
Editor's Note  
 

Xiaoping Li, Ed.D. 

Central Michigan University 

 

Welcome to the fall issue of The Charter Schools Resource Journal. It is an honor and a 

pleasure for me to present two articles to our readers. 

 

In the first article titled Urban School Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs and AYP Status, Drs. 

Bryant and Yan utilized a quantitative descriptive study to determine if there was a 

difference between teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs depending on the AYP status of 

kindergarten to twelfth grade urban schools. They found that there was in fact a relationship 

between the AYP status and teachers' self-efficacy beliefs in the dimensions of student 

engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management. These findings are 

important in this era of educational reform which is designed to make teachers in the schools 

more accountable for improving their students’ achievement on mandated state and/or 

national tests. 

 

In the second article titled Online Education and Its Potential for Hiring: Perceptions from 

Principals and Superintendents, Drs. Zhang and Corbett explored the perceptions of 

principals, superintendents, and hiring personnel regarding hiring candidates with or without 

online education experience. Their findings are intriguing. Although the K-12 hiring 

administrators had low confidence in the outcomes of online learning, they preferred to have 

candidates with 25% of their courses taken online and believed that online learning will be 

part of their school’s long-term strategies.  

 

In short, both articles are well researched, timely, and tackle two important issues in 

education, teacher self-efficacy and educational technology. I would like to thank all the 

authors and editorial board members for their hard work. As always, your comments related 

to the journal will be greatly appreciated. 

 

Happy Reading! 
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This quantitative descriptive survey study examined the relationship between teachers' self-

efficacy beliefs and adequate yearly progress (AYP) status for a sample of teachers (N = 894) 

from the elementary, middle, and high schools in a large urban school district in the northeastern 

part of the United States of America. 

 

Introduction 

 

Historically, public education in America has been based on the general principle that every 

child has the right to receive a quality education. For more than four decades, the Congress of the 

United States has passed legislation to help states improve educational opportunities for 

America’s children, beginning with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 

(ESEA).  ESEA along with the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (IASA) formed the 

basis of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), which called for increased 

accountability for states, school districts, and schools to improve student achievement and close 

achievement gaps (U.S. Department of Education, 2004). Although the NCLB law presents a 

number of challenges for schools and districts that do not make adequate yearly progress (AYP), 

there is a growing body of research that shows there are a number of factors that contribute to 

academic performance and school failure (Amrein & Berliner, 2003; Berliner & Biddle, 1995; 

Dorgan, 2004). 

 

There is evidence to support the idea that teachers’ beliefs in their ability to instruct students can 

influence how well students learn, even those students who are undisciplined or unmotivated 

(Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998; Pas, Bradshaw, 

Hershfeldt, & Leaf, 2010; Rose & Medway, 1981; Soodak & Podell, 1996; Woolfolk, Rosoff, & 

Hoy, 1990). Studies have documented that efficacious teachers (a) accept responsibility for their 

students’ successes and failures, (b) are more enthusiastic about implementing innovations, (c) 

tend to encourage more student autonomy, (d) show a more positive attitude toward low 

achieving students, (e) are able to communicate clear expectations to their students, and (f) show 

a greater commitment to teaching (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Coladarci, 1992; Guskey & Passaro, 

1994; Ross, 1998). Additionally, a number of research studies suggest that teachers’ efficacy 

beliefs may underlie critical instructional decisions that could affect teacher effectiveness and 

positive student outcomes, thus supporting a relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs 

and student achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Chong, Klassen, Huan, Wong, & Kates, 2010; 

Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004; Soodak & Podell, 1996). 
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It is evident that there is much in the research literature to address the factors that affect school 

success and failure, but little has been done to address the external and internal factors that affect 

teachers in schools that are identified as failing, in need of improvement, or not meeting 

adequate yearly progress by their national or state political structures (Darling-Hammond, 1997; 

Dorgan, 2004). 

 

Purpose of the Study 

 

Ashton and Webb (1986), and Anderson, Greene, and Loewen (1988) were among the first 

educational researchers to identify a powerful relationship between teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs 

and its impact on student outcomes. However, little is known about how these self-efficacy 

beliefs are affected by national and state mandated policies designed to hold teachers 

accountable for following rigorous state standards and for assessing and measuring student 

academic progress toward meeting those standards (MacCarty, 2005). The primary purpose of 

this quantitative descriptive study was to determine if there is a difference between teachers’ 

self- efficacy beliefs in the dimensions of student engagement, instructional strategies, and 

classroom management for the Kindergarten to twelfth grade urban schools that are categorized 

as AYP and Non-AYP by national and state guidelines for achieving adequate yearly progress 

(AYP) for student academic progress.  

 

Theoretical Framework 

 

The research literature reveals that through the years, teacher efficacy has been associated with 

several theoretical perspectives. While some researchers based the meaning and measure of 

teacher efficacy on Rotter’s (1966) social learning theory, or Weiner’s (1974) attribution theory, 

Bandura’s (1977, 1986, 1997) social cognitive theory was widely used to interpret the results in 

teacher efficacy studies. 

 

Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory 

 

Bandura’s (1983, 1991, 1994, 1997) social cognitive theory explains human behavior as 

operating within a continuous reciprocal relationship between personal factors in the form of 

cognition, behavioral factors, and environmental influences. He  states that “ in this transactional 

view of self and society, internal personal factors in the form of cognitive, affective, and 

biological events; behavior; and environmental events all operate as interacting determinants that 

influence one another bidirectionally”(1997, p. 6). Consequently, social cognitive theory “avoids 

a dualism between individuals and society and between social structure and personal agency” (p. 

6). Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory is imbedded in the belief that there are certain 

human capabilities that provide people with the cognitive means to influence and determine their 

own destiny. These five basic capabilities are described as: (a) symbolizing, the capability of 

human beings to use a variety of symbols to extract meaning from their environment and use this 

process to model observed behaviors; (b) forethought, the capability to plan a course of action 

and anticipate consequences of these actions; (c) vicarious learning, the capability to not only to 

learn from direct experience, but also to learn from observing others; (d) self-regulatory 

mechanism, the capability to use internal control mechanisms to mediate external influence and 

exert control over one’s thoughts, feelings, and actions; and (e) self- reflection, the capability to 
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be “distinctly human” (p. 21) by engaging in self-evaluation to analyze one’s own experiences 

and thought processes. 

 

Self-efficacy is the core of Bandura’s social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2002).  

According to Bandura (1997), “it is important to distinguish between social cognitive theory and 

the self-efficacy component of the theory, which operates in concert with other determinants in 

the theory to govern human thought, motivation, and action”  

( p. 34). Bandura asserts that self-efficacy theory “treats the efficacy belief system not as an 

omnibus trait but as a differentiated set of self-beliefs linked to distinct realms of functioning” (p. 

36).  Bandura (1997) posits that efficacy beliefs help determine the outcomes one can expect. 

Furthermore, he believes that people can even guide their lives by their personal efficacy beliefs. 

Bandura defines perceived self efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute 

the courses of action required to produce given attainments” (p. 3).  In summary, Bandura (1994) 

argues that when people have a strong sense of efficacy, their accomplishments and well being is 

enhanced in a number of ways. 

 

Integrated Model of Teacher Efficacy 

 

Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk, Hoy, and Hoy (1998) developed an integrated model of teacher 

efficacy which is deeply grounded in Bandura’s (1977) construct of self-efficacy. Bandura's 

model that is based on a process that describes how efficacy beliefs are created, assessed, used, 

and finally lead to new beliefs. The Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) model is also based on the 

assertion that teacher efficacy is context specific. The researchers recognize that “teachers feel 

efficacious for teaching particular subjects to certain students in specific settings, and they can be 

expected to feel more or less efficacious under different circumstances” (pp. 227-228).  

Consequently, this model is based on two dimensions: the teacher’s self perception of teaching 

competencies, and the teaching tasks and their context. The researchers point out that “the 

judgment a teacher makes about his or her capabilities and deficits is self-perception of teaching 

competence, while the judgment concerning the resources and constraints in a particular teaching 

context is the analysis of the teaching task”(p. 231). 

 

 In this cyclical model, Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk-Hoy, and Hoy (1998) identify four sources 

that affect a teacher’s ability to assess his or her personal teaching competence, and to analyze 

the teaching task. Tschannen-Moran and her colleagues (1998) assert that these teacher 

judgments are based on Bandura’s (1977) four sources of efficacy beliefs: mastery experiences, 

vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological arousal. They also emphasize that 

teachers use cognitive processes to reflect on their teaching experiences and the personal factors 

they bring to the teaching task. As a result, a teacher’s efficacy belief is determined partly by 

comparing whether or not “his or her current abilities and strategies are adequate for the teaching 

task in question” (p. 233). Finally, this cyclical model shows that the resulting efficacy belief has 

a tremendous influence on the teacher’s goals, effort and persistence which in turn impact 

performance (Fives, 2003; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). This model gives 

the teacher efficacy construct a clear and concise meaning and allows educational researchers to 

identify specific areas of teacher beliefs and the relationships between these beliefs, domains of 

teaching tasks, teacher performance outcomes, and student achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986; 

Fives, 2003; Friedman & Kass, 2002; Soodak & Podell, 1998; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).   
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Review of Literature on Teacher Efficacy Beliefs 

 

A body of educational research on teaching and learning has established a relationship between 

the construct of teacher’s sense of efficacy and teacher behaviors that promote positive student 

outcomes. This relationship has been established through evidence obtained from research 

studies, which used a variety of measurement instruments. This evidence implies that teachers 

with high efficacy beliefs think and behave differently in the classroom than teachers with low 

efficacy beliefs. Consequently, the behavior of highly efficacious teachers results in greater 

student achievement outcomes (Ashton & Webb, 1986). There is also research to support that 

teacher efficacy beliefs are related to student outcomes when examining specific teaching tasks 

that include implementing instructional strategies, engaging students in classroom activities, and 

managing students in the classroom (Allinder, 1995; Anderson, Greene, & Loewen, 1988; Armor 

et al. 1976; Ashton & Webb, 1986, Berman, McLaughlin, Bass, Pauly, & Zellman, 1977; Chong, 

Klassen, Huan, Wong, & Kates, 2010; Daugherty, S. 2005; Milner & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Pas, 

Bradshaw, Hershfeldt, & Leaf, 2010). 

 

The research study by Daugherty (2005) examined 891 teachers’ sense of efficacy and its 

relationship to their characteristics of teaching experience, instructional level, and professional 

development in a large suburban school district in southeast Texas. The researchers used 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) with its three 

subscales for efficacy in instructional strategies, student engagement, and classroom 

management. A self-report measure of teacher behaviors was also used. Using a multiple 

regression analysis, Daugherty (2005) found that efficacy in instructional strategies was a 

significant predictor of teacher behaviors identified in five areas: (a) the learning environment, 

(b) motivating students, (c) using the curriculum, (d) giving instruction or assessing, and (e) 

engaging the struggling learner. Daugherty found that efficacy in student engagement was a 

significant predictor for three teacher behaviors (engaging the struggling learner, motivating 

students, and giving instruction or assessing). Finally, the researcher found that efficacy in 

classroom management was not a significant predictor of any of the teacher behaviors. The 

findings in this study concluded that these results are consistent with previous research studies 

that found a strong relationship between teacher efficacy and teaching behaviors.   

 

Another study by Rimm-Kaufman and Sawyer (2004) used a school district in the Northeast 

United States to examine the relationship between elementary teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and 

their use of an instructional strategy, known as the Responsive Classroom Approach. This 

instructional strategy includes classroom practices designed to creatively engage students in the 

learning process by integrating caring into the daily routine as well as providing a “proactive 

approach to discipline that helps children acquire self-control and take responsibility for their 

actions” (p. 325).  The study examined how 69 general education teachers’ experience with the 

Responsive Classroom approach related to their self-efficacy beliefs. Secondly, the study 

examined how the teachers’ experience with the Responsive Classroom Approach related to their 

classroom management, disciplinary, and teaching practices. The study used an adapted version 

of Bandura’s Teacher Efficacy Scale (1994) to assess the teachers’ feelings of self-efficacy in the 

areas of disciplinary self-efficacy, instructional self-efficacy, efficacy to create a positive school 

environment and efficacy to influence decision making. This study found that teachers with more 
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experience using the Responsive Classroom Approach instructional strategy reported higher 

feelings of self-efficacy in the areas of disciplinary self-efficacy, instructional self-efficacy, and 

efficacy to create a positive school environment. Additionally, the study found that teachers that 

were high in one type of self-efficacy were also high in another type. Finally, the study found 

that there was not an association between school type or teachers’ characteristics and teachers’ 

self-efficacy. These researchers concluded that their findings were consistent with the “larger 

body of research on teachers’ self-efficacy showing an association between teachers’ practices 

and high self-efficacy beliefs” (p. 334). 

 

An additional study by Wertheim and Leyser (2002) investigated teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs 

and their choices of instructional strategies in an inclusive learning environment, using a sample 

of 191 Israeli preservice general education teachers. This study used a Hebrew version of Gibson 

and Dembo’s (1984) Teacher Efficacy Scale to measure the respondents’ self-efficacy beliefs in 

the domains of personal teaching efficacy and teaching efficacy, as well as a questionnaire about 

instructional interventions to  measure the “teachers’ perceptions regarding the acceptability of 

instructional practices identified as related to effective teaching and successful mainstreaming” 

(p. 56). These researchers found that there was a high correlation between the preservice 

teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs in the domain of personal teaching efficacy and their willingness to 

use a variety of instructional approaches with students with diverse educational needs. However, 

they found that there was no significant correlation between the teaching efficacy domain and 

willingness to use differentiated instructional strategies. Wertheim and Leyser conclude that “ 

this result suggested that the degree to which a student teacher believes that teachers can foster 

student academic achievement, despite negative external factors, was not related to their choices 

of instructional strategies or perception of their effectiveness” (p. 57). 

 

These research studies represent some of the many studies that investigated the relationship 

between teachers’ sense of efficacy and positive student outcomes when examining efficacy in 

instructional strategies, efficacy in student engagement, and efficacy in classroom management. 

These studies are part of a larger body of research that clearly suggests that while the construct 

of teacher efficacy is a powerful self-perception that reflects teachers’ belief that they can bring 

about increased student learning in the classroom, it also tends to be complex and needs to be 

further clarified and examined in future research. 

 

Research Method 

 

Instrumentation 

 

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) was 

used to assess the teachers’ sense of efficacy. The reliability for the 24-item instrument was 0.94. 

Reliabilities were also reported for the three subscales. They were 0.87 for student engagement, 

0.91 for instructional strategies, and 0.90 for classroom management.  

 

This instrument was rearranged into four sections, three of which reflected the subscales and 

described as different dimensions of teacher efficacy. These are identified by Tschannen-Moran 

and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) as “efficacy in student engagement, efficacy in instructional strategies 

and efficacy in classroom management” (p. 801). The first section assessed the dimension of 
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efficacy for student engagement and contained eight Likert- type items. This section allowed the 

teacher to report how much confidence he or she displays when providing learning activities for 

students and motivating them to become independent thinkers and learners. An example of an 

item in this first section is “How much can you do to help your students think critically?”  The 

respondents marked one number ranging from 1 (Nothing) to 9 (A Great Deal) to express their 

beliefs. Participants who scored high indicated a belief in their ability to engage even the most 

difficult student in a productive learning activity, whereas a teacher who scored low may have 

the belief that there is little he or she can do to engage a student in learning a concept.  

 

This same procedure is also used for section two, which contains the second dimension of 

teacher self-efficacy, namely, efficacy in instructional strategies. This section assessed a 

teacher’s confidence in his or her ability to provide an array of instructional strategies to 

accommodate the students’ learning styles. An example of one of these eight items is, “How 

much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level for individual students?”  A high 

score indicates a high belief in the teacher’s ability to match instructional strategies to meet the 

learning needs of students. A low score reflects a low belief in that ability.  Section three 

assessed the third dimension known as efficacy in classroom management. This section dealt 

with how strongly the teachers felt about their confidence and ability to manage students’ 

behaviors in the learning environment. This is exemplified in the following item from the 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale: “How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive 

and noisy?” Once again, a high score reflected how confident a teacher was in his or her ability 

to manage student behavior in the classroom. A low score indicated a lack of confidence in this 

area.  The fourth and final section of the survey asked forced multiple choice questions about the 

demographics of the participants.  

 

Data Collection Procedures 

 

The Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) status levels for the AYP and Non-AYP schools, and the 

student population data was obtained from the Pennsylvania Department of Education web site 

data base. Additional information about school socioeconomic status and student demographics 

was obtained from the Pittsburgh Public Schools web site data base. 

 

The survey questionnaires were delivered to teachers in the thirty-eight AYP and the twenty-two 

Non-AYP elementary, middle and high schools in the Pittsburgh Public Schools system.  A total 

of 2,219 surveys were distributed to 1,215 teachers in the AYP schools and 1,004 teachers in the 

Non-AYP schools. There were 894 usable surveys returned for an overall response rate of 

40.3%. Of these, 469 (52.5%) were returned by teachers in the AYP schools and 425 (47.5%) 

were returned by teachers in the Non-AYP schools. 

 

Data Analysis Procedures 

 

Descriptive statistics and inferential statistics including t-tests, ANOVA, and regression analyses 

were used to describe and examine the perceptions of teacher efficacy beliefs in the AYP and 

Non-AYP schools.  The dependent variable in this study includes teacher perceptions of self-

efficacy.  Self-efficacy was examined in three dimensions: (a) efficacy in instructional strategies, 

(b) efficacy in classroom management, and (c) efficacy in student engagement. The independent 
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variables have two levels: individual and school.  Individual characteristics selected for this 

study include gender, ethnicity,  and teaching experience. The school level factors selected for 

this study include AYP status, school type, percentage of minority students, and percentage of 

low SES students. 

 

Findings 

 

Efficacy for Student Engagement in the AYP and Non-AYP Schools 

 

The results of this study show that for the first dimension of student engagement, there are 

significant differences between the responses of teachers in AYP schools and those in the Non-

AYP schools for all eight variables, indicating that on the average, teachers in the AYP schools 

feel more confident in their “capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of student engagement 

and learning, even among those students who may be difficult or unmotivated” (Tschannen-

Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, p.783). More specifically, teachers in the AYP schools felt that 

they had quite a lot of confidence in their ability to help students think critically, to get students 

to believe they could do well, and to foster student creativity, while teachers in the Non-AYP 

schools felt they had only some influence to engage their students to do the same. Both the 

teachers in the AYP and Non-AYP schools felt they had some influence to engage and motivate 

difficult students, to get their students to value learning and to improve the understanding of 

students who are failing, however, the teachers in the AYP schools reported a higher level of 

efficacy in their ability to accomplish these teaching tasks. It is interesting to note that both the 

AYP and Non-AYP groups reported feeling less confident about their ability to assist families to 

help their students, while once again, teachers in the AYP schools reported significantly higher 

mean scores for this dimension. 

________________________________________________ 

Insert figure 1 here 

_________________________________________________ 

 

Efficacy for Instructional Strategies in the AYP and Non-AYP Schools 

 

For efficacy in instructional strategies, the study results show that both teachers in the AYP and 

Non-AYP schools reported feeling a strong sense of efficacy for this second dimension.  Gibson 

and Dembo (1984) conducted an observational study of how teachers with low and high self-

efficacy manage instructional activities in the classroom. They concluded that the teachers who 

reported a high sense of instructional efficacy, spent more time on academic activities, provided 

the students who needed assistance with extra support, and provided more positive reinforcement 

and praise for their students. 

 

Conversely, teachers who reported a low sense of instructional efficacy spent more time on 

custodial non-academic activities and gave up easily on students who struggled with their class 

work, and criticized their failing students. The results of the present study indicate that there are 
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significant differences for teachers in the AYP and Non-AYP schools for efficacy in 

instructional strategies when it comes to gauging comprehension of the lesson and crafting good 

student questions. The results also reveal that there are no significant differences for responding 

to difficult student questions, adjusting the level of lessons for students, using a variety of 

assessment strategies, providing alternative explanations, or implementing alternative strategies. 

Surprisingly, these results also revealed that teachers in the Non-AYP schools reported a higher 

level of efficacy than those in the AYP schools when it comes to providing appropriate 

challenges for their students. 

__________________________________________________ 

Insert figure 2 here 

__________________________________________________ 

 

Efficacy for Classroom Management in the AYP and Non-AYP Schools 

 

The results for the third dimension of efficacy in classroom management show that teachers in 

the AYP schools reported feeling more efficacious about their ability to manage the learning 

environment than the teachers in the Non-AYP schools. Ashton and Webb (1986) found that a 

teacher’s sense of efficacy appears to be related to the teachers’ classroom control and 

management strategies. This assertion could explain why there are significant differences 

between the groups of teachers in the AYP and Non-AYP schools. In spite of this, the teachers in 

both the AYP and Non-AYP schools report a high level of efficacy in their capacity to control 

problem students and classroom disruptions, as well as to respond to defiant students.  Both 

groups of teachers also report high levels of efficacy in classroom management indicating that 

they have quite a lot of confidence in their ability to make clear student behavior expectations, to 

establish routines for operating a classroom smoothly, to emphasize following the classroom 

rules, and to establish a classroom management system. However, only the teachers in the AYP 

schools reported feeling quite a lot of confidence in their ability to calm noisy and disruptive 

students, while teachers in the Non-AYP schools reported feeling that they only had some 

influence to achieve this task. These results are reinforced by results in studies conducted by 

Woolfolk, Rosoff, and Hoy (1990) which found that a teacher’s sense of efficacy is related to the 

number of classroom problems, the level of trust teachers have in their ability to manage a 

classroom, and the type of punishment they used for angry and disruptive students. 

__________________________________________________ 

Insert figure 3 here 

__________________________________________________ 

 

In summary, results of this study revealed that there are significant differences in the levels of 

self-efficacy beliefs between teachers in the AYP and those in the Non-AYP schools. These 

differences were adjusted for the individual factors, as well as for the school factors.  This higher 

level of efficacy beliefs for teachers in the AYP schools could have some relationship to the 

goals they set for their teaching, their level of planning and organizing classroom activities 
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(Allinder, 1995), as well as the confidence they have in their ability to affect student learning in 

the face of obstacles or setbacks (Guskey, 1981; Goddard, 2001). Most importantly, these 

findings indicate that the higher level of teacher self-efficacy beliefs in the AYP schools could 

indicate that these teachers feel more enthusiastic about their pedagogy (Friedman & Kass, 2002) 

and have a greater commitment to teaching (Coladarci, 1992). This finding alone is critical 

because “teachers’ beliefs in their efficacy affect their general orientation toward the educational 

process as well as their specific instructional activities” (Bandura, 1997, p. 241), which in turn, 

could have a huge impact on student achievement in these schools.   

 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

Even though current research literature suggests that there are a number of external factors that 

impact teacher efficacy, some of which include school climate, school leadership, class size, 

student ability, student age, teacher preparation, and teacher workload (Ross, 1998; Wertheim & 

Leyser, 2002), the findings of this study indicate that an external factor such as the consequence 

of a school making or not making adequate yearly progress could also have an impact on a 

teacher’ sense of efficacy for student engagement, instructional strategies, or classroom 

management. This finding contributes another possible external factor that is linked to the 

construct of teacher self-efficacy. In many ways, these findings are consistent with the research 

literature and the theoretical conception of teacher efficacy which support the premise that 

external factors can influence a teachers’ sense of efficacy as well as the teachers’ behavior in 

the classroom (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1997; Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 2003).   

 

Because a strong relationship exists between teachers’ reported sense of efficacy and their 

classroom behaviors, it is recommended that teachers become aware of how external factors 

affect their self-efficacy beliefs.  It has been established that teachers who are aware of their self-

efficacy beliefs tend to exhibit behaviors reflecting a higher sense of efficacy in their ability to 

perform their classroom duties than those teachers who are less aware of their self-efficacy 

beliefs (Daugherty, 2005; Henson, 2001). Therefore it is recommended that central office 

administrators design teacher training programs to include activities that allow teachers to 

discuss and clarify their efficacy beliefs and develop ideas of how these beliefs would be 

represented in their classroom behavior. Once these beliefs are clarified and teachers become 

more aware of their self-efficacy, a teachers’ training program can then be designed to develop 

ways for strengthening this sense of efficacy, especially since existing research describes 

teachers with a high sense of efficacy in the following manner: (a) They make a strong impact on 

student learning; (b) They have positive expectations for student behavior and achievement; (c) 

They take responsibility for their students’ learning and if their students fail, they examine their 

own performance for ways to increase student learning; (d) They plan for student learning; (e) 

They are more willing to use innovative instructional techniques; (f) They set goals for 

themselves; (g) They establish strategies to achieve student success, and (h) They are persistent 

with difficult students while referring less students for special educational services (Ashton & 

Webb, 1986; Guskey & Passaro, 1994; Soodak & Podell, 1996). It is clear that this type of 

teacher training could strengthen a teacher’s sense of efficacy beliefs and enhance the kinds of 

teacher behaviors that promote increased student achievement in the classroom. According to 

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (1998), there is an assumption that a reciprocal 

relationship exists between a teacher’s sense of efficacy and student achievement. Because of 
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this, it makes perfect sense to consider ways in which a teacher’s sense of efficacy can be 

strengthened.  

 

The findings of this study can provide information to charter school administrators, school 

boards, and educators informing them about how the consequences of a school achieving or not 

achieving AYP could influence a teacher’s perception of his or her self-efficacy, which could in 

turn impact student achievement. This could be important in this era of educational reform which 

is designed to make teachers in the schools more accountable for improving their students’ 

scores on mandated state tests. 

 

Even though this study indicates that there are differences in the levels of teacher efficacy in the 

AYP and Non-AYP schools, it does not examine how teachers develop their sense of efficacy or 

what factors were important to its development. It is recommended that researchers use these 

findings to help them plan future quantitative or qualitative studies in order to determine what 

factors are essential in the development of a teachers’ sense of efficacy. Ashton and Webb 

(1986) used a self report measure to identify middle school teachers with high and low levels of 

teacher efficacy, then used those findings to plan an ethnographic qualitative study to examine 

the teaching behaviors associated with factors that influence teacher efficacy and its impact on 

student performance. Similarly, Milner and Woolfolk Hoy (2003) used a case study to 

investigate how external factors such as faculty support and respect could influence a teacher’s 

sense of self-efficacy beliefs. These researchers demonstrated that in order to study all aspects of 

teacher efficacy, studies should use both quantitative and qualitative measures to examine the 

teaching behaviors of both efficacious and non-efficacious teachers within the classroom 

environment. 
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Figure 1 
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Figure 2 
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Figure 3 
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The purpose of this study was to explore the perceptions of principals, superintendents, and 

hiring personnel regarding hiring candidates with or without online education experience.  

Introduction 

 

Online learning is one of the fastest growing trends in educational uses of technology (Means, 

Toyama, Murphy, Bakia, & Jones, 2009). According to Sloan Consortium’s survey of 2,500 

colleges nationwide in 2009, over 4.6 million students were taking at least one online course 

during the fall 2008 term, which is a 16.9 percent increase over the previous year (Allen & 

Seaman, 2009). In October 2006, the Western Governors University claimed in its website 

(www.wgu.edu) that its Teacher College had become the first and only online provider of teacher 

education to receive accreditation from the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher 

Education (NCATE).  

 

Meanwhile, the issue of teacher quality has once again risen to the top of the school reform 

agenda. The “highly qualified teacher’ has become a buzzword and has been associated with a 

mandate for all states related to the NCLB federal law (Liu & Johnson, 2006). According to a 

report by the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (Carroll & Foster, 2008), 

over the next four years, more than a third of the nation’s 3.2 million teachers could retire, 

depriving classrooms of experienced instructors. This potential shortage of teachers poses 

significant challenges for schools and districts to recruit high quality teachers.  

 

Although improving teacher qualifications is important, it is equally important to consider 

whether district hiring practices are effectively matching new teachers to schools and positions. 

Research suggests that public schools may not be hiring the best candidates (Ballou, 1996; 

Ballou & Podgursky, 1997, 1998;Therrien & Washburn-Moses, 2009). Approximately, 30% of 

new teachers leave the classroom within 3 years of entering the profession, and 40% to 50% 

leave within 5 years (Dolton & van der Klaauw, 1999; Huling-Austin, 1990; Ingersoll, 2002; 

Ingersoll & Smith, 2003; Murnane, Singer, Willett, Kemple, & Olsen, 1991). These high levels 

of attrition have serious consequences for schools and the students they serve.  

 

As research indicates, schools may not always hire new teachers with high quality, good fit, and 

long-term commitment (Balter & Duncombe, 2008). On the other hand, teacher education 

programs at the university level are producing more and more graduates who have taken more 

online courses than ever before (Means, Toyama, Murphy, Bakia, & Jones, 2009). When these 

two trends intersect with each other, they pose a significant challenge for schools and districts, 

http://www.wgu.edu/
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particularly at a time when they are seeking to hire over a million new teachers in the course of a 

decade (Carroll & Foster, 2008).  

 

The purpose of this study was to explore the general perceptions of principals, superintendents, 

and hiring personnel relating to hiring candidates with or without online education. Specifically, 

the present study explored the following questions: 

 

1. What are the general perceptions of the principals, superintendents, and major hiring 

personnel on online education? 

2. What are the respondents’ perceptions on online teacher education? 

3. What are the respondents’ perceptions on hiring candidates with or without online education 

experience?  

4. What are the respondents’ perceptions on the future of online education?  

 

Literature Review 

 

In this literature review, we will focus primarily on two areas. One area is the need for high 

quality teachers and concerns related to hiring practices by K-12 administrative personnel. The 

other area is online education, the benefits it possesses and the challenges it faces. 

 

Need for High Quality Teachers and Concerns of Hiring Practice 

 

Decades of research on the determinants of student achievement make it clear that high quality 

teachers directly affect student success (Balter & Duncombe, 2008; Berry, Hoke, & Hirsch, 

2004; Berry 2005; Ferguson, 1998; Goldhaber, 2002). With states under pressure to raise teacher 

quality to comply with NCLB and with a significant increase in demand for teachers projected 

for the next decade (Carroll & Foster, 2008), many school districts face significant teacher 

recruitment challenges. Most of the research on teacher labor markets has focused on how 

salaries and working conditions affect teacher location decisions. The policy debate has tended to 

focus on state-level policies for recruitment of new teacher candidates or recently employed 

teachers to work in hard-to-staff schools or fields (Ballou & Podgursky, 1998). Despite the 

concern that differences in school district hiring processes may contribute to the teacher quality 

problem (Loeb, 2000), the research documenting the use of particular hiring practices, as well as 

evaluating the effectiveness of these practices is very limited. 

 

Loeb (2001) stated that “We know little about how effective districts are in their hiring 

decisions” (p. 99). Concerns over the quality of the public teacher hiring process have been 

raised in several comparisons of teacher recruitment policies in public and private schools 

(Ballou, 1996; Ballou and Podgursky, 1998). Ballou (1996) argued that “public school officials 

undervalue cognitive skills and subject matter knowledge when screening new applicants” (p. 

130). 

 

Most of the literature on recruitment in education examines teacher recruitment, training, and 

compensation policies in particular states, and uses these case studies to make broad 

recommendations (Clewell, Darke, Davis-Googe, Forcier, & Manes, 2000; Education Research 

Service, 2001; Fox & Certo, 1999; Hirsch, 2001; Pathways to Teaching Careers, 1997; The 
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Southeast Center for Teaching Quality, 2002). The majority of the research has focused on 

potential changes in state certification and compensation policy that can increase the supply of 

teachers. The little evidence that does exist on actual recruitment practices of school districts 

suggests that districts engage in a fairly limited search for candidates (Balter & Buncombe, 

2008). This was also affirmed in the research findings by Gantner, Jenkins, and Layton (2006) on 

how school decision personnel recruited new teachers in Georgia. 

 

In a nationwide study that spanned various fields, Adams and DeFleur (2005) found that 

applicants with traditional degrees were preferred by hiring committee chairs over applicants 

with degrees from virtual institutions or from degree programs that used mixed methods 

coursework.  

 

According to Emley and Ebmeier (1997), the selection of staff members is one of the most 

important decisions made by an administrator. Indeed, no other single activity is as critical to 

operating an efficient and effective school. Errors made in the selection process have direct 

impact on the school and have far-reaching consequences for students, administrators, other 

teachers, and the functioning of the school as a whole. Common criticisms of hiring new teachers 

include lack of information gathering, poor judgment, and improper decision-making caused by 

drawing inferences from limited data obtained in artificial situations by untrained interviewers 

(Thayer, 1978). Clement (2000) created a guide which provided principals with useful 

information about hiring teachers, including checklists for organizing the search for qualified 

candidates, recommendations on how to identify suitable applicants, and sample interview 

questions.  

 

Online Education: Benefits and Challenges 

 

While online education is increasing at an unprecedented rate, quality control has become a 

major issue (Barbera, 2004; Chua & Lam, 2007). Casey (2008) stated that many educators view 

distance education with skepticism and express concerns about quality control. The opinion 

expressed by the experts was that online professional development courses would best serve the 

goal of increasing student achievement if they fit the requirements of both individuals and 

schools. Weaver (2006) discussed the challenges of online professional development including 

the changing nature of workshop participants, the need for ongoing personalized support for 

teaching staff members, the need for more strategic use of the staff development team in quality 

assurance and policy development, and the implementation of incentives to encourage quality in 

online teaching. 

 

The benefits of taking online courses are obvious (Li & Irby, 2008). Accessibility is one of the 

most important ones (Coyner & McCann, 2004) since students can have access to all course-

related materials including syllabi, assignments, lecture notes, PowerPoint presentations, and 

their grades at any time and place (Karber, 2004; Mupinga, 2005; Taylor, 2003). Students find 

the flexibility of time as the most important advantage since online courses allow students to 

engage in study that fits their available time and learning styles (Hammonds, 2003). 

 

Challenges occur for both instructors and students regarding online courses. For the instructors, 

it takes a different paradigm to prepare, plan, and complete course information and materials 
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before the course could be offered online (Coyner & McCann, 2004).  Reeves (2002) considered 

the transformation of a regular course to a web-based course as the greatest challenge faced by 

instructors. Such transformation might involve more people than the instructors in charge of the 

work. The instructors need guidance and specific help from informational technology (IT) 

personnel to add and modify materials to fit the online delivery (Lyons, 2004). While both 

instructors and students may struggle with the use of technology, it could become a more serious 

issue with students who might not have the adequate technical skills (Mupinga, 2005). The 

struggle could be exacerbated with slow Internet connection and lack of software programs on 

the computer.   

 

Li and Irby (2008) indicated in their survey of literature that little has been done to compare the 

student attendance of online programs with traditional programs. One conclusion by Taylor 

(2003) is that online education is not for everyone. Students with low motivation and poor self-

discipline may register for an online course and withdraw half way through the course. Lyons 

(2004) attributed this failure of completing the course to the online learning environment, student 

isolation, lack of face-to-face interaction with teachers and classmates, and difficulty getting 

personal assistance for both technical and academic issues.     

 

Research Methods 

 

In this section, we will explain the research methodology for the study. We will first introduce 

the sampling procedure and then explain the survey instrument used in this study.  

 

Sample and Procedure  

 

The survey was conducted in Michigan. The target population of the survey was administrators 

in the position of hiring new teachers. We identified and classified the administrators into three 

categories of K-12 public school administrators: (1) school district superintendents, (2) central 

office administrators with teacher employee hiring responsibilities, including assistant 

superintendents in personnel, assistant superintendents of human resource, human resource 

directors, or similar titles, (3) building principals with assignments including elementary, middle 

school or high school supervision. 

 

A sample of superintendents, central office administrators with hiring responsibilities, and 

building principals were selected from the Intermediate School Districts portion of The Michigan 

School Directory using systematic sampling technique. Each of the 57 intermediate school 

districts has a website with a listing of the public schools they serve. There are approximately 

550 public school districts listed on the 57 intermediate school district websites. Starting 

alphabetically with the intermediate school districts, every fifth school district was selected to 

receive a survey until 100 school districts were identified. The individual respondent within the 

identified school district was selected by a second level of systematic sampling through the three 

categories of district administrative positions. For example, a survey would be sent to the 

superintendent of the selected school district A; the next survey would be sent to the central 

office administrator position for school district B; and the next survey would be sent to the 

building principal for school district C. The categories would continue to rotate through the 

selected schools until all 100 identified school districts were matched with one of the three 
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administrator categories.  Approximately one fifth of the total number of districts in Michigan 

were invited to participate in the survey. The number of districts chosen by the systematic 

sampling technique is a valid sample representative of the target population. 

 

The total number of school administrators selected to receive the survey was 99 as a result of the 

second level of systemic sampling.  However, after emailing the 99 original surveys, 7 of the 

emails bounced back to the sender and the surveys were never received by the identified public 

school administrator. It was noted that these administrators had left the school district for various 

reasons including advancement, moving to a different school district or retirement. Therefore, 92 

of the 99 surveys sent were actually received by the identified school administrators.  A follow-

up email was sent two weeks later. Thirty-eight of 92 administration personnel completed the 

survey (41%).    

 

Among the respondents were 20 superintendents, five assistant superintendents and executive 

directors, and 13 principals. Of the respondents, three were between 30 - 39 years old, seven 

between 40 - 49 years old, 20 between 50 - 59 years old, and eight 60 years or older. Thirty of 

the respondents were male and eight were female. Fifteen of the respondents have worked at the 

current positions for 1 - 5 years, ten 6 - 10 years, and seven 11 - 15 years. As for the level of 

formal education, 29 respondents had Master's degrees with some of them having extra graduate 

course work, 27 are currently pursuing doctoral degree, and two have doctoral degrees (See 

Appendix A for the demographic information). 

 

Instruments 

 

The instrument of the survey had 15 items. All items were based on a 1-5 Likert scale. The items 

were divided into four groups; each group was designed to collect data for one of the four 

research questions respectively. An expert review of the instrument was conducted resulting in 

items being added, deleted and modified. A small pilot study was conducted, resulting in further 

adjustment of the instrument. Surveymonkey.com was chosen as the online platform for 

conducting the survey (see Appendix B for the survey).  

 

Limitations 

 

There are several limitations to this study that need to be addressed. The first limitation is the 

way the data were collected through voluntary participation. Therefore, despite a satisfactory 

41% return rate, those who responded may share characteristics not typical of other school 

administrators; thus, possible bias related to the sample needs to be considered when examining 

the findings of this study.  It also needs to be noted that a limited number of survey items (15) 

were used to explore the four research questions. Additional survey items may have uncovered 

additional findings for the four research questions. Another possible limitation is that the 

respondents may not have had extensive experience with potential teacher candidates who had 

online learning experience; therefore, the validity of the responses to the survey items may be 

also limited.  
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Results 

 

The first part of the data analysis was to examine if the administrative positions, gender, age, 

years of employment in the position, and level of education would affect the respondents’ 

perceptions of online education and potential hiring behaviors. A series of One-way ANOVAs 

were conducted through the SPSS by using administrative positions, gender, age, years of 

employment in the position, and level of education as independent variables and the results of the 

15 survey items as dependent variables. The results of the statistical procedures indicated that 

there were no statistical significant differences in respondents' perceptions on the 15 survey 

items; and that the administrative positions, gender, age, years of employment in the position, 

and level of education did not affect the respondents’ perceptions of online education and their 

potential hiring behaviors. Therefore, the following section will report the results of the 

descriptive analyses of the four major research questions by the respondents. Items for each 

research question will be grouped and reported together.  

 

Research Question #1 

 

What are the general perceptions of the principals, superintendents, and major hiring personnel 

about online education? To answer these questions, we designed four items for the surveys 

(Tables 2 & 3). The results are listed in the following tables: 

 

Table 2. Survey Items 1 - 3 

Survey Items 1-3 Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Undecided 

1. Online learning can replace 

traditional learning 

5.3% 

(2) 

31.6% 

(12) 

44.7% 

(17) 

15.8% 

(6) 

2.6% 

(1) 

2. Online learning decreases the 

quality of teaching  

2.6% 

(1) 

36.8% 

(14) 

36.8% 

(14) 

5.3% 

(2) 

18.4% 

(7) 

3. Students lack a supporting 

learning environment in an online 

course 

13.2% 

(5) 

47.4% 

(18) 

21% 

(8) 

0% 

(0) 

18.4% 

(7) 

 

Table 3. Survey Item 4 

Survey Item 4 Superior Somewhat 

Superior 

Same Somewhat 

Inferior 

Inferior 

Compared to face-to-face learning, 

outcomes of online learning are   

2.6% 

(1) 

0% 

(0) 

21.1% 

(8) 

71% 

(27) 

5.3% 

(2) 

 

Four items were designed to find out the respondents’ general perceptions on online education. 

The trends of the answers towards online learning are negative. Sixty percent of the respondents 

agree or strongly agree that online education cannot replace traditional education.  

 

The respondents have a very low confidence in whether online education can create a supporting 

learning environment for its students as indicated by the result from Survey Item #1. 
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Interestingly, only 39% respondents strongly agree or agree that online learning decreases the 

quality of teaching. 

 

Of the four questions, the respondents have a particularly low rating on online education’s 

learning outcome. Seventy-six percent rate online education outcomes as somewhat inferior or 

inferior. This finding is much higher than the report by the Sloan Consortium (2006) where only 

about 40% of the respondents rated online education outcome as somewhat inferior or inferior.  

 

Research Question #2 

 

What are the respondents’ perceptions on online teacher education? To answer this question, we 

designed four items for the survey (Tables 4 & 5). The results are listed in the following tables: 

 

Table 4. Survey Items 5 - 7 

Survey Items 5-7 Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Undecided 

5. Compared to face-to-face 

learning, preservice teachers can 

learn necessary skills to become 

competent teachers  

0% 

(0) 

34.2% 

(13) 

28.9% 

(11) 

21.1% 

(8) 

15.8% 

(6) 

6. Online teacher education can 

create necessary learning 

environments  

2.6% 

(1) 

36.8% 

(14) 

23.7% 

(9) 

18.4% 

(7) 

18.4% 

(7) 

7.  Online education will hinder 

preservice teachers from learning 

necessary teaching skills 

2.6% 

(1) 

39.5% 

(15) 

36.8% 

(14) 

5.3%  

(2) 

15.8% 

(6) 

 

Table 5. Survey Item 8 

Survey Item 8 Superior Somewhat 

Superior 

Same Somewhat 

Inferior 

Inferior 

Compared to a face-to-face 

education program, learning 

outcomes in full online teacher 

education programs are  

0% 

(0) 

0% 

(0) 

26.3% 

(10) 

55.3% 

(21) 

18.4% 

(7) 

 

Four questions were designed to find out the respondents’ perceptions on online teacher 

education. The trends of the answers appear to be more negative than positive, which is similar 

to perceptions toward online education in general reflected in the results of the first research 

question. The respondents all tend to agree or strongly agree that students cannot learn necessary 

skills to become competent teachers through online education.  

 

The respondents have very low ratings on the outcome of full time online teacher education 

programs where 74% choose “somewhat inferior” or “inferior.” The negative perception of 

online teacher education is very similar to the negative perception by the respondents on the 

general online education. However, the respondents split on the survey questions 6 and 7 that 
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online teacher education can create necessary learning environments and online education will 

hinder preservice teachers from learning necessary teaching skills. 

 

Research Question #3 

 

What are the respondents’ perceptions on hiring candidates with or without online education 

experience? To answer this question, we designed four items for the survey (Tables 6 & 7). The 

results are listed in the following tables: 

 

Table 6. Survey Item 9 

Survey Item 9 0% 

online 

courses 

25% 

online 

courses 

50% 

online 

courses 

75% 

online 

courses 

100% 

online 

courses 

A best candidates for a teaching 

position is one with  

10.5% 

(4) 

81.6% 

(31) 

5.3% 

(2) 

2.6% 

(1) 

0% 

(0) 

 

Table 7. Survey Items 10 - 12  

Survey Items 10-12 Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Undecided 

10. I would consider hiring a 

candidate with an online education 

degree  

0% 

(0) 

18.4% 

(7) 

26.3% 

(10) 

42.1% 

(16) 

13.2% 

(5) 

11. Candidates with an online 

degree decrease my confidence in 

their teaching abilities 

18.4% 

(7) 

52.6% 

(20) 

13.2% 

(5) 

0% 

(0) 

15.8% 

(6) 

12. There is a hiring advantage to 

the candidate if he/she knows how 

to teach online courses  

2.6% 

(1) 

60.5% 

(23) 

15.8% 

(6) 

0% 

(0) 

21.1% 

(8) 

 

Four questions were designed to find out the respondents’ perceptions of online teacher 

education. Of the respondents, 68% will not consider hiring candidates with an online education 

degree.  However, 82% of the respondents agree that candidates with 25% of their courses taken 

online are more preferred than those candidates with no online learning experience or with too 

many courses taken online. The respondents (63%) acknowledge that it does bring candidates 

advantages if they know how to teach online courses. Interestingly, only 13% respondents 

believe that candidates with an online degree decrease their confidence in their teaching abilities. 

 

Research Question #4 

 

What are the respondents’ perceptions on the future of online education? To answer these 

questions, we designed three items for the survey (Tables 8 & 9). The results are listed in the 

following tables:  
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Table 8. Survey Items 13 - 14 

Survey Items 13-14 Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Undecided 

13. Online education is critical to 

the long-term strategies of my 

school/school district  

10.5% 

(4) 

57.9% 

(22) 

26.3% 

(10) 

2.6% 

(1) 

2.6% 

(1) 

14. Hybrid courses (courses with a 

combination of face-to-face and 

online work) hold more promise 

than online courses  

28.9% 

(11) 

57.9% 

(22) 

7.9% 

(3) 

0% 

(0) 

5.3% 

(2) 

 

Table 9. Survey Item 15 

Survey Item 15 Superior Somewhat 

Superior 

Same Somewhat 

Inferior 

Inferior 

15. Compared to face-to-face 

learning, outcomes in online 

education in 3 to 5 years from now 

will be 

0% 

(0) 

18.4%  

(7) 

47.4% 

(18) 

28.9%  

(11) 

5.3% 

(2) 

 

The respondents obviously recognize the importance and inevitability of online education and 

68% of the respondents agree or strongly agree that online education is critical to the long-term 

strategy of their school district. The respondents (87%) have a particular positive perception of 

hybrid courses, a format that combines both online and traditional modes of delivery. 

 

However, the respondents have a prediction that 3 to 5 years from now, online education 

outcomes will be the same (47%) and somewhat inferior or inferior (34%). This prediction is not 

positive about the future of online education.  

 

Discussion 

  

The results of the survey were consistent with the expectation that there are concerns about the 

quality of online education in general and teacher education in particular among the K-12 hiring 

personnel. The majority of respondents do not believe that “online learning can replace 

traditional learning.” This low confidence concurs with the belief that compared to face-to-face 

learning, courses of online learning are inferior (76%).  

 

The concerns regarding online education program seem to be legitimate due to the special 

characteristics of online learning environments and quality control. To better control online 

learning quality, the North American Council on Online Learning released a set of national 

online teaching standards in an effort to define high-quality virtual school teaching in 2008 

(Trotter, 2008). These standards will allow policymakers to have some sort of independent 

review of online programs and give course providers a reference point for their own programs' 

quality. Such standards are also required in Michigan both for K-12 and college level online 

programs and coursework.  
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One major concern from the results is the respondents’ negative rating on hiring candidates with 

online degrees. Respondents (68%) disagree or strongly disagree with the possibility of hiring 

candidates with online education degrees. This finding confirms the concern reported by Flowers 

and Baltzer (2006) that higher education institutes will not hire candidates with doctoral degrees 

earned online. Although a full online education degree decreases the hiring personnel’s 

confidence as indicted by the survey Item 11, a certain degree of online experience, particularly, 

the ability to teach online courses is a plus for candidates. Of the respondents, 81% feel that 25% 

online courses for education major students are most preferred. Meanwhile, 63% of the 

respondents believe that candidates have advantages of being hired if they know how to teach 

online courses.  

 

Sixty-five percent (65%) of the respondents feel that online education is critical to their school or 

school district’s long-term strategy. The respondents believe that hybrid courses hold more 

promise than online courses, which also supports the findings by Cole and Kritzer (2009), Shin 

and Lee (2009) and Weil (2009). This finding indicates that K-12 administrators are aware of the 

importance and inevitability of online education and realize that it must become part of their 

long-term strategy. 

 

Implications and Conclusions 

 

The survey results indicate the following: 

1. K-12 hiring administrators have low confidence in the outcomes of online learning. 

2. K-12 hiring administrators believe that students lack a supporting learning environment 

in online learning 

3. K-12 hiring administrators are split in their perception about whether online teacher 

education courses can create the necessary learning environment for training future 

teachers. 

4. K-12 hiring administrators have low confidence in hiring candidates with online 

education degrees. 

5. K-12 hiring administrators prefer to have candidates with 25% of their courses taken 

online. 

6. K-12 hiring administrators believe online learning will be part of their school’s long-term 

strategies. 

 

The implication for teacher education programs is that given the high interest of the school 

administrators who will hire teacher candidates with 25% of the academic programs taken 

online, teacher education programs should seriously consider providing online courses. In 

addition to providing online learning experiences for their preservice students, teacher education 

programs should teach their students the methods for designing and delivering online courses.  

 

The implication for school district hiring personnel is that K-12 administrators need to be 

educated to embrace online education and learn the techniques of online learning quality control; 

change their negative attitudes and beliefs regarding the role of online education for future 

teacher candidates; develop a better understanding of the advantages online education can 

provide in teacher education and professional development; and be educated to the concept that 
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online education and traditional education are both quality learning opportunities when the 

courses are developed and taught by high-quality instructors. 

 

Online education, as a new means of learning, must continually be assessed as how to best 

provide the most conducive learning environment. Residential universities historically dismiss 

online education, but as society becomes more high tech, the option of pursuing an education 

outside a traditional university has been gaining popularity. Residential universities, particularly 

teacher education programs, need to change teaching faculty’s perception of online education. 

Residential universities need to invest in its faculty’s professional development to prepare them 

for online course designing and teaching. The university faculty must continue to learn and 

implement the best practice for online teaching. 
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Appendix A. Demographic Information 

 

_____________________________________________________________ 

Questions on Demographic Information    n     %     

_____________________________________________________________ 

 

1. What is your current position of employment?  

Superintendent    20 (53%) 

Assistant Superintendent     5 (13%) 

Principal     13 (34%) 

 

2. Please identify your gender. 

 Female       8  (21%) 

  Male      30 (79%) 

 

3. Please identify your age range. 

 Under 25       0   (0%) 

25 - 29        0   (0%) 

30 - 39        3   (8%) 

40 - 49        7 (18%) 

50 - 59      20 (53%) 

60 or older       8 (21%) 

 

4. Number of years employed in your current position. 

1 - 5 years     15 (40%)  

6 - 10 years     10 (26%) 

11 - 15 years       7 (18%) 

16 - 20 years       4 (10%) 

21 - 25 years       0   (0%) 

26 - 30 years       0   (0%) 

over 30 years       2   (6%) 

 

5. What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? 

Bachelor's degree      0   (0%) 

Bachelor's degree + graduate coursework   0   (0%) 

Master's degree      2   (5%) 

Master's degree + graduate coursework 27 (71%) 

In Doctoral program      8 (21%) 

Doctoral degree      1   (3%) 

______________________________________________________________ 

Note: N=38 
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Appendix B. Survey Questions 

 

 

Questions on Demographic Information 

 

1. What is your current position of employment?  

Superintendent 

Assistant Superintendent 

Principal 

 

2. Please identify your gender. 

 Female Male 

 

3. Please identify your age range. 

Under 25 

25 - 29 

30 - 39 

40 - 49 

50 - 59 

60 or older 

 

4. Please identify the range of years you will be employed in your current position at the end of  

    this current academic year. 

1 - 5 years 

6 - 10 years 

11 - 15 years 

16 - 20 years 

21 - 25 years 

26 - 30 years 

over 30 years 

 

5. What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? 

Bachelor's degree 

Bachelor's degree + graduate coursework 

Master's degree 

Master's degree + graduate coursework 

In Doctoral program 

Doctoral degree 
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Questions on Online Education 

 

1. Online learning can replace traditional learning 

 Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided  

2. Online learning decreases the quality of teaching 

 Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided  

3. Students lack a supporting learning environment in an online course 

 Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided  

4. Compared to face-to-face learning, outcomes of online learning are   

      Superior Somewhat Superior Same Somewhat  Inferior Inferior 

5. Compared to face-to-face learning, preservice teachers can learn necessary skills to become 

    competent teachers  

 Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided  

6. Online teacher education can create necessary learning environments  

 Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided  

7.  Online education will hinder preservice teachers from learning necessary teaching skills 

 Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided  

8. Compared to a face-to-face education program, learning outcomes in full online teacher  

    education programs are 

      Superior Somewhat Superior Same Somewhat  Inferior Inferior 

9. Best candidates for a teaching position is one with 

       0% online courses 25% online courses 50% online courses  

       75% online courses 100% online courses 

10. I would consider hiring a candidate with an online education degree  

      Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided 

11. Candidates with an online degree decrease my confidence in their teaching abilities 

      Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided 

12. There is a hiring advantage to the candidate if he/she knows how to teach online courses  

      Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided 

13. Online education is critical to the long-term strategy of my school/school district  

      Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided 

14. Hybrid courses (a course with a combination of face-to-face and online work) hold more  

      promise than online courses  

      Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided 

15. Compared to face-to-face learning, outcomes in online education in 3 to 5 years from now  

      will be 

       Superior Somewhat Superior Same Somewhat Inferior Inferior 
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