ]Teacheris
adheres to demonstrates ways to ensure responsive to
instructional plan | limited flexibility successful students’ needs and
in spite of and learning for all questions,
3f: Demonstrating | evidence of poor | responsivenessto | students and differentiates
Flexibility and student students’ needs differentiates lessons when
Responsiveness | understanding and is inconsistent | instructional plans | needed, and

in meeting the
learning needs of
students.

and assumes no
responsibility for
student’s failure
to understand.

in efforts to ensure
student success.

as needed and
responds to
students’ needs
and questions.

persists in ensuring
the success of all
students.
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Partially

Reflections,

Unsatisfactory Proficient Proficient Distinguished Evidence, Data
|:|Teacher |:|Teacher |:|Teacher |:|Teacher’s
does not reflect | reflects reflects reflection on the
perceptively on inconsistently on perceptively on the | lesson is consistently
the lesson or lessons and makes | lesson, citing highly perceptive,
4a: Reflecting on | propose ideas global suggestions | general citing specific
Teaching on how it might | on how it might be | characteristics, examples. Teacher

4b: Maintaining

be improved. improved. and makes some | suggests several
suggestions about | alternate strategies.
how it might be
improved.

|:|Teacher has |:|Teacher’s |:|Teacher’s |:|Teacher’s

no system for system for system for system for

maintaining maintaining maintaining maintaining accurate

accurate records

accurate records is

accurate records is

records is effective

Accurate or the systemis | rudimentary and effective. and efficient.
Records in disarray, only partially
resulting in effective.
errors.
|:|Teacher |:|Teacher |:|Teacher |:|Teacher
provides little or | complies complies communicates
no information to | inconsistently with | consistently with extensively with
4c: families and school procgdures school procgdures familieg and employs
Communicating makes no fqr commgmcatmg fo.r commpmcatmg straF§g|e§ to engage
with Families attempt to with families and with families and families in the
engage themin | makes an effortto | makes an effortto | instructional
the instructional | engage familiesin | engage familiesin | program.
program. the instructional the instructional
program. program.
|:|Teacher |:|Teacher |:|Teacher |:|Teacher
avoids being participates in participates participates actively,
involved in school and district | actively in school makes a contribution
school and activities only when | and district to school and district
district projects specifically asked. | projects and activities, and
4d: Contributing | and/orteacher | Teacher's maintains assumes a
to the School and | rejationships professional professional leadership role with

District

with colleagues
are negative and
contribute to a
negative school
environment.

relationships with
colleagues are
inconsistent and
may contribute to a
negative school
environment.

relationships with
colleagues that
contribute to a
positive school
environment.

colleagues that
contributes to a
positive school
environment.
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Partially

Reflections,

Unsatisfactory Proficient Proficient Distinguished Evidence, Data
|:|Teacher |:|Teacher’s |:|Teacher |:|Teacher actively
does not participation in participates pursues professional

4e: Growing and participgte in professional actively. in devglopment and
Developing professional deyellqpm.ent. . professional applies aqd she}res
Professionally development activities is minimal | development new learning with
activities. and limited to activities and colleagues.
activities that are applies new
required. learning.
|:|Teacher |:|Teacher makes |:|Teacher makes |:|Teacher
does not attempt | inconsistent efforts | consistent efforts assumes a
to employ to employ practices | to employ leadership position
4f: Showing practices that that serve students | practices that promoting school
Professionalism | serve students | effectively serve students practices and
effectively. effectively. procedures that will
serve all students
effectively.
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School B School District
Self-Evaluation Reflection

Name School Date 5-6-2010

Areas of Strength — What impact has this had on student learning?
Passion for learning —

Progress toward District/Building Goals - What impact has this had on me as a

teaching professional?
Student Achievement - Result 3:  Implementation of

Personal Teaching Goals - What modifications need to be made?
Continue to strengthen my skills and understanding of curriculum and instruction, grades K-12.
Professional Development Needs - How can my supervisors, colleagues, or

district office help?

| am most proud of....

Other:
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Appendix J
School C Professional Development and Observation Form

Teacher School

Subject/Grade Date

Domain 1: Planning and Preparation

Element Explanation Comments

(Comments may include n/a)

Satisfactory
Needs
Improvement
Unsatisfactory

1-1 | Knowledge of Teacher displays solid
Content knowledge and makes
connections between
content and other
disciplines.

1-2 | Knowledge of Teacher plans and practices
Prerequisite reflect the understanding of
Relationships prerequisite relationships
among topics and concepts.
The teacher is
knowledgeable and uses the
standards as described by
the State of Pennsylvania
and School C.

—

1-3 | Knowledge of Teacher demonstrates bes
Content Related | practice and anticipates
Pedagogy student misconceptions.

1-4 | Knowledge of Teacher demonstrates
Characteristics of thorough understanding of
Age Group typical developmental
characteristics of age group
as well as exceptions to
general patterns.
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1-5 | Knowledge of Teacher demonstrates a
Students’ Varied | solid understanding of the
Approaches to | different approaches to
Learning learning and uses

differentiated instruction
according to the needs of
the students.

1-6 | Clarity Classroom objectives are
clear, in the form of student
learning, and permit viable
methods of assessment.

1-7 | Learning The learning activities are
Activities suitable to the student’s

instructional objective and
follow district curriculum.

1-8 | Instructional Materials and resources
Materials and support the instructional
Resources objectives and engage

students in meaningful
learning.

1-9 | Criteria and Assessment criteria and
Standards standards are clear and have

been communicated to the|
students.

1-10 | Use and Planning Teacher uses informal and

formal assessment results
plan for individuals and
groups of students.

to
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Domain 2: The Classroom Environment

2-1 | Creating an Teacher models warm and
Environment of | caring professional
Respect and interaction with students.
Rapport Students are encouraged to

treat all persons with
respect. Student
interactions are generally
polite and respectful of
differences.

2-2 | Establishinga | Teacher conveys genuine
Culture for enthusiasm for the subject
Learning and encourages students to
work to the best of their
abilities. Students
recognize the high
expectation for academic
achievement and this
expectation is reflected in

their work.
2-3 | Managing Tasks for group work are
Classroom organized and groups are
Procedures managed so students are

engaged in learning.
Transitions occur smoothly
with little loss of
instructional time.
Materials and supplies are
appropriate to the lesson.

2-4 | Managing Standards of conduct are
Student Behavior| clear to all students.
Teacher is alert to student
behavior. Teacher response
to behavior is appropriate.
Students are encouraged to
follow school and
classroom procedures and
rules.
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2-5 | Organizing The classroom is safe and
Physical Space | conductive for learning.

Domain 3: Instruction

3-1 | Communicating | Teacher communicates the
Clearly and learning objective clearly to
Accurately students. Teacher’s
directions and procedures
are clear to students and
contain an appropriate leve
of detail. Teacher’'s spoke
and written language is
clear and correct.
Vocabulary is age

- =

appropriate.

3-2 | Using The teacher’s questions are
Questioning and | of high quality. Adequate
Discussion time is available for
Techniques students to respond.

Teacher successfully
engages students in
discussion when
appropriate.
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Engaging
Students in
Learning

Representation of content
appropriate and links well
with students’ knowledge
and experience. All
students are cognitively
engaged in activities and
assignments appropriate t(
their level and abilities.
Instructional groups are
productive, appropriate to
the students, and to the
instructional goals of the
lesson. The lesson has
clearly defined structure
around which the activities
are organized. Pacing of
the lesson is appropriate.

14

3-4

Providing
Feedback to
Students

Feedback is purposeful,
meaningful and is useful td
student learning.

Demonstrating
flexibility and
Responsiveness

Teacher uses assessment
data to make adjustments
lessons as needed. Teach
makes accommodations fg
students who have differer
learning needs.

to
er

—_ =

Domain 4: Professional

Responsibilities (Not applicabl

eto Cl

ass

rooem@lisn)

4-1

Maintaining
Accurate Records

5 records of students’
progress and completes
required records.

Teacher maintains accurate
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4-2 | Communicating | Teacher provides

with Families information to parents
about the instructional
program and student
progress. The teacher is
available as needed to
respond to parental
concerns.

4-3 | Contributing to | Teacher contributes to the
the School and | school and district by
District exhibiting positive and
professional behavior.

4-4 | Growing and Teacher participates in
Developing professional development
Professionally activities to enhance
content knowledge and
pedagogical skills.

4-5 | Showing Teacher demonstrates
Professionalism | knowledge of students’
needs and makes
appropriate
accommodations and
referrals to meet those
needs. Teacher attends and
participates in required
meetings.

Reflecting on Teaching:

(The teacher reflects on the lesson’s effectiveness.)
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Teacher Comments:

Observer Comments:

Teacher’s Signature

(Signature does not indicate Agreement)

Observer’s Signature
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Appendix K

School C Policy: Evaluation of Professional/Temporary Professional Enggloye

No. 413

SECTION: PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES
TITLE: EVALUATION OF
PROFESSIONAT/TEMPORARY
PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES
ADOPTED: December 20, 1993

REVISED:

413. EVALUATION OF PROFESSIONAL/TEMPORARY
PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES

1. Purpose There shall be a plan for regular evaluation of all professional employees of the
district.
2. Authornty The Supenntendent shall establish a district staff evaluation plan which 1s 1n addition
SC 1123 to the state rating plan. The plan shall be consistent with the law of Pennsylvama and

consistent with contract language.

3. Delegation of The building principal shall have the responsibility for observing and evaluating
Responsibility personnel under his/her supervision.

Other certified supervisory admumistrators may also be called upon to conduct formal
classroom observation.

SC 1108 The Superintendent shall certify as to the evaluations of all temporary professional
employees duning the last four (4) months of the iitial three (3) years of
employment as required by law.

4. Guidelines The number and length of classroom observations and conferences shall vary i
accordance with the needs and status of the employee.

The observer shall give consideration to the type of class, the intellectual level of the
students, any students with special learming or behavior problems, and special
circumstances which could affect classroom conditions.

Each formal observation and evaluation shall be followed by a conference which
stresses a cooperative sharing of ideas and focuses on the assessment of the
employee's performance and the improvement of mstruction.

Page 1of1

197




	Indiana University of Pennsylvania
	Knowledge Repository @ IUP
	1-10-2011

	Instructional Supervision: A Descriptive Study Focusing on the Observation and Evaluation of Teachers in Cyberschools
	Gregory Charles Farley
	Recommended Citation


	Microsoft Word - $ASQ70607_supp_undefined_FA584F3E-F02F-11DF-8248-DA5B3012225A.docx

