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 The purpose of this qualitative case study is to discover how teachers view the teacher 

supervision practices that are in place in two selected charter schools in Southeast urban 

Pennsylvania by developing an in-depth perspective and understanding of teachers’ perceptions 

of the efficacy and impact on the current system.  Data will be gathered on nine teachers and two 

teacher supervisors through a series of in-depth interviews, structured observations and 

document examination at each of the two selected charter schools.  There are no experiments 

being conducted, nor is there any controlling factors in this qualitative study.  Instead 

observations and interviews will be conducted that will allow the voices of the respondents to be 

heard.  The goal is to hear what teachers’ persona perspectives are of the supervision process 

within their respective schools. 

 This study moves beyond typical supervisory efficacy studies.  First because of the 

setting in charter schools and secondly by examining the teachers’ perspectives of the 
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supervision practices and policies within their schools.  In order to gain a better understanding of 

the context for this study, it is necessary to look at the history of the charter school movement as 

well as the impact charter schools are having on traditional public schools as a result of the 

Educational Reform Movement. 

 The current education reform standards found within the No Child Left Behind Act 

(2001) has brought about a renewed focus on the systems being used to critique teacher efficacy.  

It is the system that is used to assess teacher quality, through teacher supervision practices and 

policies that this case study will address.  Linda Darling-Hammond (2007) who writes 

extensively on teacher quality, proposes creating a “high-quality teacher-performance assessment 

that measures actual teaching skill.”  (p. 48).  One that can be used for “determining teachers’ 

competence.” (p. 48).  The need for this kind of assessment for teacher efficacy is important 

since “there does not appear any specific credential or characteristic that is a silver-bullet 

predicator of quality.”  (Goldhaber, 2006, p.1). 

 This qualitative case study will show the reading what systems currently exist within the 

teacher supervision practices and policies in these two selected charter schools in Southeast 

urban Pennsylvania.  What drives this study will be the revelations of the teachers working in 

these charter schools who will share their personal point of view of the teacher supervision 

process based on their own experiences, through document and field observations. 

 The study in itself will not examine any quantitative links with student achievement but is 

nevertheless based on the idea that good teacher supervision improves teaching that ultimately 

impacts student achievement levels.  “Educational research convincingly shows that teacher 

quality is the most important schooling factor influencing student achievement.”  (Goldhaber, 
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2006, p.1).  Therefore it can be argued that teacher supervision can potentially improve teacher 

quality that in turn is directly linked to student achievement. 

 While this study will focus on the exploration of teachers’ perspectives of the teacher 

supervision process that exists within charter schools, the outlying factors such as teacher 

education, hiring and teacher retention are instrumental in student achievement cannot be 

ignored, however this study will concentrate only on teacher supervision practices.  The 

significance of this study is that it may provide additional insight on teacher supervision 

practices, which include a broad range of approaches from instructional, collegial, peer, clinical 

and self-directed.  This study will provide information that will answer the overarching research 

question, what is the state of teacher supervision in two selected charter schools in Southeastern 

urban Pennsylvania? 

 Little research has been published specifically on teacher perceptions of teacher 

supervision practices in urban charter schools.  Teacher supervision and teacher evaluation “the 

process by which teachers are assessed professionally” (Goldrick, 2002, p.2) in urban charter 

schools have not previously been the subject of rigorous examination.  Out of 664 dissertations 

that addressed the topic of charter schools, teacher supervision practices, teacher perceptions of 

teacher supervision practices and the impact teacher supervision has on student achievement, 

only 12 studies (less than 1%) focused on these areas of research.  This paucity illustrates the 

need to increase studies in the area of teacher supervision practices to determine if they are 

impacting student achievement. 

 The significance of this study comes from learning about a previously unexplored 

phenomenon in the increasingly influential charter school.  Although this study could extend 
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beyond the boundaries of teachers’ perspectives and potentially draw conclusions on the efficacy 

of teacher supervision practices based on the outcome of student achievement levels, that is not 

the focus or the reason for this study.  The primary focus will remain on teacher’s perceptions of 

the teacher supervisory practices in these two charter schools. 
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        CHAPTER 1 

 
Introduction 

 
 
 Teacher supervision and teacher evaluation “the process by which teachers are assessed 

professionally”  (Goldrick, 2002, p.2) in urban charter schools have not previously been the 

subject of rigorous examination.  The purpose of this qualitative case study is to describe and 

understand teacher supervision and evaluation practices and policies in two selected charter 

schools in Southeast urban Pennsylvania by developing an in-depth perspective and 

understanding of teachers’ perceptions of the efficacy and impact of the current systems.  This 

study moves beyond typical teacher supervisory efficacy studies.  First, because of the setting in 

charter schools and secondly, by examining the teachers’ perspectives of the supervision practices 

and policies within their schools.  In order to gain a better understanding of the context for this 

study, it is necessary to look at the history of the charter school movement as well as the impact 

charter schools are having on traditional public schools as a result of the Educational Reform 

Movement.  This study on teacher supervisory practices will look into the teacher supervisory 

practices and policies at two urban charter schools.  “Educational research convincingly shows 

that teacher quality is the most important schooling factor influencing student achievement.”  

(Goldhaber, 2006, p.1).  Therefore it can be argued that supervisory practices with their potential 

for improving teacher quality are also directly linked to student achievement. 

 The increased understanding of the impact classroom teachers have on student learning 

drives schools to hold teachers accountable for increasing student achievement levels in order to 

meet the current education reform standards. No Child Left Behind (2001).   Knowing the value 
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of teacher quality on student achievement levels has brought about a renewed focus on the 

systems being used to critique teacher efficacy.  It is the system that is used to assess teacher 

quality, through teacher supervision practices and policies that this case study addresses.   Linda 

Darling-Hammond (2007), who writes extensively on teacher quality, proposes creating a “high-

quality teacher-performance assessment that measures actual teaching skill.”  (p. 48).  One that 

can be used for “determining teachers’ competence.”  (p.48).  The need for this kind of 

assessment for teacher efficacy is important since “there does not appear any specific credential 

or characteristic that is a silver-bullet predicator of quality.”  (Goldhaber, 2006, p.1).  

 My purpose for doing this qualitative case study was to learn what systems exist within 

the teacher supervision practices and policies in two selected charter schools in Southeastern 

urban Pennsylvania.   What I hope to achieve is a greater understanding of those systems from the 

constituents’ point of view.  It will be their personal experiences, documentation and observations 

that drive this study.  The study in itself will not examine any quantitative links with student 

achievement, but is nevertheless based on the idea that good teacher supervision improves 

teaching, and ultimately impacts student achievement levels.   

 Enhancing teacher quality has been a key feature of the Educational Reform Movement 

and is one of the crucial issues addressed in the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2002 (the 

re-authorized The Elementary and Secondary Educational Act, (ESEA).  (1965).  NCLB is a 

comprehensive system that uses accountability to measure and assess student achievement levels, 

distributes funding to states and has established a system to ensure that all students are provided 

“With a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education. The four pillars 
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of the bill include accountability, flexibility, research-based education and parent options.” 

Department of Education: No Child Left Behind (2007).  One of the goals of NCLB is to 

eliminate the achievement gap and have all students performing at grade level (defined as 

“proficient” which is a score of 75% or above) in reading and mathematics by the year 2014.  

“The [NCLB] law brought attention to the teaching force, and it’s not bad to have a  

minimum standard,” said Ms. Coulter of the Education Commission of the States.  (2007).  “What 

should naturally follow from that is: What are our standards for certification and for  

preparation programs? What are our standards for effective teaching?”  (Keller, 2007).  

 Teacher effectiveness is vital to the outcome of a student’s achievement.  In a study 

conducted by the Dallas School District using students who were entering the fifth grade -- were 

divided up into two groups, one group was assigned to math teachers, who according to the 

“Dallas value-added system” were deemed effective (“defined as those who rank in the top two 

quintiles of all teachers in terms of effectiveness; ineffective teachers are those who rank in the 

bottom two quintiles”) with the other group of students being assigned to ineffective teachers.  

The findings showed that at the end of the 7th grade “4th graders of all abilities who have three 

years of effective teachers in a row for the 5th, 6th, and 7th grade will pass a 7th-grade math test at a 

98% rate.   Students who had ineffective teachers for grades 5, 6 and seven were less likely to 

pass a 7th grade math test with an average of only 63% who passed.  (Carey, 2004).  In a similar 

study done in Tennessee researchers found that “students who have three highly effective teachers 

in a row, score more than 50 percentile points above their counterparts who have three ineffective 

teachers in a row - even when they started with the same score.”  (Jordan, Mendro and 
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Weerasinghe, 1997).  Notwithstanding, “low-achieving students with effective teachers are 

perfectly capable of catching up and meeting the standard.”  (Carey, 2004).    

 We can’t afford ineffective teachers.  Poor instruction is a leading factor in keeping 

children from achieving their fullest potential.  “Teaching quality is distributed inequitably to 

poor and minority children.”  (Rebell, Wolff, 2006).  “Forty-three percent of teachers in high-

poverty schools lacked a major or minor in their field, compared with 27 percent in more affluent 

schools.” [National Partnership for Teaching in At-Risk Schools, 2005].  Unless there is an 

equitable distribution of highly qualified teachers, it will be more difficult to close the 

achievement gap between student populations.  “By providing the same educational opportunities 

for poor children as for more affluent children - and, in particular, quality teachers - education can 

indeed become the ‘great equalizer’ that enables all children to succeed.” [National Partnership 

for Teaching in At-Risk Schools, 2005].  

 NCLB created the nexus between a Highly Qualified Teacher (HQT) and measuring 

teacher efficacy on student achievement levels.  The federal mandate stated that by the end of the 

2006 - 2007 school year that there would be 100% compliance and that all teachers in the 

classroom would be “highly qualified.”   

  Under the No Child Left Behind Act, all teachers of core academic  
  subjects must hold at least a bachelor's degree, have full state  
  certification, and demonstrate knowledge in the core academic  
  subjects they teach. The law also requires that states develop  
  plans to help teachers in low-performing and disadvantaged  
  schools and districts become highly qualified. 
      U.S. Department of Education (2007) 
 
 Teacher quality and efficacy are a key component to student achievement.  “Highly 
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qualified teachers matter.  While on the face of it this simple declaration seems obvious, it is only 

in recent years that rigorous research evidence has begun to emerge to support what educators, 

parents and students have long viewed as plain truth: Teachers are an important determinant of a 

child’s education, of a good school and ultimately – of the future economics of this great nation.”  

(McCaffrey, Lockwood, Koretz and Hamilton, 2003).  The importance of teacher quality as a 

component that will increase the likelihood of improving student achievement has emerged as one 

tool in improving teacher efficacy.  

 Schools have an added interest in teacher efficacy because if they fail to meet their state 

mandated Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) guidelines, they will be placed in corrective action 

and then risk restructuring or reorganization if they continue to fail to meet the minimum level of 

academic criteria.  “Under No Child Left Behind, each state has developed and implemented 

measurements for determining whether its schools and local educational agencies (LEAs) are 

making AYP.  AYP is an individual state's measure of progress toward the goal of 100 percent of 

students achieving to state academic standards in at least reading/language arts and math.  It sets 

the minimum level of proficiency that the state, its school districts, and schools must achieve each 

year on annual tests and related academic indicators.”  (U.S. Department of Education, 2007) 

 Logical implications of the existence of poor quality teaching have forced states to adopt 

new forms of assessment policies, one of which is the Value Added Assessments (VAA) that 

started in Tennessee in the 1990's.  VAA measures student achievement levels (longitudinally) 

“through test scores or test score gains.”  (Rubin, Stuart, Zanutto, 2003)   The use of VAA,  “a 

statistical method used to measure the influence of a district and school on the academic progress 
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rates of individual students and groups of students from year-to-year.”  (Rubin, Stuart, Zanutto, 

2003). 

 The federal directives that are now forcing educators to be accountable are the result of a 

failing educational system that was first chronicled in the report, “A Nation At Risk” (1983) that 

drew the public’s attention to specific shortcomings in our public schools.  Mediocrity had 

permeated throughout the educational system.  There was evidence that other countries would 

eventually come to surpass “our educational attainments” causing the United States to lose its 

place as a leading world power in “commerce, industry, science, and technological innovation.”  

One of the root causes of this problem was the discovery that the talent pool of educators coupled 

with the state’s negligence in maintaining high standards for teacher performance lowered student 

achievement levels.  America’s competitiveness and the role it was going to play in the future 

global economy were of critical concern.  The National Commission on Excellence in Education. 

(1983).  

  Not enough of the academically able students are being attracted  
  to teaching; that teacher preparation programs need substantial  
  improvement; that the professional working life of teachers is on  
  the whole unacceptable; and that a serious shortage of teachers  
  exists in key field. Too many teachers are being drawn from the  
  bottom quarter of graduating high school and college students.  
  The shortage of teachers in mathematics and science is particularly  
  severe. A 1981 survey of 45 States revealed shortages of mathematics  
  teachers in 43 States, critical shortages of earth sciences teachers in  
  33 States, and of physics teachers everywhere.   
  The National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983)  
 
 Since the publication of the report, teacher quality and teacher efficacy has remained in 

the forefront of educational reform and plays a large part in the current educational reform 
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movement, as set forth in the NCLB legislation.  “In the NCLB teacher quality provisions, driven 

by research that documents the importance of teacher quality on student achievement and in 

closing achievement gaps.  Based on their findings that (1) minority and low-income students 

who are disproportionately taught by under qualified school teachers, and (2) disadvantaged 

students who have effective teachers for consecutive years are able to close the achievement 

between disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged students.”  (Carey, 2004).   

 Teacher inequities account for part of the achievement gap among poor and minority 

students.  Students living in poorer communities have a disproportionate number of novice 

(defined as someone with three or fewer years experience) and ineffective teachers assigned to 

their schools than their wealthier and less minority populated counterparts.  “Poor children are 

typically handicapped by substandard and unequal educational opportunities.  But of all the 

educational disparities poor children face, none is more significant than the disparity in the quality 

of their teachers.”  (National Partnership for Teaching in At-Risk Schools, 2005).   The outcome 

of a poor education is evident: “In the inner cities, more than half of all black men do not finish 

high school.   In 2000, 65% of black male high school dropouts in their 20's were jobless.  By 

2004, the share had grown to 72%, compared with 34% of white and 19% of Hispanic dropouts.”  

(Eckholm, 2006).   Employment opportunities for these students wanting to work in white-collar 

jobs will diminish because of their limited education.   “By 2020, there will be a shortage of 

workers qualified to fill the estimated 14 million white-collar jobs that will be vacated by baby-

boomers reaching retirement age.”  (Carnevale & Deroschers, 2004).   

 The next step is to examine how teacher supervision and evaluation works and its impact 

on charter schools.  It is important to note that the terms “supervision” and “evaluation” describe 
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two different stages. “G.H. Fredrich saw supervision and evaluation as different concepts.  

Supervision is a formative, supportive approach to improving teaching competence: evaluation is 

a summative process that should culminate a period of supervision.”  (G.H. Frederich, 1984).   

Supervision and evaluation will be used interchangeably, while giving credence to G.H. 

Frederich’s definition.  Supervision and evaluation remain two different concepts but are 

combined together within the framework of the teacher supervision process in this case study.    

 First it is necessary to recognize the purpose behind the teacher evaluation process.   

“Many people perceive evaluation as quality control in teaching and a means to weed out 

incompetent teachers.”  (Atkins, 1996).  However, the goal should be to empower teachers with a 

greater understanding of how to impart their school’s curriculum and instruction to the student 

body.  It is to help create better, more effective teachers.  Teachers working within two charter 

schools will be the focus of this case study. 

 The rise of charter schools and their place in the NCLB reform is impacting traditional 

public schools.  The ideas generated by Albert Shanker, former president of the American 

Federation of Teachers and Ray Budde, Ph.D., whose research in organizational theory were the 

foundation for what are today’s charter schools.  These “public schools of choice” [US Charter 

Schools] began to alter the educational landscape as their popularity grew.  “Impacts from charter 

schools [and] made changes in district operations, in the district educational system, or in both 

areas.”  (U.S. Dept. of Education, 2007).  Charter schools began to affect schools’ districts 

budgets with federal legislation directing funding into charter schools.   The increase in the 

number of students enrolling in charter schools forced traditional public schools to take a look at 

what charter schools were doing and adopt their systems by expanding their role in the 
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community and offering alternative courses in order to stop the flow of students out of their 

schools.   

 Charter schools are recognized and supported by the federal government through a series 

of federal initiatives.  “It has done so primarily through the enactment of three programs: the 

Charter Schools Program (CSP), the State Charter School Facilities Incentive Program, and the 

Credit Enhancement for Charter School Facilities Program. The president's FY 2008 budget funds 

all three federal charter programs at FY 2007 levels: $200 million for the CSP, $14.8 million for 

the State Facilities Incentive Program, and $36.6 million for the Credit Enhancement Program.”  

(National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 2007).  In addition to the federal funding charters 

schools receive, NCLB legislation employs a system of school assessments that determine 

whether or not student achievement levels are meeting the federal guidelines.  Schools have five 

(consecutive) years to make AYP.  If a public school fails to do so, then it runs the risk of being 

changed into a charter school.   “Under the NCLB Act, persistently low-performing schools may 

be converted to charter schools as an option for restructuring them.”  (Vaourek, 2005).    

 Charter schools are governed by state charter school laws.  “In most states this provision 

means that charter school authorizers are primarily responsible for holding charter schools 

accountable for implementing the requirements of NCLB. Broadly speaking, charter schools must 

be held to state standards and adequate yearly progress (AYP) objectives, administer state 

standardized tests, and if they receive Title I, Part A funds, face the same consequences as non-

charter public schools if they don’t make AYP.”  (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 

2007).   In Pennsylvania, the charter school law requires “at least 75% of the professional staff of 

a charter school must hold appropriate Pennsylvania certification. The charter must list the 
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general qualifications for non-certificated staff and additional criteria are established.”  (PDE, 

1997).  Yet in terms of teacher efficacy and teacher assessments, there is no mention of any 

criteria or guidelines. 

 No known studies exist to date detailing teacher assessments that exist within charter 

schools.  Charter schools function without unions and the automatic rights and privileges that 

public school teachers have through collective bargaining, nevertheless “employees of charter 

school(s) are considered public employees” (PDE).    The organization of a charter school is often 

unique and this singularity makes this case study a reasonable and valid tool for understanding 

individual, previously not studied phenomena.  “Evaluation is the process of determining the 

basic worth of something by measuring that ‘something’ against established standards or criteria.”  

(Atkins, 1996).   What are those standards for teacher supervision policies and practices in charter 

schools? 

 Understanding teacher supervision policies and procedures in charter schools could 

potentially help charter schools better recognize how they can increase student achievement levels 

because of the known impact teachers have on student learning.  This study focuses on 

discovering what teachers’ perspectives are of the teacher supervision practices in Pennsylvania 

charter schools.  The intent was to develop a deeper understanding of teachers valuing or not 

valuing the teacher supervision process and the reasons why.  

 There are determining factors that may influence the perception of the effectiveness of the 

supervision process.  For example, if actual teacher supervision activities are perceived to be not 

worthwhile or useful, then their value is questioned.   The quality of teacher supervision practices 

is an important factor in order to help teachers meet their goals.  In a three-year study on Teacher 
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Quality that encompassed rating all 50-states, the findings showed that  “Pennsylvania requires 

local school districts to conduct teacher evaluations using a uniform, state-designed rating form 

that assesses teachers in four domains: personality, preparation, technique and pupil reaction.” 

(The National Council Teacher Quality [NCTQ], 2007).   This is not unique, however “most 

states do not require teachers to receive annual performance evaluations . . . only 14 states require 

annual evaluations, and only seven direct districts that can dismiss teachers after two 

unsatisfactory evaluations.”  (NCTQ, 2007).   Pennsylvania ranked the highest in the “Teacher 

Evaluation” assessment with the state meeting its obligations by doing annual evaluations.  

However, the failing is in the quality of these evaluations.  Pennsylvania scored a “C” rating in 

the value of the assessment on teacher efficacy.  “Despite mandating annual evaluations, 

Pennsylvania’s minimal guidelines do not require objective evidence of classroom effectiveness, 

much less a preponderance of evidence, to ensure teacher effectiveness.”  (NCTQ, 2007).  

Pennsylvania was not alone, it was one of 20 states that fell in the “State Meets a Small Part of 

Goal” with another 15 states ranking even lower with a “Not Meeting the Goal.”  Overall, the 

study showed that in the area of teacher evaluations, 70% of the states failed to use “instructional 

effectiveness” as a part of the evaluation process. 

 The skill set of the individual implementing teacher assessments is also critical.  Too often 

the teacher supervisor lacks the necessary skills to achieve the intended purpose of the process 

which is to “make a professional judgment concerning the teacher’s overall performance and 

competence.”  (Nolan & Hoover, 2005).   “Teacher evaluation, which traditionally has been based 

on procedural reviews and infrequent classroom observation by often untrained and overtaxed 

school administrators.”  (National Governors Association, 2002).  For effective supervision to 
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occur it requires that the teacher supervisor be properly trained.  This requires that the individual 

be fully trained in both the pedagogy of supervision and content knowledge.   “Throughout the 

process, the evaluator maintains the role expert.”  (Nolan & Hoover, 2005).   

 Too often the teacher evaluation process is thought to be meaningless and not substantial 

enough to meet its goal that is to enhance teachers’ performances that in turn will impact student 

learning.  The function of teacher evaluation has gone through a series of changes throughout 

history.  During Colonial Times, the goal of the teacher supervisor, whose role was that of 

inspector was to enforce rules.   In the latter part of the 1800's, the goal of the teacher supervisor 

was transformed as the role moved away from that of inspector and more toward instructor.  

Rather than seek out deficiencies, the move was to work toward aiding teachers in improving 

their skill set.   That continues today with the aim being to enhance teacher performance, the only 

difference is how teacher supervision procedures are being implemented.   The objective has 

remained the same since the educational policies were first formed in this country supervision 

was designed to ensure that teachers were in compliance with the local community’s teaching 

guidelines and that teachers could show a gain in their student achievement levels.   

 Another factor impacting the perception of the effectiveness of the supervision process is 

collective bargaining.  “Teacher collective bargaining agreements that regulate virtually all 

aspects of school district operations are a critical part of the problem.”  (Hess & West, 2006).   

The systems set up are antiquated having been modeled after “the industrial economic model that 

prevailed in the 1930s.”  (Hess & West, 2006).  The negotiation agreement that exists between 

teacher unions and school districts has made the process of removing inferior teachers difficult.  

The guidelines for determining teacher assessment protocols fall on state and local lawmakers, 
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but the strength in the collective bargaining process enables teachers’ unions to ensure how 

teacher supervision is to be conducted, the frequency and manner for which to begin dismissal  

proceedings. “They restrict efforts to use compensation as a tool to recruit, reward, and retain the 

most essential and effective teachers; They impede attempts to assign or remove teachers on the 

basis of fit or performance; They over-regulate school life with work rules that stifle creative 

problems solving without demonstrably improving teachers’ ability to serve students.”  (Hess & 

West, 2006). 

  The shared characteristics of charter schools are choice and autonomy (Finnigan, 2007; 

Vergari, 2007), but may differ in design, curriculum and mission.  Charter schools have a level of 

autonomy that traditional public schools don’t have.  Teachers and students choose to be a part of 

a charter school system and are exempt from many of the rules that govern traditional public 

schools but they “are accountable to their sponsor-usually a state or local school board-to produce 

positive academic results and adhere to the charter contract.  The basic concept of charter schools 

is that they exercise increased autonomy in return for this accountability. They are accountable for 

both academic results and fiscal practices to several groups: the sponsor that grants them, the 

parents who choose them, and the public that funds them.” US Charter Schools (2007).  The 

policies and procedures used for teacher supervision are not well documented since charter 

schools work independent of one another and are governed by individual school charters.  

 The principal literature strands for this qualitative case study on the perceptions of 

efficacy in supervisory policies and practices of teachers in charter schools include the history and 

establishment of charter schools, teacher supervision practices and policies, and lastly, studies on 

teacher supervision practices and policies specific to charter schools.   
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 The first charter school opened in Minnesota in 1992, and in a very short period of time, 

the rise in popularity of charter schools has grown exponentially.   According to the Annual 

Survey of America’s Charter Schools (2006), “the number of charter schools nationwide grew by 

11 percent in 2006.   For more than a decade, charter schools have experienced double-digit 

annual growth.  Nationwide, there are a total of 3,940 charter schools operating this school year, 

an increase of 323 from last year. A total of 1,156,874 students are enrolled in charter schools in 

the United States this school year, up 7.4 percent from last year's 1,076,964.”  (Center for 

Education Research [CER], 2007).   The Commonwealth has the seventh largest population of 

students attending charter schools in the nation.  See the following table 1.1 for a list of the top 

seven states based on current enrollment figures. 

Table 1.1  Charter Schools Operating and Enrollment, by State 

State Total Schools Operating Enrollment Average Enrollment 

California 637 219,460 345 

Arizona 462 104,422 228 

Michigan 241 96,200 399 

Florida 347 96,007 277 

Texas 283 94,429 334 

Ohio 301 87,288 289 

Pennsylvania 120 55,760 465 
Annual Survey of America’s Charter Schools 2007 

 

It is this phenomenon that places a need for an in-depth look into the teacher supervisory policies 

that exist within charter schools.  The number of students being taught in charter schools will 
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continue to grow making teacher efficacy a critical component in student achievement.  

 
 

Statement of the Problem  

The problem that this qualitative case study on the teacher supervision and evaluation 

practices and policies looked at is the state of teacher supervision in two selected urban charter 

schools and how the teacher supervision and evaluation practices and policies align themselves 

within the framework of the selected schools’ design.   

Charter schools were designed to be innovative institutions.  They offered “a wide variety 

of educational interests and goals”  (Miron & Nelson, 2000, p. iv) to a public that once had no 

alternative but to send their children to the locally based and frequently underperforming 

traditional public school.  What was once only available to wealthy families, school choice, was 

now becoming available to everyone.   Families could select which school they wanted to send 

their children to based on its philosophies and curriculum and not because of its proximity to their 

home.   In exchange for this independence, charter schools agreed to meet a level of 

accountability that they set for themselves, within their school’s charter. 

   “These schools would be given greater autonomy and flexibility  
  than traditional public schools, and in return they would be held  
  accountable for getter better results in student learning.  They  
  would be schools of choice for everyone involved-students, parents,  
  and teachers.”  (Petrilli, 2005, p. 56).    
 

Charter schools are progressive schools allowing individuals to become involved in the 

decision making process and to participate in influencing the school experience.  Charter schools 

expanded the role of teachers, granting them more professional training and opportunity for new 

experiences.  “One of the goals of Act 22 (Section 1728-A of Pennsylvania’s charter school law) 
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is to provide enhanced autonomy and professional development opportunities for teachers.”  

(Miron & Nelson, 2000, p. vii).  Teachers were being awarded a level of autonomy by having a 

greater amount of creativity and more flexibility in how they conducted their classes.   

    The single most influential factor in education is the teacher. The scope of this problem, 

teacher efficacy, is far reaching.  Educational statistics show that “from 1.7 million to 2.7 million 

newly hired public school teachers will be needed by 2008-09.”  (Hausser, 1999).  In turn, each 

teacher is in contact with an average of 22 students  (Digest of Educational Statistics Tables and 

Figures, 2005) annually.  The number of charter schools and students in the 2006-2007 school 

year is expected to reach 4,046 and 1,144,758, respectively.  California having the most charter 

schools, 621, with 220,000 students and Wyoming having the least.  Wyoming counts only two 

schools and 150 students.  (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, 2007).  

  In the monograph from The Brookings Institute, The Future of Children, (2007), the 

issue of teacher effectiveness was addressed and the panel’s findings found “remarkably little 

correlation or little association between the commonly used measures of teacher effectiveness and 

value-added.”  The conclusions they reached proved only that teacher efficacy cannot be 

predicted. 

  There is considerable evidence that more experienced teachers  
  are more effective although this seems limited to the first few  
  years...third-year teachers are more effective than first-year  
  teachers, but it doesn’t seem like 10 or 15-year teachers are  
  much more effective third-year teachers. 
   

  There is some evidence that teachers with higher cognitive ability 
  are more effective.  There is no evidence that teachers with  
  advanced degrees are more effective than those without advanced  
  degrees, and there is no evidence that traditionally certified teachers  
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  are substantially more effective than teachers with alternative  
  certification or who are uncertified. 
   

  Effective teachers are not always and certainly not only those that  
  have the highest qualifications or commonly used measures of quality. 
    The Brookings Institute, The Future of Children, (2007) 

 

 It is difficult to identify who is best suited to be a teacher and once hired, low performing 

teachers may remain in their positions for many years effecting the outcome of student learning.  

“Incompetent teachers should not be teaching.  The trick, though, is how to measure this and how 

to balance the competing demands of fairness to individual teachers and fairness to the children 

that they are serving or not serving.”  (The Brookings Institute, 2007). 

 
 

Purpose of the Study 
 
 
The purpose of this study was to develop a greater understanding of teachers’ perceptions of 

supervision practices and policies in their schools.  This study is an in-depth examination of the 

teacher supervisory practices and policies currently employed by two Southeastern Pennsylvania 

charter schools.  The researcher observed the different types of teacher supervision, the frequency 

of the assessments and lastly the depth with which the teacher supervisor goes into with his/her 

teachers during this process.  The researcher also learned how much, or if any, preparation is done 

by administrators and teachers as it applies to the assessment process.  Of particular interest, 

whether or not there was a pre-observation conference and what if any follow-up conversation is 

conducted following the assessment review.  As a result of developing this understanding, the 

researcher was able to learn what the teacher supervision procedures and policies are within these 
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two schools as well as what teachers’ perceptions are of them and how they align themselves with 

the school’s mission. 

The purpose of teacher supervision is to ensure that instruction is being implemented with 

fidelity and rigor as well as guiding and supporting teachers in improving the quality of their 

teaching.  “The primary purpose of the supervision design is to help and support teachers as they 

adapt, adopt, and refine the instructional practices they are trying to implement in their 

classrooms.”  (Guillatt & Ballard, 1998).  The question, what is the state of teacher supervision in 

these two selected charter schools and how does it relate to further or not further the charter 

school’s mission was gathered through a series of interviews with teachers, teacher supervisors 

and principals as well as through observations and documentation at the selected schools. 

 Teacher pedagogy, content knowledge, experience, certification or licensing and teacher 

supervisory practices influence teacher quality.  Teachers bring with them a varying degree of 

comprehension and skill sets in each of these areas.  While all of these factors are important to 

teacher quality, none more so than the teacher evaluation, or teacher supervisory practices.  This 

is because teacher supervision is a direct line connecting student achievement to teacher quality.   

  Teacher evaluation typically has been designed as a personnel  
  action, not as a tool for instructional improvement...Evaluations 
  that are well-designed and integrated with curriculum and  
  professional standards can accomplish more than assuring basic 
  competence.  They can help states and districts measure the  
  effectiveness of teachers at various points in their careers, identify 
  highly skilled teachers, offer specific recommendations to  
  improve teaching, inform professional development, and 
  demonstrate accountability for student achievement. 
  (Goldrick, 2002, p. 2) 
 
Teacher supervision and evaluations practices can positively or negatively influence teacher 
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quality, which in turn effects student achievement.  

Research Questions 
 
 

This section reviews the research questions that informed this qualitative case study of 

teacher perspectives of teacher supervision policies in two selected charter schools in Southeast 

urban Pennsylvania:   

1.  What is the state of teacher supervision in two selected urban charter schools in  
     Southeastern Pennsylvania? 
2.  How much supervision is there?        

 3.  How frequent are teacher assessments?  
4.  How innovative is the teacher supervision and evaluation process?   
     How does it compare with traditional supervision policies? 
5.  How does teacher supervision relate to and further or detract from the  
     charter school’s mission? 

 
Significance of the Study 

 
             The significance of this study comes from learning about a previously unexplored 

phenomenon in the increasingly influential charter school.  Although this study could extend 

beyond the boundaries of teachers’ perspectives and potentially draw conclusions on the efficacy 

of teacher supervision practices based on the outcome of student achievement levels, that is not 

the focus or the reason for of this study.  The primary focus remained on teachers’ perceptions of 

the teacher supervisory practices in these two charter schools. 

   In Pennsylvania, charter schools were first enacted in 1977 (US Charter Schools 

Organization) and now Philadelphia “is home to 63 of Pennsylvania’s 117 charter schools.”  

(Pennsylvania Coalition of Charter Schools, 2006).   The policies that govern both charter and 

traditional public schools share how they measure “academic achievement - namely, student 

scores on district or state tests” (Hamilton & Stecher, 2006).  This is also true of  “leading 
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indicators” (e.g., school safety, class size, grade configuration and teacher quality) when 

measuring school performance.  (Hamilton & Stecher, 2006).   The expectations and needs from 

teachers may differ throughout the charter school system.   A teacher’s content knowledge, 

pedagogy, experience, or licensing may differ and may explain why they were or were not hired 

at a particular school.  The hiring criteria will vary with each charter school and may also be 

influenced by internal or external factors impacting the person doing the hiring because within the 

construct of state charter school laws, there is a margin of freedom beyond public schools in the 

hiring of teachers, “at a minimum, studies of charter schools should determine whether teachers 

have knowledge in the subject(s) they teach.” (Hamilton & Stecher, 2006).  It is important for 

researchers to learn what types of teacher supervision policies are currently exist in charter 

schools and how the teachers perceive them.  If charter schools are not meeting the goals then the 

question is, what needs to be done in order for them to meet those goals?  What role does teacher 

supervision play in this matter?  The increase in the popularity of charter schools is forcing policy 

makers to plan for the future with the limited expenditures allotted to schools, knowing that there 

is a strong likelihood that new charter schools will continue to open up in order to meet the 

demands of the population in today’s climate of education reform. 

             While this study focuses on the exploration of teachers perspectives of the supervision 

process that exists within charter schools, the outlying factors such as teacher education, hiring 

and teacher retention are instrumental in student achievement cannot be ignored, however this 

study concentrated only on teacher supervision practices.   The significance of this study is that it 

provides additional insight on teacher supervision practices, which include a broad range of 

approaches from instructional, collegial, peer, clinical and self-directed.  This study provides 
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insight and information to answer the research questions by collecting data from subjects who are 

currently working within the charter school system.  Using case study methodology, the 

researcher identified the key characteristics of the teacher supervision process and developed an 

understanding from the perspective of the teacher. 

 
 

Definitions 
 
 
Charter Schools  - “Charter schools are nonsectarian public schools of choice.  The basic concept 
of charter schools is that they exercise increased autonomy in return for this accountability. They 
are accountable for both academic results and fiscal practices to several groups: the sponsor that 
grants them, the parents who choose them, and the public that funds them.”  (US Charter Schools, 
n/d). 
 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) - Is the re-authorization of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 
1965 (ESEA) which focuses on The legislation aims to bridge the education gap and improve 
student achievement levels by holding schools accountable for student achievement, allowing 
school districts flexibility in how they choose to spend their money, using research-based 
education reforms and school choice.      
 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) -  “Each State establishes a definition of "adequate yearly 
progress" (AYP) to use each year to determine the achievement of each school district and school.  
The statute gives States and local educational agencies significant flexibility in how they direct 
resources and tailor interventions to the needs of individual schools identified for improvement.”  
(USDE, 2002). 
 
Highly Qualified Teacher (HQT) - “The general definition of a highly qualified teacher is one that 
has achieved full state certification; holds at least a bachelor's degree; and had demonstrated 
subject matter competence. There is some nuance in the law as charter schools in some states do 
not have the same restrictions as other public schools in hiring teachers. The law states that all 
Title I teachers and teachers teaching core subjects in charter schools must meet the certification 
and licensure requirements contained in their state's charter school law.”  (USDE, 2004) 
 
Value Added Assessments (VAA) – “Value-added assessment is a new way of analyzing test data 
that can measure teaching and learning. Based on a review of students' test score gains from 
previous grades, researchers can predict the amount of growth those students are likely to make in 
a given year. Thus, value-added assessment can show whether particular students - those taking a 
certain Algebra class, say - have made the expected amount of progress, have made less progress 
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than expected, or have been stretched beyond what they could reasonably be expected to achieve. 
Using the same methods, one can look back over several years to measure the long-term impact 
that a particular teacher or school had on student achievement.” (Center for Greater Philadelphia, 
Operation Public School, University of Pennsylvania, 2004).  
 
Supervisor of Teachers - Also referred to as a teacher supervisor.  The individual doing the 
evaluating is an administrator, either the vice principal or the principal. 
 
Formative Evaluation - is an ongoing process designed to improve the teacher’s performance.  
(Gullatt & Ballard, 1998). 
 
Summative Evaluation - is a judgmental decision of the quality and worth of an individual teacher 
over a specified time frame.  Summative models of evaluation are used for accountability and to 
determine if a teacher meets minimum standards.  (Dagley & Orso, 1991).  
 
 

Theoretical Base  
 

 
           The theoretical foundation for this qualitative study on teachers’ perspectives on teacher 

supervision in charter schools is based on motivational and supervisory theories.   

Motivational theory addresses an individual’s behavior and supervisory theory examines 

issues that are aligned within the organization.  Motivational theory will be used in this study to 

understand the focus of what motivates people to perform well in their jobs.  “In general terms, 

motivation refers to how and what makes a person by what a person will try.”  (Kellenberger, 

1996).  Basic motivational theorists (Maslow, 1954; Keller, 1979; and Herzberg, 1959) all were 

relevant to this study because they all deal with what drives or motivates an individual.  Each 

talks of individuals ultimately reaching their potential.   

 Supervision theory addresses the issue or responsibility and role of the individual(s) who 

are given the task to oversee or supervise others.  There is considerable literature that examines 

“supervisory relationship” and the “variety of styles, approaches, and roles” of supervision, as 
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well as the need for supervisors meeting a competency level.  (Ladany, Walker, Melincoff, 2001).  

Supervision and motivation theories are an integral part of teacher supervision policies.  If  

“the primary goal of supervision and evaluation is educational improvement”  (Ribas, 2002) then 

it is important to ensure that teachers are properly motivated in order to reach this objective.   

Teacher supervision is “one of the most important tools districts possess for improving the quality 

of education for all students are the supervision and evaluation process.  It is the district’s primary 

method of quality control and educational improvement.  It is one of the few processes that 

impacts every teacher, thereby affecting the education of every student in the district.”  (Ribas, 

2002).  The impetus that drives teachers and the operating system systems that are in place within 

the context of teacher supervision rely on understanding motivational theory and supervisory 

theory.  

             Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs, published in Motivation and Personality, (1954) consists 

of five progressive steps; starting with basic physical needs, a sense of safety, a social stage and 

lastly, self-actualization.  These needs follow a sequence and necessitate that the individual reach 

a level of satisfaction before being able to move on to the next stage in order to achieve a desired 

behavior.  Maslow’s work is based on observations conducted from a humanistic psychologist 

point of view and found “that people follow in generally the same sequence.”  (Gawel, 1997).  

Maslow’s desire to learn how to raise the level of human potential is similar to what Keller sought 

to discover in his work on motivation.  He explored the “connection to individual motivation” 

(Shellnut, 1998) and performance.  Keller’s work in motivational theory helped him to build his 

Model of Motivational Design (the ARCS Model) which is based on two principles: “(1) the 

person must value the task and (2) the person must believe he or she can succeed at the task.  The 
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ARCS Model identifies four essential strategy components for motivating instruction: Attention 

strategies for arousing and sustaining curiosity and interest; relevance strategies that link to 

learners' needs, interests, and motives; confidence strategies that help students develop a positive 

expectation for successful achievement; satisfaction strategies that provide extrinsic and intrinsic 

reinforcement for effort.”  (Small, 1997).  Herzberg developed the Motivational-Hygiene Theory 

that “identifies two categories of human needs.”  (Safferstone, 1997).  It share’s with Maslow’s 

Hierarchy of Needs basic needs insomuch as it “deals with man’s basic needs. . . man’s need for 

psychological growth.”  (Safferstone, 1997).  In an interview, Frederick Herzberg (1971) 

describes his theory of hygiene factors.  “Job satisfaction. . . and job dissatisfaction are not 

opposites; they are completely separate continua. . .  What had to be done was to find out what 

made people happy separately from finding out what made people unhappy.  I found that the 

factors that made people happy all are related to what people did: the job content.  Contrariwise, I 

found that what made people unhappy was related to the situation in which they did their job: job 

environment, job context.  What makes people happy is what they do or the way they’re utilized, 

and what makes people unhappy is the way they’re treated.” (Management Review, 1971). 

            Motivational theory explains not only the future behaviors of individuals, in this case 

teachers, and also provides a beginning explanation how schools can possibly change behaviors in 

individuals who are failing to meet the demands of the current education reform movement.  

 Motivation is broken down into two categories, intrinsic and extrinsic.  Intrinsic 

motivation, which refers to someone who is self-motivated and performs a task without the need 

for a reward and extrinsic motivation, is driven by the prospect of receiving some kind of a 

tangible reward.   Both of these types of motivation drive individual behavior.  In this case study, 
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an understanding developed of how the supervisory processes and the teachers experiences of 

them impacted motivation.  

Role of the Researcher  
 
 

 The researcher is currently employed as an assistant principal within the public school 

system.  Prior to working for the public school district, the researcher taught in charter schools.  

There is a level of familiarity with both the strengths and weaknesses of the different educational 

systems.   The qualifications of the researcher also include a work history in pre and post-

production and management that have helped facilitate successful navigation through the 

complicated organizations that define traditional public school and charter school systems.  

 My reasons for undertaking this particular study stem from my own experiences as a new 

teacher.  I found myself seeking assistance and direction from my superiors, none of which ever 

came.  I could not understand how something as important as student achievement was to be 

achieved without clear, specific guidelines and criteria implemented by those individuals who 

were responsible for conducting formative assessments.  Teacher supervisory practices failed to 

meet the needs of not only of myself, but of many of my colleagues as well.   

 My own biases, such as identifying with individual educational leaders’ systems and 

procedures that may not match my own personal standards, were considered and set aside.  It was 

necessary for me to restrain from voicing my own ideologies and theories on teacher supervision 

practices and policies for this study.  I cautioned myself not to risk impacting or altering a 

respondent’s perspective. 
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Delimitations and Limitations of This Study  

 
 
 
 This section contains the list of delimitations and limitations for this qualitative case study 

on teacher perspectives of supervision policies and practices found in Pennsylvania charter 

schools.  A stratified random sampling of the teachers was used within two charter schools that 

shared the following characteristics; both set in an urban setting, each had been in existence for at 

least three years, are approximately the same size, share the same student population 

demographics (age, race, gender, socioeconomics) and both have a well defined mission.  

 The principal limitation for this study was that it is located in only two schools.  It was not 

feasible at the time for the researcher to assess all 117 charter schools (US Charter Schools, 2007) 

currently in operation in the state of Pennsylvania.  Instead the parameters included a 

concentration of two charter schools located in and around the Philadelphia region.  This study 

provides a detailed description of the practices of the two schools and may not necessarily apply 

to other schools.  

 A possible limitation in this qualitative research study is in the form of time constraints 

that face educators.  While care was taken to accommodate the needs of each of the respondents, I 

recognized that there were limitations to the amount of time they would be able to spend during 

interviews, the number of interviews that would be granted and the added stress of participating in 

the research study. 

 This case study of Philadelphia-based charter schools should allow for an answer to the 

research questions that include, what are the teacher supervision practices currently in place and 
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what are teachers’ perceptions of these practices?  

 This study stands as important in itself because there are so few studies of this kind 

currently in place.  While studies do exist of teachers’ perspectives of the impact and influence of 

teacher assessments within public school systems, it is the exception and not the rule to find a 

study conducted in a charter school.  It is only recently that there has been some interest in 

learning more about the governance and impact of the charter school system.  (Piraino, Jr., 2006; 

Hickey, 2006).  The outgrowth of charter schools in the nation as an alternative educational outlet 

to public schools is not only changing the educational system in terms of resource distribution, 

but can also potentially alter the course of politics and the control of such things as union 

representation, collective bargaining and what the future role of teachers will be in schools. 
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       CHAPTER 2 
Literature Review 

 
The theories chosen for this qualitative study motivation theory and  

supervision theory are directly aligned with human behavior and supervisory practices.  The 

reasoning for selecting motivational theory is to understand what drives individuals.   “Explain 

human behavior.” (Alonso, 1993, p. 83).  The person most commonly associated with motivation 

theory is Abraham Maslow who drafted his Hierarchy of Needs theory (1954) using a model 

describing the five stages of human development; physiological, safety, love/belonging, esteem 

and self-actualization.  Therefore motivation theory looks at behavior, consequently supervision 

theory looks at changing behaviors and how through a series of systems behaviors can be 

influenced, redirected or altered.    

In a study on motivation, the author explored the “set of variables that activate behavior 

and/or guide it in a certain direction to achieve an objective.” (Alonso, 1993, p. 81).  This leads to 

the reasoning behind selecting supervisory theory.   Who is doing what, and how are they doing 

it?   When looked at from another perspective, one could equate “motivation and learning to 

rewards and punishment.” (Alonso, 1993, p. 84).   The supervisor’s role therefore determines, or 

assesses an individual’s value to the prescribed task and the expectations or desired outcome and 

whether or not one is to be rewarded or punished.  It is this factor, the consequences to one’s 

actions that lead the study back to motivation that will be explained in greater detail in this 

chapter. 
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Motivation Theory  

 
Maslow’s Hierarch of Needs 

 

    Abraham Maslow was the first significant motivational theorist.  He described and 

argued for a hierarchy of human needs that drive response and behavior thus creating and limiting 

motivation.  He said that humans have needs and that these needs can be categorized into two 

groups described as “deficiency needs and growth needs.”  (Huitt, 2004)  Maslow’s theory 

explained how individuals meet each level of their needs in stages and if there is any deficiency it 

must be satisfied “before being able to move up to the next higher level.”  (Huitt, 2004).  

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs is made up of five levels beginning with physical needs.  Physical 

needs target hunger, thirst, sleep and sex.  Next is safety.  Safety aims at both the emotional and 

physical needs of an individual.  Then there is love which focuses on social relationships.  Esteem 

is next with the objective being respect and power.  Last, is self-actualization.  Maslow describes 

his final level of needs as the stage in which one reaches personal fulfillment.  

 In addition to Maslow’s Theory, other studies describe motivation as promoting a highly 

developed state, “motivational patterns can be fostered.”  (Huitt, 2004, 2001; Meyer & Evens, 

2003).  Theorists have determined that there are two distinct parts, intrinsic and extrinsic 

components.  Intrinsic motivation can be defined as when one does “something for the love of the 

task.”  (Meyers & Evans, 2003)   Earning “some disconnected reward” drives extrinsic 

motivation.  (Meyers & Evans, 2003).  Included in intrinsic motivation is “achievement 

motivation” where one is “striving for some form of success and avoiding failure.”  (Meyers & 

Evans, 2003).  Ultimately, “all motivation is related to hedonism - feeling good.” (Meyers & 
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Evans, 2003).  

 Many of the studies about motivational theory look at the “conflict” that exists for the 

individual in deciding whether or not to do or not do whatever task it is before them.  (Atkins, 

1996).  A study conducted on student motivation that “investigated how teachers’ use of 

immediacy behaviors impacted students’ learning” and demonstrated that teachers were able to 

positively impact student motivation.  (Frymier, 1993).   The study followed J.M. Keller’s “model 

of motivation in which activation requires four conditions: interest, relevance, expectancy, and 

satisfaction.”  Frymier proved that by making individuals not only curious about what they are 

doing, compelled with a sense of importance while sustaining the belief that the end result would 

ultimately give them pleasure, proved to be successful.  Motivation theory also looks at incentives 

as ways of motivating individuals.  “Give participants a reason to achieve, and they will achieve.”  

(Lashway, 2001).  Motivation “serves to activate or energize behavior and give it direction.”  

(Huitt, 2001). 

 Therefore it stands to reason that we can draw a connection between motivation and 

teacher supervision practices.  Good or effective and valuable supervision practices should 

include motivation so that the desired outcome, teacher efficacy, which drives student 

achievement, is reached.  This qualitative case study shows whether or not teacher supervisory 

practices create motivation, and if they do, what kinds of motivation is used and how motivation 

is impacting those practices.   

 The connection between Maslow and motivation is that needs are the motivators.  It is 

within his Hierarchy of Needs that we understand how needs motivate individuals.  For example, 

if a person is hungry, then their need is for food.  Once that individual has eaten and they are no 
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longer hungry, food is no longer the motivator.  It is motivation that drives behavior.   

 In this study on teachers’ perspectives of teacher supervisory practices and policies, we 

learn whether or not the needs of the individual teachers (which will vary) are matched with the 

right motivators.  Using the determinants that define teacher quality, it was interesting to learn if 

teacher supervisory practices used motivators that meet the instructional needs of their teachers.  

Whether or not motivators can influence outcomes will be revealed.  My hunch, that there are 

specific motivators that drive most individuals.  Maslow’s physiological stage and safety stage 

predictably compel most people to take action.  It was interesting to see if the final two stages of 

Maslow’s Hierarchy, self-esteem and self-actualization are incorporated into the dynamics of 

supervisory practices. 

  By asking the question, “what motivates employees and (do) they work for money or 

other rewards?”  (Hopkins, 2005).  Hopkins is able to illustrate her findings by using Herzberg’s 

“two-factor theory” of “hygiene factors and motivators.  The hygiene factors will prevent 

dissatisfaction but they will not motivate over the longer term.”  The factors that cause 

dissatisfaction in descending order are; company policy, supervision; relationship with boss; work 

conditions, salary and relationship with peers.  The factors that prove satisfying, also in 

descending order include; achievement, recognition, work itself; responsibility; advancement and 

growth.  (Hopkins, 2005).  Hopkins illustrates that there are similarities between Herzberg’s 

theory and Maslow’s Hierarchy and that individuals are primarily motivated by personal 

achievement.  Self-actualization is a tremendous motivator yet there still is a component of 

“hedonism” and in Hopkins’ look at faculty motivators, money offsets dissatisfaction as well as 

acting as a motivator.  The same is true of working conditions.  Both theorists found poor working 
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conditions to be a leading cause for dissatisfaction.  Motivation theory provides a framework for 

understanding how people seek a sense of wellbeing and belonging, or a form of “bonding and 

relatedness” (Huitt, 2001).   Motivation is founded on the need to excel (or to satisfy oneself) by 

either an intrinsic or extrinsic stimulus.  These shared dynamics of motivation and supervision 

meld together, motivation taking the place of motivator.  In this case study on teachers’ 

perceptions of teacher supervision practices in charter schools, how teacher supervision is 

implemented and what kind of supervision is used plays a role in the eventual outcome of the 

study. 

   In summary, motivation theory provides insight into how people work and what drives 

them.  Are they intrinsically or extrinsically motivated?   The question of what drives teachers, 

are they intrinsically motivated and driven to achieve a level of  “excellence in teaching” 

(Feldman & Paulsen, 1999) or do they seek other forms of motivators such as rewards?  

Motivation can be adapted and conformed to fit the needs and desires of individuals.  

Motivational theory drives individuals and allowed the researcher to explore the role it plays 

within the context of teacher supervision policies and procedures of the teachers working within 

charter schools. 

 

Supervision Theory 

 Supervision theory addresses the issue or responsibility and role of the individual(s) who 

are given the task to oversee or supervise others.  There is considerable literature that examines 

“supervisory relationship” and the “variety of styles, approaches, and roles” of supervision, as 

well as the need for supervisors meeting a competency level.  (Ladany, Walker, Melincoff, 2001).  
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Supervision and motivation theories are an integral part of teacher supervision policies.  If  

“the primary goal of supervision and evaluation is educational improvement”  (Ribas, 2002) then 

it is important to ensure that teachers are properly motivated in order to reach this objective.   

Teacher supervision is “one of the most important tools districts possess for improving the quality 

of education for all students are the supervision and evaluation process.  It is the district’s primary 

method of quality control and educational improvement.  It is one of the few processes that 

impacts every teacher, thereby affecting the education of every student in the district.”  (Ribas, 

2002).  The impetus that drives teachers and the operating system systems that are in place within 

the context of teacher supervision rely on understanding motivational theory and supervisory 

theory. 

 The history of supervision theory begins with colonial America.  The role of the teacher 

supervisor was primarily spent “maintaining the existing standards of instruction, rather than the 

idea of improving them.”  (Hazi & Glanz, 1997).   It wasn’t until the Industrial Age that the role 

of the teacher supervisor began to change.  The similarities between the public’s demand for 

education reform today and conditions in the latter half of the nineteenth century is instructive, at 

that time, a national outcry went out demanding a reorganization of the nation’s schools.  “There 

was a firm belief that highly organized and efficient schools would meet the demands of the 

newly developed Industrial Age.” (Hazi & Glanz, 1997).  Teacher supervisors took up the call 

and began to reshape the organizations of schools in cities into “networks.”  Teacher supervisors 

became inspectors and their role was forever changed.  “The first published textbook (1875) on 

supervision stated that teachers must be ‘held responsible’ for work performed in the classroom 

and that supervisors, as expert inspectors would oversee and ensure ‘harmony and 
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efficiency’.”(Hazi & Glanz, 1997) 

   Teacher supervision went through a transformation in the mid-twentieth century, 

“supervision turned in the direction of human relations and group dynamics.”  Terms such as 

“collaborative, cooperative, democratic and consultative” (Olivia & Pawlas, 2004) are combined 

with the word supervision, creating a series of different types of teacher supervision.  Some of the 

forms of teacher supervision include “clinical, conceptual, developmental, contextual, and 

differentiated” (Fritz & Miller, 2003).   It is within these different categories of teacher 

supervision, all of which are part of Instructional Supervision.  Instructional Supervision is looked 

at “as a main office accountability measure.”  (Tunison, 2001).  It’s when the word “quality” or 

“well-trained” is placed before any of the teacher supervision policies that it takes on an 

additional dimension and is reinterpreted in a favorable way.  

 Clinical supervision, which is part of Instructional Supervision, is built upon “instruction 

by means of systematic cycles of planning, observation, and intensive intellectual analysis of 

actual teaching performance in the interest of rational modification.”  (Weller, 1971).   This 

format is preferred and is often used in Peer Coaching) where colleagues assess one another 

without any judgment or record of the evaluation being shared with anyone outside of the 

immediate parties) and offers teachers a chance to focus on a single area of concern, receive direct 

feedback on the selected area of focus and then make the necessary modifications in order to meet 

the teaching goals.  Action Research falls within the domain of Clinical Research.  Action 

Research uses the philosophy that encourages the role of “teacher-as-researcher” (Burnaford, 

Fischer & Hobson, 2001) allowing the teacher to use research techniques in order to discover for 

themselves the strengths and weaknesses of their instruction.  The concept as part of Instructional 
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Supervision is to combine the “two basic purposes for action research: (a) to produce evidence 

needed to solve practical problems and (b) to help those doing action research to acquire more 

adequate perspectives regarding their instructional problems.”  (Glanz, 2005).   

 Conceptual Supervision “emphasizes the need for instructional leaders to familiarize 

themselves with influences affecting the teacher process.”  (Fritz &, Miller, 2003).   It requires 

supervisors to be cognitive of all of the different aspects that make up the working environment 

since they will ultimately “influence the performance of the teacher.”  (Fritz &, Miller, 2003).   

 Developmental Supervision matches the approach the supervisor takes with the 

“developmental levels, expertise, and commitment ” (Fritz, Miller, 2003) of the individual.  

Working under the assumption that each individual is unique and that his or her skill sets vary, 

Developmental Supervision makes the effort to formulate the process to match the individual.  

 Contextual Supervision “matches supervisory styles with the teacher’s development or 

readiness level to perform a particular teaching task.”  (Ralph, 1998 and Fritz & Miller, 2003).  

“Contextual Supervision requires that the instructional leader have the ability to provide different 

leadership styles to match the teacher’s developmental level of teaching.”  (Fritz & Miller, 2003).  

 Differentiated Supervision is “teacher driven and allows the instructional leader to become 

more of a mentor to the teacher.”  (Fritz & Miller, 2003).   It allows the Instructional Supervisor 

to address key areas of concern based on the teacher’s needs.  

 Teacher supervision is made up of two types of assessments, formative and summative.   

The formative assessment is a single assessment that can be conducted several times over the 

course of a year and serves as the determinant for the final summative evaluation.  Formative 

assessments are aligned with the profession, teaching, coaching, all aspects of improving a 
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teacher’s skill level, whereas summative assessments deal more with teacher employment; tenure, 

merit pay, promotions, “job security.”  (Gullatt & Ballard, 1998). 

 “The old adage, the best way to get rid of a bad teacher is to make them a good teacher.”  

(Jordan, Phillips & Brown, 2004) is directly aligned with supervision’s philosophy, “supervisors 

are employed to help teachers build on their strengths, improve, and remain in the profession 

instead of probing teachers’ deficiencies and seeking their dismissal.”  (Olivia & Pawlas, 2004).  

It is within the design of teacher supervision that allows for enabling teachers to acquire the skills 

necessary to positively impact student learning.   The individuals who conduct teacher 

assessments need to be as well versed in supervision as they are in their administrative and 

teaching skills.  The type of training that exists for student teachers needs to be available to 

supervisors as well.  “Knowledgeable supervision and mentoring are key elements in developing 

good teachers.  They must be done by professionals with observational and analytical skills who 

can provide immediate feedback based on systematically collected reliable and valid data to 

practicing and perspective teachers.”  (Jordan, Phillips, Brown, 2004).    In a study of “teachers’ 

attitude toward the evaluation process” that consisted of fifty teachers in public schools, (35) 

teaching in elementary and (15) in secondary schools all of whom were interviewed and the 

findings concluded that while teachers welcomed (even favored) the evaluation process, the 

complaints dealt with the supervisors’ qualifications.  (Atkins, 1996).  “Ninety-five percent of the 

teachers in this study indicated that the principal should be well educated and experienced in 

teaching methodologies . . . a major problem was principals’ lack of supervisory or instructional 

competence.”  (Atkins, 1996).         

 Supervision exists in many forms, “clinical, conceptual, developmental, contextual, and 
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differentiated” (Fritz, Miller, 2003) but the end goal remains the same, to increase teacher 

efficacy in order to drive student achievement levels.  “There is no one best method of 

supervision.”  (Tracy, 1995).  In today’s climate of accountability, the role of the supervisor and 

the form that teacher supervision takes is critical.  The literature is in agreement when it speaks to 

the quality of the supervisor, “the key (is) a well-trained staff.”  (Tunison, 2001). 

  

Literature Review 

               Introduction 

Three strands of literature provide the foundation for this qualitative case study on the perceptions 

of efficacy, in supervisory policies and practices of teachers in charter schools (Glatthorn, 1997).  

The first topic will be a discussion of the establishment and organization of charter schools, and 

the impact charter schools have had on the public school system followed by a description of 

student achievement levels and a comparison with their public school counterparts.  The next 

topic will address teacher supervision practices and policies.  Lastly there will be a review of 

studies on teacher supervision practices and policies specific to charter schools.  The reasoning 

behind the selection of these strands is to establish a basis for understanding charter schools and 

their supervisory issues in order to give the reader a foundation for understanding the status of 

alternative schools and the impact teachers’ supervision practices have on the efficacy of teaching 

within the charter school system.  

 Charter schools came into existence in 1992 and were “a new form of public schooling 

intended to provide alternative and diverse educational programs, with the goal of improving 

academic achievement.”  (Miron and Nelson, 2000, p.i).  Before charter schools, parents living in 
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communities with underperforming traditional public schools were forced to send their children to 

these schools.  They had no choice in matter.  Charter schools offered these families a choice and 

brought with them a new approach to the hierarchical bureaucracy that made up traditional public 

schools.  Decision-making power behind the school’s curriculum, staff and spending expenditures 

was now in the hands of the families, educators and school boards that formed these charter 

schools.  Three basic values define charter schools: “opportunity, choice and responsibility for 

results.”  (U.S. Charter Schools).   Charter schools were “schools that would be given greater 

autonomy and flexibility than traditional public schools, and in return they would be held 

accountable for getting better results in student learning.”  (Petrilli, 2005, p. 56).   Charter schools 

were “free from some or most of the regulations that apply to traditional public schools.  As 

originally conceived, charter schools are legally and fiscally autonomous entities that operate 

under contracts or charters.”  (Vergari, 2007, p.15).  It is within this framework that teacher 

supervision policies and practices will be examined.    

 

Part One  

The History of Charter Schools 

 When the U.S. Department of Education published the report, A Nation At Risk 

 (1983), it described the state of the nation’s public schools and the apparent decline in the overall 

performance levels of student achievement.   “The report criticized student achievement in the 

traditional public school system and focused on the dilemmas of low-income families.”  Zavislak 

(2002).  Many of the problems in the report included class size, teacher workloads and the 

schools’ inability to meet “individual student needs.”  The main concern expressed was “that U.S. 
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schools were not preparing students to compete in a global, knowledge-based economy.”  (New 

Republic, 1999), Shanker (1984).  While “there were numerous attempts to remedy the faults in 

the public education system including: alternative schools, magnet schools, vouchers, 

privatization, and community parental empowerment” Zavislak (2002) the outcome from the 

fallout was an opening in the market allowing families of school age children to seek alternatives 

to attending public institutions.  The end result was a proliferation of school choice. “University 

of Minnesota charter advocate Joe Nathan states that the charter school idea is not just about the 

creation of new, more accountable public schools or the conversion of existing public schools. 

The charter idea also introduces fair, thoughtful competition into public education.”  (Bracey, 

2000).   Albert Shanker, the former leader of the American Federation of Teachers is quoted as 

saying in his July 17th, 1988 “Where We Stand” column that appeared in the New York Times 

that “the purpose of charter schools is to try out new or revitalized ideas and to look for ways to 

vastly improve student learning.”  

 A charter school is distinct from a public school for the following reasons:  

  An alternative to regular public schools systems. A private  
  group of people can submit and get approved a charter to run  
  their own school. Charter schools receive waivers from public  
  school districts in exchange for promising better academic results.  
  Charters are usually given for 3-5 years, (and if) academic  
  performance lags behind comparable public schools, then the  

“charter” is pulled and the school is closed. Gives schools the  
  freedom to tailor programs respecting the community needs. 
  Chartering also allows the school to run autonomously of the  
  existing public school system. Parents and educators are looking  
  at chartering as a way to increase educational choice and  
  innovation within the public school system. 
   (Public School Review [PSR], 2007), Hubbinger (2000).  
  
 Two individuals are credited as the driving forces behind charter schools, educator Ray 
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Budde, Ph.D. and Albert Shanker, “president of the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) from 

1974 to 1997."  (Kahlenberg, 2003); Coffey, Pleasants, 2003;  Negri, 2005; Public School Review 

[PSR], 2007).  Both men were visionaries who saw the need to change the status quo in student 

learning.  Ray Budde first came up with the idea and “coined the term [charter school] in a 1988 

government-financed report, ''Education by Charter," (Negri, 2005).   Budde’s background and 

interests drew him to the subject of organization.  After first serving as a teacher, then a principal, 

he became a faculty member at the University of Massachusetts where he further developed his 

interest in organizational theory.  In 1974 he presented a paper he titled, “Education by Charter”  

to the Society for General Systems Research.  The paper dealt with his ideas on the reorganization 

of school districts.  He began “an education reform movement in which local school boards give 

small groups of teachers contracts or “charters” to explore new educational approaches.  Budde’s 

model allowed the local school board to grant a charter to a group of teachers who would manage 

the school in exchange for a heightened degree of accountability of their failures and successes.  

(PSR, 2007).   Shanker is also credited with developing the idea of charter schools after his visit 

to “the Holweide Comprehensive School in Cologne, Germany in 1987" (PSR, 2007) and 

“endorse the idea of allowing publicly financed but independently chartered schools to compete 

for students within the public school system.”  (New Republic, 1999).    In Germany Shanker saw 

systems in place that were foreign to the American school culture.  He found a school system that 

incorporated a “flexible schedule, genuine accountability and structure.”  (PSR, 2007).   He was 

one of the first to articulate one of the foundations of the voluntary charter concept that is 

addressed in his report, Restructuring Our Schools with the National Press Club (1988).   He 

states “We live in a technologically sophisticated society, but the main technology of schooling is 
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still ‘talk and chalk’.”   His thinking was “to tailor instruction to accommodate individual 

differences.”  

 The first charter school in the U.S. opened in St. Paul, Minnesota in 1992 and the primary 

person responsible was Ted Kolderie, “a public policy expert who developed the charter school 

concept at the Center for Policy Studies in St. Paul, Minnesota.  (Charter School Development 

Center, 2002-2006).   His report, “Beyond Choice to New Public Schools: Withdrawing the 

Exclusive Franchise in Public Education.”  (Hassel, 1999) for the Progressive Policy Institute 

(PPI) served as the “blueprint” for charter schools.    

  Kolderie mapped out a new approach to education reform  
  in which state policymakers would invite groups of citizens  
  to start new public schools, give those schools freedom from  
  onerous laws and regulations, require them to attract families  
  to survive, and hold them strictly accountable for results.   
  In addition to serving their own students, these charter schools  
  would spur a competitive response from traditional school  
  districts, improving educations for all students.  (Hassel, 1999).  
 
 Minnesota State Representative Becky Kelso is also responsible for helping to launch the 

charter school movement.  She saw charter schools as “the gift of freedom."  (North Central 

Educational Regional Laboratory, 1995) and Senator Ember Reichgott Junge, who moved the bill 

through the legislation, is credited for “authoring Minnesota's first-in-nation charter school law.”  

(Charter School Law, 2005).  The result of Minnesota’s groundbreaking move set in motion what 

is now used as the primary “principles” that “governs sponsorship,  regulatory waivers, degree of 

fiscal/legal autonomy, and performance expectations.”  (Hadderman, 1998) 

  Under the charter school system, parents and teachers have  
  total autonomy with regard to budgets, staffing, curriculum,  
  and teaching methods. The funding follows the student to the  
  charter school. The school is exempted from nearly all state  
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  and local regulation, with basic exceptions like special  
  education and desegregation. (Charter School Law, 2005)  

 The charter school movement evolved out of a need for change in a system that was 

failing the nation’s poorer urban population.  Charter schools have had an impact on the 

educational system in two primary ways, choice and curriculum.  Charter schools “represent the 

most dramatic departure from traditional schooling.”  (Toch, 1998)   The precipitating rationale 

was to give families and communities greater educational autonomy, the ability to meet the needs 

of a specific population, and the development of a system that allows for a greater level of 

parental involvement; “the primary reason for founding charter schools was to realize an 

alternative vision for schooling” (Starting, Implementing & Being Accountable, [SIBA], The 

State of Charter Schools, 2000).   Parents in charter schools would have a greater choice of by 

whom and how they want their children to be educated.  “Under the charter school system, 

parents and teachers have much greater autonomy.  Charter schools are “public private  

schools . . . they receive per-pupil state funding, but like private schools they define their own 

educational mission and decide how best to achieve it.  Charter schools are held accountable for 

achieving their educational mission as spelled out in their charter or contract, but are not subject 

to the state, district, or school board regulations under which public schools operate except in 

terms of accountability for their stated goals.  Most charter schools have control over their own 

budgets, curriculum, and hiring of principals and teachers.”  (Hubbinger, 2000).   However, with 

this autonomy comes accountability.  Charter schools must meet their goals report approximately 

every three to five years, or else risk losing their charter and closing.  “The schools must prove 

they have accomplished their educational objectives.”  (The Charter School Movement, 2007).  



 

43 

 Charter schools have changed the trend of public education in a very short period of time.  

“Since 1991, more than 35 states have passed laws authorizing charter schools. There are now 

1,700 charter schools serving about 350,000 students nationwide.”  (Hubbinger, 2000)   These 

figures have more than doubled in the last seven years.  “Over one million students are enrolled in 

more than 3,500 schools in 40 states plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico this year.” (US 

Charter Schools, 2007).  There has been a 12% increase in the number of charter schools from 

2006 to 2007.  (Public Charter Schools, 2007).    The current “charter student market share [ % of 

K-12 public school students in U.S.] is 2%.”  (Public Charter Schools, 2007).   

         
The Impact of Charter Schools 

 
Finances 

 
 

    The role and responsibility of the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) reads as 

follows, it “establishes, administers, and coordinates federal assistance in education. The mission 

of USDE ensures that all students have equal access to education and promotes excellence in the 

nation’s schools.”  (U.S. Charter Schools, 2007).  Education, which is the primary responsibility 

of state and local governments, may lack sufficient funds, in which case, it falls to the federal 

government to make additional funding available to help fill in those gaps.   Problems exist when 

commitment to a charter school and other choice alternatives create costs for the state without 

adequate resources.   “On average, the funding gap between charter schools and traditional 

schools is 22 percent, or $1,800 per pupil.  The average charter school where the “median 

enrollment is 242 students compared with 539 in traditional public schools (U.S. Charter Schools, 

2007) ends up with a total funding shortfall of nearly half a million dollars.”  (Charter School 
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Funding: Inequity’s Next Frontier, 2007).  

 Funding for charter schools is in most states “based on average school district per-pupil 

budgeted expenditure of the previous year” with allowances being made to supplement charter 

schools with “additional funding for special needs students . . . to assist in providing special-needs 

services at the same cost as provided to a school district's schools.”  (Education Commission of 

the States, 2007).    The federal government began to support charter schools in 1995 “with the 

authorization of the Public Charter Schools Program (PCSP), administered by the U.S. 

Department of Education.”    [The name of the Public Charter Schools Program (PCSP) changed 

to the Charter Schools Program (CSP) when the U.S. Department of Education issued non-

regulatory guidance in August 2003.] (USDE) 

 Charter School Grants (CSG) has granted charter schools $217 million (2005) and $215 

million (2006,  2007) respectively.  The CSP “provides financial assistance for the planning, start-

up, and implementation of public charter schools.  States that are awarded a grant receive up to 

three years of assistance, of which the charter school may use not more than 18 months for 

planning and program design and not more than two years for the initial implementation of a 

public charter school. ” (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools [NAPCS] 2007).  Two 

other federal programs also help with facility costs and they are the State Charter School Facilities 

Incentive Grants program and the Credit Enhancement for Charter School Facilities program.   

The “State Charter School Facilities Incentive Grants: Started                                                          
in 2001, awards matching funds to states that offer per-pupil                                              
financial assistance to public charter schools to obtain facilities.                                                      
Credit Enhancement for Charter School Facilities: provides                                                             
funds on a competitive basis to public and nonprofit entities to                                                        
leverage other funds and help charter schools obtain school                                                             
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facilities through such means as purchase, lease, and donation. 
  NAPCS (2007).   

The challenge now for the USDE is to be able to continue to meet the needs of the rising number 

of charter schools.   

 The corollary problem within the public school system is not only that charter schools cost 

more but they are also losing funding that is now being redirected to charter schools.  The number 

of charter schools has increased steadily over the years.   

  The increase in the number of public schools that rolled over  
  and became charter schools rose from 3.3% in 2004-05 to 3.69%  
  in 2005-06.  The percentage of public school children that attend  
  charter schools has increased from 1.9% in 2004-05 to 2.1% in  
  2005-06.  The percentage of new charter schools in 2005-06 was  
  12.2%, the previous year, 13.6%.  In 2004-05 445 charter schools  
  opened and 448 opened in 2005-06.  Notwithstanding, the number  
  of charter schools closing has also risen, 106 charter schools closed  
  in 2005-06 whereas only 65 closed the year before.   
        (Lake & Hill, 2006)  
  
 The fiscal impact of charter schools on traditional public schools and school districts is a 

concern due to the shift in the student population and decreasing enrollments causing a loss in 

school revenue.  The exodus of students out of traditional public schools and into charter schools 

means a decrease in the federal funding they would have received in the past.  Nevertheless, 

funding is simply moving from one benefactor to another.  The money follows the student.  The 

per pupil spending for students attending charter schools is less than that of those attending 

traditional public schools.  “Charter schools typically receive less than full funding and districts 

are actually left with more money per pupil when a student moves to a charter” (Arkin and 

Hassel, 2007).  Traditional public schools receive more money per pupil when funding is 
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allocated out to a local charter school, however, the fixed costs of running a school remain the 

same.  This fact coupled with a decrease in the student population and shrinking classroom size is 

forcing some schools to downsize their teaching staff and lay off administration and support staff.  

The concern is that charter schools are encroaching on traditional public schools by distributing 

funding to a broader base, thus lessening their stronghold in the community.   

 Policy 

The policies that govern charter schools that began as “publicly funded schools of 

choice that form a contract, or ‘charter,’ with a public entity (e.g., a school district, state, or 

university)” (Zimmer, Buddin, 2006) were based on the public’s desire to have greater 

independence and autonomy in their children’s education.   “Charter schools are public schools 

which are largely free to innovate, and often provide more effective programs and choice to 

under-served groups of students.  Charter schools have greater freedom from burdensome 

regulations in exchange for being able to held to high standards of accountability.”(USDE, 2007).  

 The policies that govern charter schools differ from state to state but share common 

elements because “as public schools, charter schools must also meet the accountability 

requirements of the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as 

amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.”  (Evaluation of the Public Charter Schools 

Program: Final Report by the Federal Government, 2004).   When Ted Kolderie drafted the first 

legal platform for charter schools in 1991 in Minnesota, he led the way to expanding the schools’ 

leadership to include more than just local school boards but also to create greater autonomy when 

he wrote the first charter school law.   



 

47 

  With a charter law, the state says it's fine for somebody other  
  than the local school board to run a public school, sponsored if  
  necessary by some public body other than the local school board.  
  Charter laws address a wide variety of issues, such as who can apply  
  to start a school, what entities can approve charter applications, and  
  how charter schools are funded. Other important areas of state law  
  include what rules are waived for charters, whether charter teachers  
  must be certified, and how charter schools are held accountable.   
                                                                                                NAPCS     

 In some ways charter schools must meet the requirements of traditional public schools and 

in other ways they have greater autonomy.  Both types of schools are accountable for student 

achievement levels.   Charter schools can have their charter revoked if they do not meet their 

charter’s stated goals.  However, a charter school is rarely closed due to “poor academic 

performance.  Out of 154 charter schools closed in 2002, less than 1% did so for academic 

reasons.”  (Carnoy, Jacobsen, Mishel and Rothstein, 2005).   “NCLB still holds all “charter 

schools to the same performance standards as traditional public schools.”  (NAPCS, 2007).    The 

policies that govern charter schools are closely tied to student achievement.   “Accountability for 

charter schools must be overseen in accordance with each state’s charter school law.  Charter 

schools are to be held to state standards of adequate yearly progress (AYP ).  “AYP is an 

individual state's measure of progress toward the goal of 100 percent of students achieving to 

state academic standards in at least reading/language arts and math. It sets the minimum level of 

proficiency that the state, its school districts, and schools must achieve each year on annual tests 

and related academic indicators.”  (USDE, 2006).   Charter schools must also “administer state 

standardized tests, and if they receive Title I, Part A funds face the same consequences as non-

charter public schools if they don’t make AYP.”  (NAPCS, 2007).  

 Charter schools were created primarily for three reasons, “realize an educational vision, 
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gain autonomy, serve a special population.”  (US Charter Schools, 2007).  Charter schools are 

self-governing in so much as they can adapt rules and regulations to fit the construct of their 

school.  Whereas constraints force traditional public schools to limit what they can ask of their 

staff and employees because it has been predetermined by the collective bargaining agreements 

set up by union representation.  

 “Charter laws vary from state to state, in general Charter schools can be authorized by 

 four general agencies: the local school board, state universities, community colleges and the state 

 Board of Education.” (US Charter Schools, 2007).   An “automatic waiver from most state and 

district education laws, regulations and policies” exists for most states.  In the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania and the State of Delaware it’s a complete waiver, in the state of New York, the 

waiver is also complete but there are some exceptions.  The policies that regulate school 

governance, for example when it comes to the hiring of teachers, differ from their public school 

counterparts.  Public schools must hire  “highly qualified” teachers (“highly qualified” teachers 

are licensed in the core courses they teach) but not charter schools.  The polices for hiring 

teachers in charter schools vary.  Pennsylvania allows 25% of their teachers to be non-certified, 

and Delaware requires all of its teachers to be certified  “with exceptions.”  New York regulations 

are even less stringent. 

     Up to 30% or five teachers are permitted to have other credentials,  
but non-certified teachers must meet specified criteria: uncertified  

  teachers with at least three years of elementary, middle or secondary  
  classroom teaching experience; tenured or tenure track college faculty;  
  individuals with two years of satisfactory experience through the Teach  

for America program; and individuals who possess exceptional business, 
   professional, artistic, athletic, or military experience.   
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                             (Education Commission of the States [ECS], 2007).  

 School growth is another critical issue within the charter school policy framework and the 

laws differ from state to state.   “Twenty-five states and the District of Columbia have some type 

of limit, or cap, on charter school growth.  Most caps restrict the number of charter schools 

allowed, while others restrict the number of students served by a single school.”  (NAPCS, 2007). 

 A comparison between the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, which has no cap on the 

number of charter schools, Delaware, which also doesn’t have a cap but does have an addendum 

stating that  “the state department of education (with the approval of the state board of education) 

or a local school board may limit the number of charters granted” and New York, illuminate these 

differences.  New York has a cap and states that there can only be “100 start-ups (with 50 

approved by the State University of New York and 50 approved by the State Board of Regents), 

with an unlimited number of conversions.”  (Education Commission of the States [ECS], 2007).  

The current cap on charter schools may be directly affected by President Bush’s 2007 “Building 

on Results: A Blueprint for Strengthening the No Child Left Behind Act,” which proposes to alter 

the existing policies that limit the number of charter schools and expanding the options available 

to the public.   

  Under the plan, the NCLB law would give districts the power 
  to circumvent state caps on the number of charters and collective- 
  bargaining rules when intervening in schools that fail to make 
  AYP for five years in a row.             (Hoff, 2007). 
 
See Table 2.1 for a complete list of the states’ current status on Charter School Caps.    

 The policies that govern charter schools are driven by student achievement much like their 
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traditional public school counterparts.  “If a school does not make AYP for five consecutive 

years, its district must create a restructuring plan for that school. If the school does not make AYP 

for a sixth consecutive year, the district must implement this plan. One of the restructuring 

options offered by the law is reopening the school as a public charter school.”  (NAPCS).  

Additionally, “existing public schools may be converted to charter schools by having approval of 

more than 50% of the parents of the children in the school and more than 50% of the teaching 

staff in the school.”  (Pennsylvania Department of Education [PDE], 1997).  

 There are different types of charter schools, within the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

Charter schools started anew are called startup schools and those transformed from a public or 

private school that chose to become a charter school are referred to as conversion schools. The 

platform, school choice, grants charter schools the right to focus on specific areas of interest, i.e., 

The Mathematics, Civics and Sciences Charter School of Philadelphia, The Philadelphia 

Electrical & Technology Charter School, Philadelphia Performing Arts Charter School, etc. or to 

address the needs of a community.   When charter schools began, the demographics included 

those living in central city settings and in poorer urban communities with low performing public 

schools.  A national study on charter schools found that demographics for 4th graders attending 

charter schools showed a greater difference in the racial makeup than gender when measuring the 

student body.  The proportions were nearly equal when comparing charter schools to public 

schools.   Tallies showed 48% male students attend charter schools as compared to 51% in public 

schools and 52% female students in charter schools versus 49% who attend public schools. 

Charter schools have a 45% population of white students compared to 58% in public schools.  

Black students in charter schools are at 31% with only 17% in the public schools.  Hispanic 



 

51 

student numbers were comparable with a count of 20% in charter schools and 19% in public 

schools.  (The Nation’s Report Card).  Results from the NAEP 2003 Pilot Study.  (2003).   In a 

1998-1999 survey conducted in Pennsylvania charter schools, findings showed “that the 

enrollment of boys and girls is even, and that minorities make up approximately three-quarters of 

charter school enrollments.”  (Miron, 2000). 

 Charter schools draw on the already limited resources available within the educational 

system.   The concern is that charter schools will eventually drain public school of its funding and 

put schools at risk of failing.  A statewide evaluation of Pennsylvania charter schools found that 

“while charter schools, by design, take money away from non-charter public schools, their net 

financial impact remains unclear.”  (Miron, Nelson, Risley, 2002).   “Charter school revenue 

averaged $7,341 per pupil, $500 less than host school districts.”  (Nelson, Muir, Drown, 2003). 

Pennsylvania currently has  “one hundred twenty public charter schools serving more than 60,000 

students are operating in Pennsylvania. Eleven of these charter schools are cyber charter schools 

which serve more than 17,000 students.”  (National Association of Charter School Authorizers, 

2007).  In 2001-2002 Philadelphia charter schools received “approximately $5,860 for each 

regular education student.”  (School District of Philadelphia [SDP], 2007). 

 The federal legislation states that it is the responsibility of  “local or state boards [to] 

monitor a public Charters’ school’s academic progress and ensure the execution of responsible 

fiscal practices. Regional resource centers or state associations provide support and guidance. 

State governments write the laws that provide a framework for all of these interrelated.”  National 

Alliance for Public Charter Schools: Issues: State Legislation.  (2007).   The policies that govern 
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the managing and implementation of charter school growth require more manpower and time to 

adherence to the regulations.   “School districts and school boards . . . are now charged with the 

challenging and unfamiliar task of authorizing new charter schools and assessing the performance 

of existing charters.”  (Lake, 2006).  

 Policy surrounding school choice also includes alternative learning environments such as 

virtual classrooms.   “Virtual charter schools are public schools.  They are funded by tax dollars: 

funded by local school districts; and operated by using computers for instruction, lesson plans and 

documentation of completed work.”  (Wisconsin Parent Association, 2002).   Virtual classrooms 

or e-learning or online learning (these terms can be used interchangeably) which involves the 

process of delivering educational content through the Internet are also a part of school choice.  

Although there are differences, some obvious between setting up a virtual school and the brick 

and mortar schools exist, a virtual school faces many of the same kinds of problems as their 

traditional counterpart excluding primarily a physical plant.  They both share the issues of  

management, instruction, course development, technology and personnel.  Other factors that are 

part of setting up the schools include “governance, student teacher ratio, student population, 

course completion rates, quality assurance, research & development and program size.” 

(Anderson, DeCescre, Conrad, 2006).  The policies for funding virtual schools are the same as 

they are for brick and mortar charter schools.  The conflict of funding students attending virtual 

charter schools in Pennsylvania is that “the school districts in which virtual school students reside 

have to pay the chartering district themselves.”  (Wisconsin Parents Association, 2002).  
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Assessing Charter Schools 

Student Achievement - performance 

 The achievement level differences between charter school students and those who attend 

public schools varies greatly and getting a true comparison is difficult for several reasons.  

Studies support both sides of the argument that charter school students are scoring higher on their 

student achievement tests and that public school students are scoring higher on their student 

achievement tests.  One of the problems in fairly assessing student achievement levels is that 

charter schools are separate entities and differ greatly from one another, and when comparing 

public schools to charter schools one is not always testing the same student population.   Were the 

comparisons made using the same socioeconomic status (SES) populations?   Students served by 

charter schools are majority minority students.  “Fifty-eight percent of charter school students are 

minority and 52 percent are eligible for free and reduced-price lunch.”  (NAPCS).  “Thus when 

comparing the performance of charter and other public school students, it is necessary to compare 

students who share common demographic characteristics.”  (Educational Statistic Quarterly, 

2004).  

 A second difference between the two schools is the length of time the charter school is in 

existence and whether or not it follows the traditional classroom setting or if it is a “non-

classroom” (home schooled or a virtual classroom based school).   

 Overall the findings for student achievement levels in charter schools when compared to 

traditional public schools show either comparable or slightly lower achievement levels than their 

counterparts.  In some cases there is a noticeable gain in student achievement levels.  The 
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comparisons being made between traditional public schools and charter schools may be 

inequitable.  Unless comparisons are conducted using shared demographics (race, age, 

socioeconomics), results may be skewed.  Nevertheless, comparisons continue to be made and 

some studies take this fact into consideration.  Some of the illustrative examples of student 

outcome research follow: 

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) conducted a pilot study 
(2003) of America's elementary and secondary charter schools and their students.  
“The results from 150 charter schools from around the country with a student body 
with comparable characteristics are that in mathematics, fourth-grade charter 
school students as a whole did not perform as well as their public school 
counterparts.  However, the mathematics performance of White, Black, and              
Hispanic fourth-graders in charter schools was not measurably different from the 
performance of fourth-graders with similar racial/ethnic backgrounds in other 
public schools.”   (U.S. Dept. Of Education, 2004) 
 
A study conducted by Rand Corporation of six communities                                    
[Chula Vista, Fresno, Los Angeles, Napa Valley, San Diego,                                       
West Covina] in California that serve a large population of                                                 
students attending charter schools between the years 1997-1998                                         
and 2001-2002 showed that “charter schools generally perform                                       
on par with traditional public schools but they have not closed                                             
the achievement gaps for minorities and have not had the expected                                       
competitive effects on traditional public schools.”                                                                                                                                
(Zimmer & Buddin, 2006) 

  
Thirteen states were included in a study comparing student performance in public 
and charter schools.  “On average, charter students are not more disadvantaged 
than students in regular public schools.  Yet, charter student achievement is not       
any higher. In Florida, Michigan, Pennsylvania, and Texas, test scores from charter 
schools older than three years are still no higher than in public schools.   
(Carnoy, 2005). 

 
A statewide evaluation was done on Pennsylvania’s Charter School Reform and 
the findings were that “Pennsylvania’s charters are making noticeably greater 
academic achievement gains than similar traditional public schools.  They do this 
while serving disproportionately higher percentages of traditionally under-served 
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students than their host districts, including minorities (63 vs. 54 percent) and free 
lunch qualifies (56 vs. 53 percent). (Miron, Nelson, Risley, 2002).                                                                           

 
Findings for students attending virtual charter schools in Colorado demonstrated 
that  “29 percent of online students scored at or above grade level in math on the 
state assessment, while 53 percent of students statewide met that mark. Among 
10th graders, only 7 percent of online students passed the math exam. The gap was  
narrower in reading, but still significant: 55 percent of online students were at 
grade level, compared with 68 percent statewide.” (Rutzick, 2007). 
 
A national study using comparable traditional public schools and charter schools, 
researchers found that “charter schools serving ‘general student populations 
(meaning schools not targeted to specific groups) outperformed the 
geographically-nearest traditional public schools by about three percentile                
points in math and two points in reading.  In addition, charter students in Texas 
and Florida significantly outpaced the nearest traditional public schools - by seven 
to eight percentile  points in Texas and six points in Florida.”                                                                                                            
(Greene, Forster, Winters, 2003) 
 
In an Annual State Report on Delaware’s Charter Schools that used data from each 
school since “the state’s eleven charter schools offer no statewide analysis, showed 
that students at Delaware’s charter schools do at least as well as the students in 
their host districts, that charter students are consistently making achievement 
gains.”  (Delaware Department of Education, 2003)  

 
 These excerpts show that charter schools are impacting student learning, and continuing to 

expand in number.   Nevertheless, there needs to be a continuation of analysis of the impact of 

charter schools conducted over a longer period of time.  In summary, accurately measuring 

student achievement levels between public schools and charter schools (including virtual schools) 

is difficult at best.  There is little empirical data using students who share common characteristics 

so most comparisons between them are inconclusive.  Reports show an increase in student 

achievement levels in both the public and charter school population.  It is difficult to say whether 

or not one type of school is better than another because the state based standardized tests are 
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currently only measuring a selected student body and limited subject matter and these tests 

measure only one aspect of a student’s learning, in only one form of measurement, not the whole 

child.    

Accountability 

 Teacher accountability is assessed in one of two ways, input and outputs - inputs - 

teachers’ credentials (is the teacher a “Highly Qualified Teacher”) (HQT) and outputs - impact of 

the teacher on student achievement levels.  Under the federal mandate, NCLB, a HQT is a teacher 

who possesses a “bachelor’s degree, full state certification, demonstrate core competency in the 

subjects they teach.”  (The Secretary’s 5th Annual Report on Teacher Quality, 2006).  These 

criteria for a HQT applies to all teachers nationally.  States receiving Title I moneys are required 

to meet the NCLB objectives but they are not all meeting these guidelines.   However teacher 

accountability is not the same for charter schools as it is for public schools, each state with charter 

schools has its own policy which correlates to their individual Charter School Laws.   Charter 

schools have greater flexibility than public schools when it comes to teacher accountability since 

many charter schools are permitted to employ a number of non-certified teachers.  Since 

education is state regulated by State Education Agencies (SEA) state guidelines may differ when 

it comes to regulating teachers who do not hold a license.  Since 1991, 40 states have put charter 

school laws into place.  Out of the total number, twenty-five states require all teachers to be 

certified, four states do not require any certification and eleven states have made allowances that 

allow a percentage of their staff to be non-certified.  See Table 2.2 for a state-by-state breakdown.  

 In Pennsylvania, a certified teacher must “Hold at least a bachelor’s degree and hold a 
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valid Pennsylvania teaching certificate (i.e., Instructional I, Instructional II or Intern certificate but 

not an emergency permit); Demonstrate subject matter competency for the core content area they 

teach.  NCLB core content areas include English, Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, 

Sciences, Foreign Languages, Music and Art, and Social Studies (history, economics, geography, 

and civics and government).”  (PDE, 2007).  These requirements are the same for public school 

teachers.  The only difference is that charter schools in Pennsylvania allow 25% of their teaching 

staff to be non-certified.  The non-certified teacher must then have at least a bachelor’s degree and 

“demonstrate subject matter competence in each core content area and grade level at which they 

teach.”  (PDE, 2007).   A meta analysis of Pennsylvania’s charter schools in the area of teacher 

certification requirements, shows that while it is not the most lenient state (four states do not 

require any certification) it remains in the minority, granting 25% of the school staff to be non-

certified teachers. 

  The data on HQT is closely watched, districts are required to file reports on the number of 

teachers who are HQT and those who are working toward completing the criteria in order to be 

HQT.   This information is then turned over to the SEA who reports to the secretary of education 

on the status of the number of HQT within their jurisdiction.  The goal of the federal government, 

to have a highly qualified teacher in every classroom by the year 2005-2006 has not been met but 

there have been gains: 

  The number of teachers practicing without full certification                                                        
   i.e., with a waiver) decreased by one-fourth, going from 3.3%                                                       
  of all teachers in 2003-04 to 2.5% of all teachers in 2004-05.  
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Teacher Effectiveness  

 Teacher effectiveness will be addressed briefly here.  It will be discussed in more detail in 

the next chapter.  The importance of teacher efficacy in relationship to student achievement is 

critical in today’s climate of accountability.  Teacher quality (inputs) and teacher effectiveness 

(outputs) needs to be looked at separately.  Teacher quality refers only to a teacher’s credentials 

and the term “highly qualified teacher” (HQT) categorizes those teachers who possess a state 

certification license.  A HQT “holds a bachelor’s degree, has obtain(ed) a full state certification, 

which can be an “alternative certification” and demonstrate(s) subject-matter competency in the 

core academic subjects taught.”  (NCLB, 2007).  “NCLB demands that every school ensure that 

all of its teachers have met federally defined quality standards.”  (Cohen-Vogel, 2005). 

 The value of teacher certification has been confirmed by many studies (Darling-

Hammond, Berry, Thoreson, 2000).   “Research shows that the quality of the teacher in the 

classroom is the most important schooling factor predicting student outcomes.”   (Goldhaber, 

Anthony, 2004).  Teachers with a certification have proven to be more effective than those who 

are not certified or under-certified such as individuals teaching with an emergency, temporary or 

provisional certification.  Students of certified teachers out-performed students of teachers  

who were under-certified by about two months on a grade equivalent scale. Students of under-

certified teachers make about 20% less academic growth per year than do students of teachers 

with regular certification.  (Kerr, Berliner, 2002).   The number of new teacher hires who are fully 

certified teachers in the School District of Philadelphia has increased from “59% (2002) to 92% 

(2007).  (SDP, 2007).  The outcome in student achievement levels from the increase of fully 

certified teachers resulted in an increase in the state’s assessment test scores with 29% of students 

scoring at or above proficient level in reading, 19.5% in mathematics (2002).   The student 
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achievement levels increased to 38% of students scoring at or above proficient in reading and 

41% in math.  (2007).  The evidence found from a 50-state policy survey and case studies of 

selected states from 1993-94 “suggests that better qualified teachers may make a difference in 

student learning at the classroom, school, and district levels.”  (Darling-Hammond, 2000). 

 Teachers remain the greatest influence on student achievement and student learning more 

so than any other factor in education.  “Research consistently shows that teachers have the 

greatest potential to influence children's education.  The major research finding is that student 

achievement is related to teacher competence in teaching."  (North Central Educational Regional 

Laboratory, 1995).  While teacher qualifications may impact student achievement levels, “it is not 

a guarantor of a teacher’s effectiveness. Teachers with masters’ degrees in some cases have been 

found to be no better than those without.  A teacher with 15 years of experience is no more 

effective, on average, than a teacher with five years of experience.”  (Gryphon, 2006).   

Notwithstanding, studies on teacher effectiveness show that a teacher’s background, educational 

studies and pedagogy are instrumental in student achievement. 

   Studies have found a positive effect of experience on teacher 
   effectiveness. Research suggests that the selectivity/prestige  
   of the institution a teacher attended has a positive effect on  
   student achievement.  Pedagogical course work seems to contribute  
   to teacher effectiveness  at all grade levels, particularly when  
   coupled with content knowledge.”  (King, 2003).   
 
 A national survey taken “in which roughly 42,000 public school teachers were asked 

about their educational backgrounds and teaching credentials (1999-2000), 90 percent of the 

public school teachers reported that they have regular state certification in their primary teaching 

area.”  (Podgursky, 2006).   
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 Findings based on a national survey of a teacher’s educational background (1999-2000) 

shows that  “the highest degree attained for the majority of teachers (53 percent) was a bachelor’s 

degree. Forty-two percent of teachers had attained a master’s degree as their highest degree, and 4 

percent had attained a doctorate, professional, or education specialist degree. (National Center of 

Educational Statistics, 2007).  In Pennsylvania, using a population of 120,915 teachers, classroom 

teachers’ credentials break down as follows: those who have less than a bachelor’s degree 0.7%, a 

bachelor’s degree 55.2%, a master’s degree 43.5% and a doctoral degree 0.6%.  (PDE, 2003-

2004).  

 The discrepancies in the distribution of teachers and teacher quality also effect student 

outcomes.  Research on teacher quality in at-risk schools showed that 20 percent of teachers in 

high-poverty schools have three or fewer years of teaching experience, compared with 11 percent 

of teachers in low-poverty schools.  The outcome of this sort of inequity is that students in higher 

poverty communities are more likely to have a less qualified teacher with these sorts of results.  

“Black and Hispanic 12 graders perform at the same level in reading and mathematics as white 8th 

graders, but the high school graduation rate for Hispanics and blacks is roughly 55 percent, 

compared with 78 percent for white students.”  (National Partnership for Teachers in At Risk 

Schools, 2005).   Yet the studies continue to show that there is no guarantee that a licensed or 

certified teacher will be more effective than non-certified teachers.  “There is no evidence that 

traditionally certified teachers are more substantially more effective than teachers with alternative 

certification or who are uncertified.”  (The Brookings Institute, 2007). 
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Part Two  
 

Teacher Assessments 
The History of Teaching Supervision Practices 

 
 The history of teaching supervision dates back to colonial America.  In the beginning, 

supervision was done by Instructional Supervisors who acted more like inspectors and worked in 

an authoritarian manner.  They were responsible for curriculum, teaching methodologies, teacher 

efficacy and student achievement.  The persons who usually performed these tasks “were often 

ministers, selectmen, schoolmasters, and other distinguished citizens.”  (Nolan, Hoover, 2005).   

These public school inspectors, “local school committeemen” took on the role of checking on 

teachers to ensure that they were in compliance with the community’s teaching guidelines and 

could show a marketed gain in their student achievement levels.  Failure to do so was met with 

dismissal.  The role of supervisor became more important as the number of schools within the 

different communities increased as well as serving the interests of the church.   

  The Commonwealth of Massachusetts passed the famed Old 
  Deluder Law of 1647, which required communities with 50 or 
  more families to provide instruction in reading and writing and 
  communities with 100 or more families to establish a grammar 
  school.  Thus, educated young people wouldn’t be led astray by 
  the Old Deluder, Satan.  (Olivia, Pawlas, 2004) 
 
 
There was also a legal rationale behind conducting teacher evaluations.  States were obligated “to 

protect children from harm owing to incompetent, immoral, or unprofessional teacher behavior . . 

. the moral commitment to ensure that no child is harmed by the instruction received.”  (Nolan, 

Hoover, 2005). 
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 Supervision adjusted itself to keep pace with the changing trends and policies that existed 

within the educational system, as there developed a need for more schools and greater supervision 

due to the nation’s increasing population.  The increase in the population forced schooling, which 

was primarily a privilege for boys, to expand and include girls and a form of higher education into 

the equation.  “Universal public education for boys and girls, poor and rich, was a phenomenon of 

the nineteenth century.”  (Olivia., 2004).   In the 19th century, teacher education came into 

fruition, Horace Mann, then secretary of the Massachusetts State Board of Education “pushed the 

cause of public schools and created the first normal school in the United States for training 

teachers.”  (Olivia, 2004).  In addition to formally educating teachers, the concept of specifically 

training teacher supervisors developed as well. 

  In the nineteenth century, local committees began looking to   
  professionally trained persons to administer and supervise the 
  schools.  As early as 1837, Buffalo, New York, and Louisville, 
  Kentucky, employed school superintendents.  By 1870, some 
  twenty-nine school systems were headed by superintendents.   
  Superintendents in the early nineteenth century spent considerable 
  time visiting and supervising schools, although their focus changed 
  from looking at deficiencies meriting dismissal of teachers to 
  helping teachers overcome difficulties.  (Olivia, 2004).  
 
 
 
 
 
The following table displays the periods and type of supervision in the early part of the American 

education system. 
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Table 2.1 Major Periods in The Historical Development of Supervision 
Period Type of 

Supervision 
Purpose Persons Responsible 

1620-1850 Inspection Monitoring rules, 
looking for 
deficiencies 

Parents, clergy, selectmen, 
citizens’ committees 

1850-1910 Inspection, 
instructional 
improvement 

Monitoring rules, 
helping teachers 

improve 

Superintendents, principals 

1910-1930 Scientific, 
bureaucratic 

Improving 
instruction and 

efficiency 

Supervising principals, 
principals, general and special 

central-office supervisors, 
superintendents 

         (Olivia, Pawlas, 2005) 

 The role of the supervisor would swing back and forth between two different roles, it 

would go from being authoritative to supportive and instructional.  The lack of democracy and 

intellectual underpinnings in the rating systems helped fuel the Progressive’s movement (1890's - 

1930's) and the role of the supervisor as a support system for teachers.  The Progressive 

movement’s “philosophy of inquiry, democratic processes and scientific investigation, led to a 

supervisory process that was seen as helpful, improvement oriented, and collaborative.”  (Nolan, 

Hoover, 2005).  It was at this time that Dewey, who felt that “schools should reflect society,” 

worked toward expanding education to include exploration and personal growth.  He fueled the 

Progressive movement with ideals that were mimicked in the supervision process.  In the 20th 

century when Frederick Taylor’s revolutionary systems for efficacy in the industrial world which 

looked to his model of mechanization as a way of increasing productivity began to influence 

schools and change the role of the school supervisor.  Taylor’s attention to procedural correctness 

influenced supervision and gave way to “middle-level school managers who carried out the task 
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of supervision which led to the vigorous development of rating scales designed to rate teacher 

effectiveness.”  (Nolan, Hoover, 2005).  Teachers were being rated in categories that ranged from 

a physical assessment to moral and socially based criteria.  There was widespread use of rating 

scales and supervisors who once focused on improving teacher instruction.  They were 

concentrating on teacher evaluations.   

 The drive to allow teachers to make decisions for themselves, to be self-motivated and 

self-governing, lead back to a supportive role for supervisors.  This concept was motivated by an 

increasing interest and desire to educate the “whole child” from a physical, emotional and an 

intellectual standpoint.  The change in school curriculums included more creative and 

experimental thinking which required supervisors to deal less with teacher evaluations and more 

on developing teacher skills and perspectives.  This ideology lasted until the mid 1950's and 

became known as the democratic supervision process.  This process allowed for a greater 

appreciation and willingness to collaborate, work toward the development of people, ideas and 

innovation.  Supervision styles followed this ideal but its focus changed directions again when in 

1957 Sputnik was launched.  The nation’s attention was now turned toward innovations, 

predominately those found in math and science.   

  The 1960's saw the popularity of clinical supervision methodologies as a way for 

individuals to reconnect theory and practice.  Clinical supervision came about with the work 

being done by Morris Cogan and Robert Goldhammer.  They were seeking ways to help novice 

teachers attain a level of success.  They borrowed the term clinical supervision that comes “from 

the medical profession, where it has been used for decades to describe a process for perfecting the 
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specialized knowledge and skills of practitioners. Essentially, clinical supervision in education 

involves a teacher receiving information from a colleague who has observed the teacher's 

performance and who serves as both a mirror and a sounding board to enable the teacher to 

critically examine and possibly alter his or her own professional practice.”  (Pajak, 2003).  

  Clinical supervision is a five-step process: a pre-observation conference, classroom 

observation, data analysis strategy, conference and post conference analysis.  In 1970s, Madeline 

Hunter popularized her own version of clinical supervision for teaching which became the 

standard for teacher evaluations.  “The Madeline Hunter Method, includes seven elements: 

objectives; standards; anticipatory set; teaching; guided practice; closure; and independent 

practice.”  (Nolan, Hoover, 2005).  These categories enabled supervisors to focus in on specific 

areas while assessing teacher efficacy and in turn would have a greater impact on teacher 

practices.  There was widespread perception that public schools were failing their students.  The 

problems include discipline, student dropout rates were on the rise and student achievement levels 

were falling.  (Nolan, Hoover, 2005).   

 The use of teacher evaluations (assessments) is part of the accountability process and is 

done through the use of assessments.  Formative assessments give supervisors a chance to aid 

teachers with improving their instructional methodology, differ from summative assessments that 

are applied to personnel decisions.  A formative assessment is “an evaluation conducted primarily 

for the purpose of improving the teacher through identifying that teacher’s strengths and 

weaknesses.”  (National Education Association, [NEA], n/d).  A summative assessment is “an 

evaluation conducted primarily for the purpose of making personnel decisions about the teacher 
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(e.g., merit pay, reassignment, promotion, dismissal, tenure).”  (NEA, n/d). 

 In the 1980's and 1990's developmental supervision and reflective supervision looked for 

ways of separating the two ideas (evaluation and development) that can be in conflict with one 

another.  The evaluator is seen as a person who makes definitive judgments when measuring a 

teacher’s competency while the supervisor’s role is more supportive and focuses on teacher 

growth.  Granted, supervision and evaluation are separate functions, but they fall under the same 

category of teacher assessment and remain linked together whenever discussing teacher 

supervision.   

Measuring Teacher Effectiveness 

 Teacher quality is the leading indicator for student achievement.  “Teacher quality is the 

single most influential school-based factor toward improving student achievement.”   (The 

Teaching Commission, 2004).   Teacher effectiveness and its measurement have become one of 

the driving forces behind NCLB.  In this next section, factors that impact teacher efficacy, 

conditions of schools and classrooms, equity and resources, as well as the use of incentives such 

as performance or merit pay will be addressed.  These elements all factors into the equation of 

teacher efficacy, but none more so than student test scores on state mandated achievement tests. 

 Effective teaching is identified as, “occurring where the majority, preferably all the pupils, 

learn most of what the teacher intended.  The pupils want to learn and do not have to be made to.”  

(Montgomery, 1999).  In an ideal world students come to school with a basic knowledge of 

letters, sounds and numbers as well as a desire to learn.  Caring, competent educators staff the 

schools and the buildings are clean and safe and filled with necessary resources in order to teach 
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all students at their different levels of understanding.  If indeed these baseline criteria were 

universally met, it would allow for a more equitable assessment of teacher effectiveness, but it is 

not the case particularly in poorer urban public school settings.   In a lawsuit filed by the 

American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) in the state of California in 2000 on behalf of minority 

students attending schools in urban settings they “alleged that students in 18 schools throughout 

the state receive a substandard education.”  (Hopkins, 2000).  Some of the allegations included 

“lack of adequate heating, ventilation, or air conditioning, teachers (who) have not yet obtained 

teaching credentials, roaches and vermin, filthy bathrooms” and an insufficient supply of teaching 

resources ranging from pencils and paper to text books and seating for students.  (Hopkins, 2002).  

Teaching in substandard conditions, the physical condition of a building and classroom 

overcrowding can impact student achievement.  

A study of the District of Columbia school system found, after controlling for 
other variables such as a student’s socioeconomic status, that students’ 
standardized achievement scores were lower in schools with poor building 
conditions.  Students in school buildings in poor condition had achievement that 
was 6% below schools in fair condition and 11% below schools in excellent 
condition.”  (Edwards, 1991).  

 
A study of overcrowded schools in New York City found that                      
students in such schools scored significantly lower on both mathematics and 
reading exams than did similar students in underutilized schools.  (Rivera-Batiz 
and Marti, 1995). 

 
 “Student test score gains have recently been proposed as a measure of the educational 

"value-added" contribution by teachers and schools to student learning. Recent educational reform 

efforts (such as "No Child Left Behind") seek to employ standardized test score gains as a key 

policy instrument for holding educators and school systems accountable.”  (Kupermintz, 2003).   
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Therefore the rationale behind measuring teacher effectiveness, which at one time was to ensure 

that children were not being morally corrupted, today has more to do with increasing the nation’s 

labor pool and viability than with morality.  In Secretary Spelling’s Fifth Annual Report on 

Teacher Qualifications, (2006) she states “the increasingly competitive nature of the worldwide 

economy demands that we provide our students with the skills needed to advance and serve our 

country’s interests - and provide their teachers with the skills needed to improve student 

achievement.”   

 Two closely connected factors, teacher quality and teacher effectiveness and the impact 

they both have on student achievement is a large part of the current education reform policies 

(NCLB, The Higher Education Reconciliation Act of 2005 [HERA] and The American 

Competitiveness Initiative announced in 2006).  One such policy is the rating and ranking of 

teacher education programs.  These programs are held accountable for meeting state and federal 

for prospective teachers.  Non-traditional career pathways for teacher candidates wanting to enter 

the profession have increased in number.  The “number of alternative programs that certify 

teachers skyrocketed in 1983 to 486 last year.”  (Honawar, 2007). 

 The 2007 Fiscal Year (FY) budget proposed by President Bush has set aside funding for 

programs to help increase teacher efficacy: Examples include: 

  $14.6 million and $44.5 million, respectively, for the Troops-to-                                        
  Teachers and Transition to Teaching programs. 
 

$25 million to the Adjunct Teacher Corps, it would leverage the expertise of 
professionals outside the school system by bringing their experience into the 
classroom as high school instructors in core subjects, particularly science and 
mathematics. 
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$99 million for the Teacher Incentive Fund, which supports efforts to increase 
compensation for teachers and principals in low-income schools who are able to 
increase student achievement. 

  
$122.2 million to strengthen the nation’s Advanced Placement (AP) and 
International Baccalaureate (IB) programs. 

  
$5 million for the Language Teacher Corps and $3 million for the Teacher-to-
Teacher Initiative, which supports professional development for foreign language 
teaching. 

 
  $50 million to Teaching American History. 
  
  $90 million for the Personnel Development to Improve Services                            
  and Results for Children with Disabilities program. 
 

$50 million to assist state education agencies in reforming and                   
improving their training and professional development programs for individuals 
who provide early intervention, educational and transitional services. 

 
  $2.9 billion towards improving Teacher Quality State Grants. 
 
 Teachers in traditional public schools are compensated based on their seniority and the 

number of degrees earned because earnings are typically determined by a pay schedule that has 

been set up and is maintained without regard to teacher efficacy.   “Neither of those measures 

may correlate with student achievement.”  (Hanushek, 2005).  Measures are being taken expand 

teacher efficacy by including performance pay or merit pay programs.  

 One of the ways of rewarding teacher effectiveness has been through performance pay or 

merit pay programs, which have not proved popular with educators in the past.  Performance or 
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merit pay is the term used to describe an accommodation or some form of compensation (i.e., 

bonuses, incentives) that is granted to educators as a result of student achievement. 

  Higher pay for teaching effectiveness can be awarded on the                                                     
  basis of input criteria (teacher performance) or output criteria                                               
  (student performance). Input criteria may include classroom                                         
  management skills; preparation of lessons; knowledge of subject                                          
  matter; instructional techniques; management of student, staff,                                                   
  and public relations; professional ethics; or professional growth.   
          (Ellis,1984) 
 Performance pay or merit pay is not new, “in England in 1710 teachers were paid 

according to how well their students did on tests of reading, writing, and arithmetic.  

Consequently, they report, ‘teaching to the test’ and cheating became rampant, and merit pay was 

abandoned.”  (Holland, 2005).  These same factors exist today, monetary compensation is 

awarded to school principals who make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) on state mandated tests.  

This has prompted a few administrators and educators to cheat, change test scores and make test 

questions from previous years available.  All of these activities are illegal and place the individual 

at risk of losing their job and licenses.  The issue of merit pay remains contentious and one that is 

supported by national political leaders.  In 2000, Massachusetts Governor Romney introduced 

merit pay to the Teaching Commission where it was not met favorably.  The National Education 

Association (NEA) stated that it was opposed “to any system of compensation based on an 

evaluation of an education employee’s performance.”  California Governor Schwarzenegger is 

also a proponent of merit pay as well as more rigorous criteria for teachers working in his state.  

“Schwarzenegger’s plan, which also embraces tenure reform, has encountered stiff opposition 

from the teachers’ unions and their political allies.  He remains committed to a legislative 

initiative to institute merit pay for teachers as well.”  (Holland, 2005).  
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 Pennsylvania had incorporated some merit pay plans but they were eventually eliminated 

and a salary schedule was implemented in their place.  The idea that merit pay would be a 

motivating factor for teachers to improve student achievement levels gave way to “being 

inequitable, divisive, and ineffective.”  (Janofsky, 2005).    “There were several merit pay systems 

in existence in Pennsylvania school districts in the late 1970’s, particularly in the Southeastern 

and Mideastern Regions (Downingtown, Great Valley, Lower Merion, Tredyffrin/Easttown, 

Upper Darby).   All of those merit pay plans were abandoned in favor of the salary schedule.   

Many of the traditional merit pay plans resulted in serious inequities among teachers with similar 

skill and performance levels, and created morale problems. There was no evidence that the plans 

improved performance. In most cases, the school boards sought to eliminate them.”  

(Pennsylvania State Education Association, n/d). 

 The need to look for ways to increase teacher effectiveness and tracking teacher efficacy 

through a “value-added assessment” (VAA) system has begun throughout the country.  

  Value Added Assessment is defined as “isolating the impact of  
  instruction on student learning, it provides an empirical basis  
  for evaluation teacher effectiveness.  (Hershberg, 2004). 
 
           “Dr. William Sanders at the University of Tennessee in the early 1990's” initiated the VAA 

system.  He created a method of tracking student levels through a data analysis system that looks 

at the individual teaching of each students’ gains compared with their starting performance.  This 

methodology “enables education supervisors (and the teachers themselves) to look at objective 

evidence of the teachers’ effectiveness in helping individual students improve their achievement 

test scores year to year.”  (Holland, 2005).   The Value Added Assessment directs teachers to the 

specific area(s) they need to address (re-teach) in order to impact student achievement levels.   
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There are twenty-one states using a VAA system to measure “the educational ‘value-added’ 

contribution by teachers and schools to student learning.”  (Kupermintz, 2003).     

 The Value Added Modeling that drives the VAA is to be used to measure the effects of 

individual schools and/or teachers on student outcomes.  The models “range from some relatively 

straightforward fixed effects model to a relative complex and general multi-variate, longitudinal 

mixed-model with either test scores or test score gains as outcomes.”  (Rubin, Stuart, Zanutto, 

2003).   The VVA system “analyzes student test score data and estimates the effects of individual 

teachers on score gains. These effects are used to construct teacher value-added measures of 

teaching effectiveness.”   (Kupermintz, 2003).    There are critical issues that need to be addressed 

in assessing the validity of the VAA system when including it in designing a merit pay schedule.  

Variables such as “teacher effects and prior student achievement, suggesting that difficulties arise 

when trying to disentangle responsibility for observed gains (were those gains due to students’ 

prior experience or to teacher effectiveness?” cannot be overlooked.  (Kupermitz, 2003).   The 

limited research on the VAA system hasn’t stopped states from using it, the amount of useful 

information readily available to teachers and administrators in assessing student achievement is 

too valuable and many researchers contend that this sort of system can potentially enhance teacher 

efficacy.  (Kupermitz, 2003). 

 Another factor impacting teacher supervision is collective bargaining.  Collective 

bargaining for teachers began when  “the National Labor Relations Act (the Wagner Act) passed 

in 1935  guaranteed the right of private employees to form and join unions to bargain 

collectively.”  (Encyclopedia of Everyday Law, n/d).  Teacher collective bargaining contracts 

“now regulate virtually all aspects of school district operations, from how teachers are paid and 
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assigned to schools, to the conditions under which they can be disciplined or fired, to the length of 

the school day and year.”  (Hess & West, 2006).  

 Teacher union’s collective bargaining strength may change due to discussions on 

implementing a revised system for measuring teacher accountability.   “The role of the collective 

bargaining process has justifiably risen to the top of reformers’ agendas.”  (Hess & West, 2006).   

Teacher unions could potentially lose their bargaining strength and break down if changes are 

made to policies that support performance based evaluations such as VAA being including in the 

teacher evaluation process. .   

 One idea that has been discussed in the past is the idea of “instituting pay for 

demonstrated performance” can also diminish the strength of the union’s collective bargaining 

power with school districts.  (Holland, 2005).   Teacher reappointment and evaluation procedures 

have come under greater scrutiny with the onset of VAA data analysis systems that are being used 

to determine teacher efficacy.  While teacher unions may support the concept of implementing a 

VAA system, they “give few signs of budging from their insistence on the old seniority-plus-

degrees system, which can protect mediocre teachers.  Union leaders fear that allowing for 

individual differences would weaken their collective bargaining power.”  (Holland, 2005).  The 

impact of a merit pay system on teachers’ collective bargaining (enforcing more standards for 

teachers before they can be granted tenure) is at a critical point in time.  Political leaders are 

seeking to impose merit pay, restructure teacher tenure criteria and implement greater rigor of 

assessment during teacher probationary periods.  The federal government’s push for education 

reform is based on the need to educate the future workforce, our student population, and build up 

the economic strength of our nation in today’s global economy.  “Our economic leadership as a 
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nation is dependent on the skills we give our young people - and the skills we give our young 

people are directly connected to the quality of the teachers in our classrooms.” (Gerstner, 2005).  

The connection between teacher quality and student achievement levels is pertinent to the 

argument for evaluating current teacher supervision practices and policies.  Low performing 

teachers are protected under present-day policies and they could eventually end up threatening the 

collective bargaining power of the union.  Motivators such as performance pay, merit pay, and 

federally funded programs may improve teacher efficacy among some, but it won’t solve the 

problem of mediocre teachers still practicing behind the veil of security established through 

collective bargaining.  School districts are looking for ways to assess teacher quality and the use 

of data through value added assessments and student test scores are one way of doing that but 

they have to figure out a way to work in collaboration with the teachers’ unions. 

 
 

Teacher Supervision Models 
 
 

 The methodologies of teacher assessments may vary but their goals have many common 

elements, to improve teacher efficacy and raise student achievement levels.    Teacher evaluations 

vary a great deal and are conducted in a variety of different ways.  “The common thread in much 

of the supervision practiced in schools today is the intent to improve classroom instruction 

through observation of classroom teaching, analysis of observed data, and face-to-face interaction 

between observer and teacher.”  (Tracy, 1995).  The principal categories are formative and 

summative supervision models.  Formative supervision is an ongoing process, focusing on 

instructional strategies.  They involve observations of the teacher at work in the classroom, and 



 

75 

can be carried out in the form of peer coaching, peer review, reflection, action research and 

clinical supervision.  Summative supervision examines the combined outcomes of the formative 

assessments as a way of measuring a teacher’s total effect over time.  

 The Hersey and Blanchard Situational Leadership Model (SLM) sets up a theoretical  

basis for fairly implemented teacher assessments.  Hersey and Blanchard understood that what 

was being measured and how it was being measured was impacted by the experience level of the 

individual.  The SLM is a model consisting of two concepts, supervision (directing) and arousal 

(supporting).  It follows a four-step process that focuses on establishing “the correct amount of 

supervision (Directing Behavior) and arousal (Supporting Behavior).”  (Clark, 2005).   

  Step 1. Directing.  Provide a lot of direction (learner does not know how to perform)  
  and a small amount of support (you do not want to overload learner).  
 

Step 2. Coaching - Decrease direction (so that learner can learn - trial & error) and 
increase support (needs emotional support due to some failure).  

 
 Step 3. Supporting - Decrease direction even more (so that learner can become self-

supporting) and decrease support. 
 
 Step 4. Delegating - Provide direction and support on an as-needed basis.   
                     (Clark, 2005) 
 
 
 This system is easily applied to teacher assessment practices.  In the case of teacher 

assessments, it would be unfair to assess a novice teacher using the same criteria as a veteran 

teacher.  By understanding the needs of the teachers, supervisors can modulate the level of 

direction they impart before, during and after teacher assessments.  For example, novice teachers 

would require a lot more “directing” than veteran teachers and veteran teachers would require less 

direction.  The concept behind Hersey and Blanchard’s coaching explains how different 
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assessments can impact individuals.   

 I used formative and summative assessments as a way of categorizing the different types 

of teacher assessment designs.  Formative teacher evaluations are designed to support the teacher 

and improve instruction while summative evaluations deal with personnel matters such as 

“contract renewal, tenure, merit pay, teaching assignments, and placement on a career ladder.”  

(Olivia, 2004).  Another way of comparing the two is to recognize that formative assessments are 

process based, or inputs and are conducted periodically throughout the year(s) while summative 

assessments are grounded in outputs (i.e., value-added assessments, data driven assessments, 

etc.).  At the end of the academic year, teachers can be assessed through a combination of 

formative assessments, with or without a summative assessment.  Formative assessments can also 

stand alone.  

 Formative assessments done as an observation can range in time from three minutes to an 

hour-long.  A formative assessment is typically conducted by the school’s leading administrator 

in a classroom during instruction.  The evaluations can be minimal in length or comprehensive.  

There is no single assessment system used universally, but virtually all evaluations share these 

generic competencies: Planning and Preparation, Classroom Environment, Instructional Delivery, 

Professionalism and an Overall Justification for Evaluation.  (Tracy, 1995; Fritz and Miller, 

2003).  

 The language used in the charter school teacher evaluation model below shares concepts 

that have been used by supervisors throughout history.   Evaluations refer to “quality or factor 

rated; technique of instruction, personality, classroom management, teaching results; pupil 

achievement, professional attitude, etc.” (American Association of School Administrators 
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[AASA], 1964).   A sample of a checklist follows: 

Table 2.2 Components of Professional Practice 
  

Not 
Observed 

 

 
Ineffective 

 
Apprentice 

 
Professional 

 
Master 

Rubric is posted & used 
with all subjects 

     

Organized Lesson 
Planning & Pacing of 
Lesson 

     

Monitors & Assesses 
Student Progress 

     

Objective is written on 
the board 

     

Target Questions to 
lesson objectives 

     

Employs different 
techniques & 
instructional strategies 

     

Stresses Meaningful 
conceptualization 
emphasizing the student’s 
own knowledge of the 
world 

     

Smooth transitions & 
continuity of classroom 
momentum 

     

Creates supportive & 
warm classroom climate 

     

Sets clearly articulated 
high expectations for self 
& students 

     

Professional attire daily 
& exhibiting 
professionalism 
 

     

Too often this type of evaluation, the formative observation, is “mostly symbolic, done primarily 

to fulfill contractual obligations rather than help teachers do a better job.”  (Cooper, Ehrensal, 
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Broome, 2005).    

 The objective of formative assessments is to give teachers an opportunity to focus on an 

area of concern and receive immediate feedback so they can adjust their teaching behaviors.  

 
  Feedback given as part of formative assessment helps                                                                        
  learners become aware of any gaps that exist between                                                                       
  their desired goal and their current knowledge, understanding,                                                         
  or skill and guides them through actions necessary to obtain                                                             
  the goal.  (Boston, 2002). 
 
 Formative assessments use both the direct and non-direct supervision principles.  Direct 

supervision is where the supervisor understands that “teaching consists of technical skills with 

known standards and competencies for all teachers to be effective.  The supervisor’s role is to 

inform, direct, model, and assess those competencies. The directive supervisor judges the most 

effective way to improve instruction by making standards clear, and by tangibly showing teachers 

how to attain such standards.”  (Jeffrey, 2007).   Formative assessments done in a non-directive 

manner put the teacher in the role of self-supervisor; assuming that they are capable of assessing 

the situation, and can generate solutions to the problems they see with their own teaching.  The 

role of the supervisor is to remain neutral and impartial.  They are to listen and lend support to the 

teacher.  This method gives teachers a sense of control and empowerment and makes them 

responsible for creating their own action plan.   

 Peer coaching and peer review is a form of non-directive formative assessments.  Peer 

coaching is when two or more teachers team up to discuss issues of concern, reflect on their 

teaching practices and refine their techniques. Peer coaching is a supportive, non-judgmental form 

of teacher evaluation.  Peer review pairs up two teachers, one who will act as the “consulting 
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teacher” and either a novice or an experienced teacher, both of who need help in some area of 

their teaching.  The process is to have both teachers “observe each other's classrooms and share 

ideas, skills, and study materials, with the mentor providing instructive feedback and 

recommendations to the novice or struggling teacher. The consulting teacher conducts formal 

evaluations and makes recommendations to the participating teacher's supervisor regarding his or 

her employment status.” [Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) 

n/d]. 

 Action research, a phrase coined by Kurt Lewin, (1946) is another type of non-directive 

supervision.  Action research occurs when teachers participate “in reflective practice about their 

teaching and examine factors that aim to promote student achievement.”  (Glanz, 2005).   The 

model that Lewin (1956) used is made up of seven (spiraling) steps tied to the concept of self-

reflection. 

  Step 1   Identify a general or initial idea 
  Step 2   Reconnaissance or fact finding 
  Step 3   Planning 
  Step 4   Take first action step 
  Step 5   Evaluate 
  Step 6   Amend plan 
  Step 7   Take second action step 
   
 Clinical supervision combines all three the direct, non-direct and collaborative supervision 

principles in a formative assessment.  It begins with a pre-observation conference in which 

planning is done.   The teacher comes to the conference with a lesson plan and describes in 

considerable detail to their supervisor the purpose, goals and content as well as student learning 

objectives for the lesson.  The supervisor and teacher collectively decide on how the procedure 

will be conducted.  In the second stage, the classroom observation phase, the clinical supervisor’s 
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role is to document the classroom lesson using anecdotal notes, recordings, and mapping.    In the 

third stage, data analysis and strategy, the supervisor assesses the data they’ve collected and 

prepares for the conference with the teacher.  In the fourth stage is where the teacher reflects on 

the supervisor’s observation, who in turn is responsible for aiding in the teaching and 

understanding of the events as they occurred.  Finally in the last stage, the post conference 

analysis, the teacher gives feedback to the supervisor, assessing the process and value of the 

exercise from this/her own viewpoint.  Simultaneously or an additional part of the process, the 

clinical supervisor does the same thing as the teacher and self-assesses the process, looking for 

alternatives ways of conducting the clinical supervision process in the future. 

 Formative assessments are geared toward instruction and building teachers’ skill set, 

whereas summative assessments focus on personnel issues.  Summative assessments look at the 

worth or value of a candidate.  “Summative evaluation is essentially a necessary exercise in 

personnel, not instructional . . . the main purpose of summative evaluation is to provide input for 

making decisions about personnel.”  (Olivia, Pawlas, 2005).   This is when decisions are made 

about job placement, contract renewal or tenure.  Summative evaluations “aims to rid the 

profession of incompetent teachers.”  (Olivia, Pawlas, 2005).  

 Summative assessments are a recapitulation of formative assessments, and other sources 

of measures of accountability allowing administrators to encapsulate the overall outcome of a 

teacher’s impact over time. 

 The responsibility for evaluating teachers differs among states with each state regulating 

the procedure.  The procedures for are determined by state laws or regulations which “must 

conform to state minimum statutory standards and that both state and local regulations must abide 
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by federal constitutional and statutory provisions.”  (Olivia, Pawlas, 2005).   The Philadelphia 

Federation of Teachers (PFT) contract states under article XI. Assessment of Performance and 

Interventions that “tenured professional employees shall be rated annually.  Ratings shall be made 

semi-annually for temporary professional employees, long-term substitutes, and provisional 

employees.  Tenured professional employees who have been rated unsatisfactory within the 

previous three (3) years shall be subject to semi-annual ratings for a period of three (3) years 

following their unsatisfactory rating.  All ratings of all employees shall be on the basis of 

satisfactory or unsatisfactory only.  Ratings of teaching performance shall be based upon the 

observations of a Principal, Assistant Principal or other rating official.”  (Philadelphia Federation 

of Teachers Booklet, 2004-2008).  

 The purpose of educational supervision is to “improve the quality of teaching.”  (Glanz,  

Neville, 1997).   A gap remains in the research about the best and most effective method is in 

assessing teacher efficacy.  Formative assessments, in the form of observations, remain the norm.  

Change to the policies of teacher assessment will take the commitment and sensitivity of teacher 

supervisors to the needs and experience levels described in Hersey and Blanchard’s SLM design 

to fairly evaluate and then impact teacher performance. 

 
 

Part Three  
 

Published Studies on Teacher Assessments 
 

 Very little research has been published specifically on teacher perceptions of teacher 

supervision practices in urban charter schools.  Out of 664 dissertations that addressed the topic of 

charter schools, teacher supervision practices, teacher perceptions of teacher supervision practices 
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and the impact teacher supervision has on student achievement, only 12 studies (less than 1%) 

focused on these areas of research.  This paucity illustrates the need to increase studies in the area 

of teacher supervision practices to determine if they are impacting student achievement.  

 The 12 studies on teacher supervision that are discussed here, target the strengths and 

weaknesses of current assessment policies.  The majority of the studies come from California with 

the remainder coming from Pennsylvania, Washington, and Massachusetts.   The 12 studies all 

used some form of a formative evaluation processes ranging from Clinical Supervision, Peer 

Assistance and Review (PAR), Classroom Observation, Instructional Supervision, and 

Differentiated Teacher Supervision.  They all took a critical look at teacher perceptions of the 

supervision practices and determined the level of impact on teacher practices and on student 

achievement levels.  I compared each of the studies by looking at teacher perceptions, impact on 

student achievement, impact on teacher practices, outcomes, recommendations and shared 

common factors.   

 No discussion arose in any of the studies of discontinuing teacher assessments, instead the 

research made recommendations that involved changing the current systems that are in place for 

example, either on a local level or through the collective bargaining process and in one case to try 

to implement a state wide teacher assessment standard.  Collaboration was the most frequently 

discussed factor in all of the studies.  “Increased collaboration, administrative informal 

observations, and formative assessment training for administrators and teachers, the evaluation 

process would become more productive in improving teacher practice.”  (La Masa, 2005).  What 

too frequently happens in the case of teacher assessment is that they are done as a “perfunctory 

exercise of ‘being observed’ in order to fulfill contractual evaluation requirements.”  (Hickey, 
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2006).  Collaboration or “increased collaboration” was the most frequently mentioned factor 

needing to increase in all of the studies. 

 The findings did not demonstrate or describe any clear connection between teacher 

assessment and the improvement of teacher efficacy.  “Educational supervision is supposed to 

help teachers improve their teaching.”  (Aburezeq, 2006).  The outcomes of all 12 studies 

described no discernable impact on teacher efficacy based on the supervision policies in place.  

Only one study, (Piraino, 2006) Qualitative Study of Differentiated Teacher Supervision Impact 

on Classroom Instruction and Pedagogy found any impact on student achievement levels based on 

teacher supervision practices but concluded that student achievement have also been influenced 

by and may be because it also included other key factors, leadership, collaboration and integrating 

disciplines across the curriculum.  (Piraino, 2006).  These same factors were listed in nearly every 

one of the studies as the factors that would help improve their efficacy.   In the Case Study of the 

California Teacher Evaluation System and its Impact upon Teacher Practice in an Alternative 

Education High-Performing Urban High School, teachers listed “teacher leadership, collaboration 

among students and teachers, cross discipline integration of Project Based Learning, a focus on 

student achievement, and a small learning community influenced the school’s success.”  

(Miranda, 2006).  An Elementary School’s Perceptions of the Effectiveness of Teacher 

Evaluation to Enhance Teacher Practice, the results also stated “with increased collaboration, 

administrative informal observations, and formative assessment training for administrators and 

teachers, the evaluation process would become more productive in improving teacher practice.”  

(La Masa, 2005).   

 While no study showed any measurable improvement on student achievement levels based 
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on teacher supervision, one study on differentiated supervision did find “that differentiated 

supervision was effective in fostering a school culture characteristic of teacher collaboration, 

professional inquiry, and a commitment to continuous improvement.”  (Piraino, 2006).   “That 

cooperative professional development was the most effective model for improving classroom 

instruction.”  (Piraino, 2006).  The importance of professional development was the next most 

commonly shared attribute to the findings.   

 All of the research rendered the same conclusion that there needs to be additional research 

done.  There is little empirical data on teacher’s perceptions of teacher supervision practices, 

supervisor’s perception of teacher assessments and supervision policies in charter schools.  The 

ideas that came out of the research is worthy of consideration, in particular, the study on The 

Impact of Teacher Evaluation on Teacher Practice: A Case Study recommends “that the state 

(CA) direct school boards and their collective bargaining units to develop a multi-track system 

that evaluates teachers according to years of service and classroom performance.  Personal growth 

and professional development should be a major component of this new teacher evaluation 

process.”  (Zarro, 2005).    

 The education reform movement that launched the No Child Left Behind Act (2001) has 

made accountability an important educational policy.  As a result, schools are finding themselves 

facing a heightened sense of urgency when it comes to teacher efficacy since teachers are the 

driving force behind student achievement.   Ironically, the methodologies for impacting teacher 

efficacy through teacher supervision policies that have remained the same for over a century have 

yet to catch up with the current availability of data and the potential for much more data driven 

assessments.  Meanwhile, teacher supervision practices are also not being done with the rigor and 
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fidelity that administrators are asking of their teachers to prepare and deliver their own daily 

lessons. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Methodology and Procedure 
 

Rationale for a Qualitative Design 
 

 The purpose of this qualitative case study was to discover how teachers view the 

supervision practices that are in place in Pennsylvania charter schools.  The researcher examined 

the teacher supervisory practices in two different charter schools.  Data was gathered on nine 

teachers and two teacher supervisors through a series of in-depth interviews, structured 

observations and document examination at each of the two schools.   

  In order to understand the teacher supervision process, the researcher looked at the 

phenomenon from as many angles as possible.  The researcher developed an understanding of 

how all of the parts work together impacting teacher supervision and ultimately teacher efficacy 

and student achievement.  There were no experiments conducted, nor was there any controlling 

factor in this qualitative study.  Instead observations and interviews were conducted to allow the 

voices of the respondents to be heard.  The goal was to hear what the teachers’ personal 

perspectives are on the supervision process within their respective schools.  All of this provided 

the necessary data for the researcher to be able to draw conclusions based on this particular 

phenomenon. 

 By conducting a qualitative design, one that is flexible, emerging and data driven allowed 

the researcher to better understand the phenomenon.  The reasoning for choosing to do a 

qualitative case study is based on the research questions.   
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Population and Sample 

 

 The population and sample of subjects included teachers and teacher supervisors from two 

different, yet comparable public charter high schools in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.  There 

currently are 120 charter schools in Pennsylvania, serving 60,000 students (National Alliance for 

Public Charter Schools, 2007).   The Philadelphia 2007-2008 Philadelphia Charter School 

Directory for the School District of Philadelphia lists 63 charter schools, 21 of which serve high 

school students in grades nine through twelve.  This study includes only high school age students 

and their teachers.   The following table lists the Philadelphia charter schools that fit the first step, 

the grade criterion for the site selection. 

Table 3.1 Philadelphia Charter School Site Selection (Grade Criterion) 

 Population Fits Grade 
Criterion 

Sample 

Total Number of Charter 
Schools in Philadelphia 

63 6 2 

Providing Grades Pre K - 4 1 No  

Providing Grades Pre K - 6 1 No  

Providing Grades K - 4 2 No  

Providing Grades K - 3 & 8 1 No  

Providing Grades K - 5 2 No  

Providing Grades K - 6 2 No  

Providing Grades K - 7 1 No  

Providing Grades K - 8 21 No  

Providing Grades K - 12 2 Yes  

Providing Grades 1 - 12 1 Yes  
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Providing Grades 5 - 8 4 No  

Providing Grades 5 - 11 2 No  

Providing Grades 6 - 8 3 No  

Providing Grades 6 - 12 2 Yes  

Providing Grades 7 - 8 1 No  

Providing Grades 7 - 9 1 No  

Providing Grades 7 - 12 1 Yes  

Providing Grades 8 - 12 1 Yes  

Providing Grades 9 - 12 12 Yes  

Providing Grade 12 1 No  
The Philadelphia 2007-2008 Philadelphia Charter School Directory for the School District of 
Philadelphia  
             
 The next step in selecting the schools for this study included meeting additional criteria; 

the amount of experience the chief administrative officer possessed, the age group of the student 

population and the location of the school.   The 2007-2008 Philadelphia Charter School Directory 

gives the location of the schools and description of the student population.   It was from this list 

that the researcher began to seek out suitable administrators for the study.  Since the leading 

administrator needed to possess a level of mastery, new and novice principals were not included.  

While they may exhibit the skills to be able to implement fair and effective teacher supervision 

procedures, it was the decision of the researcher to select only those individuals who possessed a 

minimum of 7 years experience in the role of lead administrator.  During the preliminary search 

process, administrators who were new to their posts were less willing to become involved in this 

study.  The researcher contacted the 6 schools that fit the grade criterion for the research study.  

After a series of conversations with the different administrators, only 2 schools agreed to take part 
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in the study.  It was disappointing to see so little support from schools with an experienced 

administrator.  The most common excuses for not wanting to participate in this study was that 

school’s agenda was already full with projects that would require their staff’s time and attention 

and they feared overtaxing teachers or they simply were not interested.   The final outcome of the 

selection for the research sites resulted from those schools that met the established criteria and the 

schools’ administrators’ personal identification with the project.     

 Once this stage of the site selection was completed, the researcher began to seek out a 

selection of teachers by asking for volunteers, between four and five per school, for this study.   

Those teachers who choose to participate were then given an overview of the process and the role 

they would have in the study.   They were also offered the opportunity to withdraw from 

participating in the study in case of any conflict.   The experience of the respondents ranged from 

novice (defined as someone with less than three years experience) to tenured.  The population 

included both male and female teachers, from grades 9, 10, 11 and 12 who teach a variety of 

subjects.  The following tables describe the teacher population and sample selection from the 

selected charter schools.   
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Table 3.2 Teacher Population and Sample for Turner Technologies Charter School 

 Population of School Sample  

Total Number of Teachers 38 4 

Number of Classroom & 
Subject Teachers 

29 4 

Specialist Teachers/Special 
Education 

5 0 

Specialist Teachers/Reading 
Specialists 

1 0 

Specialist 
Teachers/Cooperative 

Education 

3 0 

Teaching Experience [Mean = 8  years] [Mean = 6.5 years] 

Gender Female = 21 
Male = 17 

Female = 3 
Male = 1 

Subjects Taught at the School Art, Engineering, English, 
Health & PE, Mathematics, 
Social Studies, Science, 
Technology, World 
Languages 

English, Math, Technology 

 
 The specificity of the charter school’s mission statement would breech confidentiality.  

Nevertheless, it is apparent that Turner Technologies Charter School like its counterparts, shares 

many of the same targets for its students.  Turner Technologies Charter School’s goal is to give 

students the educational foundation they will need to continue with their studies in either a college 

or vocational school setting and become a successful member of the workforce.  The school’s 

governance is currently in transition.  The administration is working towards improving the 

procedures and policies that govern teachers, staff members, and the student body.  Turner 

Technologies Charter School is also expanding its relationship with local industries that service 
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the school’s area of study making more opportunities available to the students to work in their 

field of interest.   

 Turner Technologies Charter School adheres to the regulations and guidelines that have 

standardized the education process throughout the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  It 

encompasses a core curriculum that includes math, science, language arts, social studies and 

world languages in addition to an area of study that distinguishes it from other charter schools.   

Turner Technologies Charter School remains current with the trends of the industry aligned with 

its charter and emphasizes a continuance of students’ studies through apprenticeships or by 

attending two or four year colleges.  The school imparts students with the necessary skills they 

will need in order to find employment within the industry unique to its charter.   

 The research showed that Turner Technologies Charter School follows a similar teacher 

supervision procedure to the one found in traditional public schools.   Those guidelines are based 

on teacher seniority that is used to determine the number of teacher evaluations required annually.  

Included in the teacher supervision process are the pre-conference, observation and post-

conference when feedback is given to the teacher.  Teachers at Turner Technologies Charter 

School are notified in advance of the evaluation and must notify the teacher supervisor the days 

they will be giving a test.  This is to ensure that the supervisor’s time is not wasted.  The teacher 

assessments were conducted by the teacher supervisor who sat in the back of the classroom, 

watched the teacher instruct a lesson while taking notes with a paper and pencil.  This lack of 

innovation in the teacher supervision process was a disappointment because the school’s area of 

specialization lends itself toward innovation and technology.   
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Table 3.3 Teacher Population and Sample for The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School 

 Population of School Sample  

Total Number of Teachers 71 5 

Number of Classroom & 
Subject Teachers 

65 5 

Specialist Teachers/Special 
Education 

1 0 

Specialist Teachers/Reading 
Specialists 

1 0 

Auxiliary Teachers 4 0 

Aids 12 0 

Tutors 2 0 

Teaching Experience [Mean = 7 years] [Mean = 8.8 years] 

Gender  
(excluding Auxiliary, Aids & 

Tutors) 

Female = 41 
Male = 26 

Female = 2 
Male = 3 

Subjects Taught at the School Accounting, Art, Computer 
Science, Civics, English, 
History, Mathematics, Music, 
Reading, The Sciences 
[Biology, Chemistry, 
Environmental, Physics], 
Spanish 

History (2), Science(2) , 
Spanish 

 

 

 The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School has evolved into a highly esteemed charter 

school.  It offers a comprehensive educational and life skills program to its students.  The mission 

of The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School is to provide students with the foundation they will 

need in order to enter college or a vocational school.  The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School 

achieves this goal by limiting class size, following a core curriculum that draws upon both 
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traditional and nontraditional methodologies.  The school is able to ensure a student’s success by 

offering a series of support systems both during the day and after school.  The Roosevelt 

Foundation Charter School distinguishes itself from other schools by incorporating character 

education into its curriculum and school culture.  Social and civic mindedness is a large part of 

the school’s mission.  Students are imparted with a high level of self-esteem and learn how to 

address life when faced with adversity. 

 The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School exhibited a nontraditional teacher supervision 

process.  Observations conducted by the school’s founder were done daily and in a swift manner.  

The behaviors of the teacher supervisor were like those of a shark, she never stopped moving.   

She did not follow traditional public school methodology for teacher supervision by basing the 

number of assessments on a teacher’s seniority or by sitting in the back of a classroom and taking 

notes.  Instead she moved in and out of classrooms in a rapid pace, speaking aloud to the students 

and making mental notes of any infractions to the school’s standards.  

 In addition to the teachers, teacher supervisors participated in this study.  It is this 

selection of these subjects that will enable the researcher to explore and discover what teacher 

supervisory practices and policies exist within the charter school system.  How these two teacher 

supervisors perceive the efficacy of the teacher process and what impact, if any, exists between a 

single teacher supervisor versus multiple teacher supervisors. 

 

     The Teacher Supervisor 

 

 The teacher supervision process is handled differently at the selected sites.  At The 
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Roosevelt Foundation Charter School it is done by one individual, the Chief Administrative 

Officer (CAO).   At Turner Technologies Charter School two persons do the teacher evaluations, 

the principal and vice principal.  For this study, data gathered on the teacher supervision process 

was with the vice principal.  In both schools, the teacher supervisors have a background in 

teaching, administration and have received training in the supervision process. 

 The leadership style and organization of the two schools differed, and it was this factor 

that determined how the teacher supervision process was to be conducted.  The Roosevelt 

Foundation Charter School is run by the CAO, Elizabeth Scott.  Mrs. Scott has implemented 

school-wide policies and procedures for both the behaviors and academic standards her teachers, 

staff and students to follow.  During the summer training session that takes place prior to the 

beginning of the school year new teachers are introduced to the teacher supervision process and 

senior teachers are given a refresher.    

“The teachers are very clear of expectations in this school”  
Elizabeth Scott 

 
Mrs. Scott works with the teacher both directly and indirectly until they have reached a level of 

mastery.   

“I put in a lot of time and training... I also will send  
teachers to other teachers’ classrooms and let them observe  
other teachers teaching the same subject.” Elizabeth Scott 

 

But there is a limit to the amount of latitude she gives her teachers.   

“I try to give teachers two years.” Elizabeth Scott 

It is ultimately the responsibility of the teacher to drive instruction so their students can achieve 

the school’s goal of placing them in a college or vocational school program upon graduation. 
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“I simply say that you are responsible, you are being  
paid and you have been trained to teach children...I  
pay professional teachers to do a professional job.”  

                                Elizabeth Scott   
 

It is within this context of school standards that she conducts the teacher supervision process.   

Mrs. Scott conducts daily assessments, several times a day, throughout the entire school.   

Her presence in the school is constant, working on average of twelve hours a day and when she is 

not moving through the building, she can be found at the front desk greeting visitors, pulling 

teachers aside for brief conversations or listening to the students who seek out her counsel. She 

makes herself available to everyone and gives out her cell phone number so she can be reached at 

any time of the day or night.  Her attention to detail and personal commitment to the school is 

unwavering.  

 Turner Technologies Charter School follows a hierarchical leadership design that is 

characteristic of most school organizations.  It is within this structure that the teacher supervisors 

conduct the teacher evaluation process.  Since both individuals who evaluate teachers are 

members of the school’s administration, they are limited by obligations and constraints to the 

amount of time they can give to the teacher supervision process.  Nevertheless, Harriet Thomas 

was able to bring a level of expertise to the teacher supervision process that was not hindered by 

her limitations.  Nor did her kind demeanor and understanding nature belie her end goal, to teach, 

model and support teachers in the skills they will need to excel. 

“I have a good enough repertoire with them that they know I’m 
in there for them.  I don’t want them to necessarily look at me 
 as the be all end all boss, but as somebody who can come and  

       help them.” Harriet Thomas 
 

   “She’s very personable, really easy to talk to.  Very, you know, 
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       when it comes down to business, very matter of fact and gets 
       things done but at the same time she treats you like a human  
                  being and not like a cog in a wheel of this whole place.”   

                                                        David Quinn 
 

Data Collection 

 The findings for this study are based on a series of in-depth interviews with teachers and 

teacher supervisors, observations of the teacher supervision processes and a review of authentic 

documentation from the two selected charter schools.  

 In-depth interviews were conducted in order to learn what the state of the teacher 

supervision process and policies are in two selected charter schools in the Southeastern part of 

Pennsylvania.  Accommodations were made to work within the time constraints of teachers, as 

well as setting up locations for the interviews that ensured that the respondents could speak freely. 

The questions were designed to give the respondents a chance to relax and feel at ease with the 

process of being interviewed.  The questions asked began with their background in education and 

eventually lead up to their actual experiences with the teacher supervision process.  The 

questions, or themes, dealt with their knowledge and opinions of the teacher supervision process 

at their respective schools, the value they placed on the process, whether it had any effect on their 

teaching practices and if it impacted student achievement levels.  Lastly respondents were asked if 

they could create the ideal teacher supervision process, what would it look like.   The findings to 

this final question will give the reader insight into the specific needs and wants of charter school 

teachers.  The findings may also serve as a way to move educational administrators to looking at 

adapting the teacher supervision processes. 

 Interviews were conducted with the participating teachers and teacher supervisors at the 
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two charter schools over a period of eight months.  These in-depth interviews were recorded onto 

audiotape and transcripts of the recordings were made to ensure accuracy.  The interviews ran 

approximately one hour in length and held at a place and time that was most convenient to the 

respondent.  The researcher worked with the respondents in a neutral setting and at a time that 

allowed each one to be at their most relaxed in order to achieve a higher level of honesty and 

forthrightness with their responses.  Questions used for gathering data included those in the 

protocol, however additional questions were asked at the time of the interview when the 

researcher felt that doing so would help encourage the subject to delve further into reflecting on 

their personal perspectives of the teacher supervision policies and processes.  The questions listed 

in the protocol helped guide the subjects in sharing their perspectives of the supervisory process 

in an honest and in-depth manner.  The protocol for the interview can be found in the appendix. 

By allowing the subjects to share these thoughts from the point of view of their own perspective, 

produced a more open and honest revelation of the actual processes in place.    

 The researcher also conducted field observations of the teacher supervision process. This 

included pre and post conferences as well as the classroom observation.  By observing these 

different stages of the process it allowed the researcher to see not only the depth with which the 

supervision process reaches at each school, but the role that the teacher supervisors play at these 

two charter schools.   

 The researcher did not let her presence influence the teacher supervision policies and 

procedures at the charter schools.  The researcher wanted to preserve authenticity in the data 

collection, so it was necessary to remain as unobtrusive as possible at every stage of the 

observation to prevent effecting any change to the norm during the process.  The term, “fly on the 
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wall” best describes the role of the researcher during the observation process.   

 Documentation for teacher supervisory processes is in the form of preexisting forms, 

checklists and systems that are used by the two charter schools.  An examination of these 

documents allowed for added insight into the processes and policies surrounding the teacher 

supervision process at these charter schools.   

 

Data Analysis 

 The researcher analyzed the teacher supervisory practices found in two different charter 

schools by collecting data on nine teachers and two teacher supervisors through a series of in-

depth interviews and structured observations conducted in the field at the two selected charter 

schools.  

 In the analysis of the interviews the researcher reviewed each of the respondent’s 

transcripts and aligned their remarks with the corresponding protocol in order to be able to 

establish a series of continua.  Using a continuum ranging from least to greatest, the researcher 

was able to determine the respondents’ level of satisfaction from their supervisor in terms of 

effectiveness and degree of support in the teacher supervision process.  These included: 

 1.  The types of supervision conducted and the methodology used during the assessment. 
 2.  The length of time and frequency of the supervised observations.   
 3.  If objectives were met or even established prior to the observation process.     
 4.  The supervisor’s knowledge of the supervision process. 

5.  The level of interaction with the supervisor and supervisee before, during 
      and immediately following the observation. 
6. The supervisor’s behavior/demeanor and degree of guidance and direction given to the 

teachers. 
 

Color-coding answers (e.g., red being least, yellow being somewhere in the middle and green 
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being the most) allowed the researcher to quickly delineate remarks as the process of analysis 

expanded to include the research questions.  The research questions will subsume the protocol and 

begin to pull together the respondents’ remarks, creating overarching categories that will be 

linked together in the final analysis.   

 The structured observations are another source of data used by the researcher in her 

analysis of teacher supervision policies and processes.  The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania’s 

Department of Education’s employee rating form and employee evaluation form, Mastery Charter 

Schools Instructional Standards and The Mathematics, Civics, and Sciences Charter School of 

Philadelphia were used as guides to create a rubric with the following categories for analysis; 

motivation, preparation, presentation, administration/management, and professionalism.  

 The data analysis process allowed the researcher to learn what factors (e.g., frequency, 

duration, experience, methodology, etc.) impacted the supervisory policies and practices at these 

two charter schools.   

 

Methods of Verification 

 

 In order to establish validity in this qualitative case study of teachers’ perspectives of 

teacher supervision practices and policies in Pennsylvania charter schools, the researcher became 

immersed in the culture of teacher supervisory practices.  “Long-term involvement” with the 

subjects began by first engaging those individuals who were willing to participate in just such a 

study.  The researcher proceeded to conduct “intensive” one-on-one interviews and do detailed 

observations.  The interviews provided the researcher with genuine personal perspectives while 
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the observations provided some substantive triangulated data.  The use of multiple forms of data 

collection, authentic language of the subjects coupled with the observations provided the 

researcher with the ability to look for patterns that allowed the researcher to make conclusions 

based on the findings.   

 It was necessary for the researcher to grant the subjects a chance to “validate” what the 

researcher learned after recording the interviews by asking them for their feedback.  This ensured 

that the researcher did not impose any of her biases or “misinterpret” the meaning with what they 

shared during the interview.  Maxwell writes that these validations “are no more inherently valid 

than their interview responses; both should be taken simply as evidence.”  (1998).  Keeping this 

in mind, the researcher used the respondent validation process as an extension to the initial 

interview.  Allowing the subject to reflect back over what was discussed offered the researcher 

not only a chance to confirm their personal perspectives, but gave the researcher further insight to 

the level of importance they placed on the matter.  It also was an opportunity to catch something 

that may have been missed earlier.  Since much of the data collection for this qualitative case 

study was gathered through interviews and observations, the need to ensure respondent validation 

was important. 

 The focus needed to be kept on the subjects and their personal stories of teacher 

supervisory practices.  The researcher made her presence in the classrooms and during pre and 

post conferences between the teacher and supervisor as unobtrusive as possible.  However, there 

is the possibility that the researcher’s presence may have altered the process in the end.  It’s 

possible that having an added set of ears and eyes may have changed the way in which some of 

the supervisory processes were being conducted.  Perhaps under the circumstances the teacher 
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supervisor would have rushed through the pre and post conference, but now chooses to work 

more slowly and offer up more detailed suggestions enabling the teacher more opportunity for 

reflection in the area of teacher performance.  If there was any intervention created by the 

presence of the researcher, the hope was that it was a positive one.  The end goal was to be a 

silent observer in the room during this process and it was achieved. 

 In this case study, triangulation occurred because the researcher collected data from a 

variety of sources; interviews, observations and documentation.  The use of triangulation lessons 

the risk for biases.  Fielding and Fielding write, “validity threats are ruled out by evidence, not 

methods.”  (Maxwell, 1998).  So it is not so much the methodologies that insure valid findings, 

rather the evidence gathered.  The use of triangulation with multiple sources of evidence support 

whatever conclusions are eventually drawn from the findings. 

 The member checks were conducted by colleagues, advisors and veteran educators who 

assisted the researcher by looking at the protocol, questions and research for verification on the 

findings and conclusions.  Having enlisted a second set of eyes, the researcher stands a greater 

chance of having any errors or misses that might have been overlooked caught, corrected and 

revisions made to the paper before presenting it for a final review.  

 

Ethical Issues  

 

 The researcher limited any risk of violating ethical issues by adhering to the protocol of  

the IRB.  The procedures for the study followed the guidelines set forth for research studies in 

Behavioral and Social Sciences.  The researcher made use of the ethical principals established in 



 

Page - 102 

the Belmont Report: “respect for persons, beneficence and justice.”  These ideals were maintained 

at all times during the study.  Each of the subjects was fully informed, has signed a consent form 

with the option to end their participation in the research if they so choose. 

 

Time Line 

 

 Interviews began in the winter of 2007 and were completed before the start of the 2008-

2009 academic school year.  The project began with background research into the Pennsylvania 

teacher supervision procedures and policies and charter school procedures and policies.  The 

researcher looked to see if the policies were written into the school’s charter and if they reflected 

the school’s mission statement.  Data collection followed with attention being given to teacher 

supervision practices and charter school compliance to the Pennsylvania Department of 

Education’s requirements.  The final weeks of research were devoted to data analysis, assessing 

research findings, creating continua and making recommendations based on the findings.  The 

completion of the dissertation and the oral defense is scheduled for the fall of 2011.  A breakdown 

of the dates and activities follows.  

December, 2007 
through  

June, 2008 

Background Research 
Documentation review 
Interviews 
Observations 

June, 2008 Data Analysis 

September, 2008 Report Writing 

January 2009 
through 

June 2011 

Revisions 
and  
Final Draft 
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September, 2011 Defense 
. 

Summary 

 

 In this qualitative case study on teachers’ perspectives of teacher supervision policies and 

practices in Pennsylvania charter schools, the researcher used the theoretical foundation based on 

Motivational Theory and Supervision Theory to explain the phenomenon of teacher supervision 

practices, particularly those specific to charter schools.  The use of data culled from subjects who 

fill the criteria for the research study contributed to the field of education by understanding 

supervision from another perspective.  Authentic voices of the teachers and teacher supervisors 

were gathered and analyzed.  In summary, a detailed, cohesive and analytical set of data 

pertaining to teachers’ perspectives of the teacher supervision policies and procedures at two 

Philadelphia charter schools will offer the reader further insight into this particular phenomenon.   
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CHAPTER 4  
Findings 

 
 
 This chapter responds to the research questions.  It looks at the findings and results 

of the state of teacher supervision policies and procedures found in two urban charter schools 

located in southeastern Pennsylvania.  One of the schools offers first through twelfth grade and 

the other teaches only high school.  The students at both schools share the same socio-economic 

status.  The respondents in this study are the high school teachers.   

 The findings will describe the frequency of teacher assessments and the degree of 

innovation in the teacher supervision and evaluation process.  Additionally, the study looks at 

leadership and its impact on teacher satisfaction and student achievement.  Lastly, the study will 

reveal whether or not teacher supervision processes and policies deter or further the school’s 

mission.           

 The two charter schools used in this study are described below.   The mission 

statement for the first school, The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School is comprehensive, 

specific and outlines the goals of the school, how those goals will be met and what the 

expectations are for everyone involved with the school.  The mission statement lists the school’s 

goals in order of importance starting with student achievement. The Roosevelt Foundation 

Charter School states that they are there to “to provide a quality education to students and to 

graduate students prepared to enter college, vocational training and today’s work force.”  This is 

achieved by limiting class size “a class size of 20 students” coupled with the support of  “a highly 

qualified team of certified teachers” and “support personnel”.   The demographics of the  

students attending Roosevelt based on their ethnicity breaks down as follows: 



 

Page - 105 

0.30% White 
     0.80% Hispanic 

                      0.27% Asian/Pacific Island 
                                                                  98.70% Black 
                    (School Matters; a service of Standard & Poor’s)  
 

The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School’s mission statement also includes its philosophies and 

reasoning behind the school’s inclusion of a character education.  “Character education and self-

esteem are a part of our curriculum which gives students the ability to have confidence, pride, 

make moral decisions and foster a positive attitude when dealing with any negative situation.”  

 The facilities at Roosevelt are impressive.  The school is bright and clean and every inch 

of space is used either as a classroom, office or workspace for students and staff.  Classrooms 

range in size and shape from small oddly shaped spaces where movement is severely limited to 

the more commonly found rectangular shaped classroom where there is space for students and 

teachers to move about easily.   

 The wall of windows that lines the front of the building’s first floor fills the school 

entrance with natural light.  The entrance area also serves as the main office, waiting area, and 

access to the classrooms.  The walls are lined with photographs of men and women who 

throughout history have influenced and impacted the lives of African Americans.  Awards and 

citations are also displayed on these walls.  There is plenty of comfortable seating for visitors and 

a stack of current newspapers to read while waiting to be ushered into the school.   

 Upon entering the building, guests are immediately greeted by a professionally dressed 

gentleman who mans the front area from a podium while also keeping his eye on the wall of 

security camera monitors that cover the inside and outside perimeter of the building.   He is one of 

the many security personnel found throughout the building. 
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 The level of cleanliness throughout the school is notable.  This is evident in the hallways, 

lavatories and classrooms.  One would be hard pressed to find so much as a scrap of paper on the 

floor anywhere in the school.   

  
  “God forbid there’s a piece of paper on the floor, she of  
  course will stop and pick it up and uh, put it in a trash can.”  
                                                                                                (Michael Jones) 
  
Elizabeth Scott, The Chief Academic Officer (CAO) has made it clear that she is not above 

picking up a piece of paper or wiping down a bathroom floor if that’s what needs to be done in 

order to keep the school clean.   

  “My style of leadership is that I’m all over the school…even in  
  bathrooms, making sure that they’re clean...”  
       (Elizabeth Scott, CAO).   
 

 Once ushered into the school past the entrance, narrow hallways lead to the first, second or 

third floor classrooms, computer labs, science labs, the nurse’s office, a music room and a 

spacious cafeteria that serves 925 students a day.  Overall the school creates the impression of a 

facility is that is well maintained and fully utilized.  

 The most distinctive feature of the school is the entrance.  When first walking into the 

school, the impression is of being in a contemporary office building more so than an urban charter 

school.   The open and bright modern flair of the school is in sharp contrast to the typically found 

two-toned tiled floors with an institutionalized wall color covering decades of layers of paint.  In 

this case, streaming natural light bounces off of bright white walls, a spotless white tiled floor and 

allows visitors a clear view through the glass-walled conference rooms that are on either side of 

the waiting area.   
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 The students at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School appear to be happy, nurtured 

and focused on learning.   They transition through the school’s hallways under the guidance of 

teachers and school security is quick and without incident.  Students are required to wear the 

school uniform and any deviation, no matter how minor, is quickly addressed and rectified.  The 

school’s adherence to the uniform policy is as unwavering as it is with all of the school’s policies.  

Despite the positive environment the students continue to struggle academically.  The 

findings based on the Pennsylvania Department of Education Academic Achievement Report 

(2007-2008) showed that the school did not make AYP.  It did meet “10 out of 13 AYP targets”.  

The school was sited for needing improvement in the following areas:  

The percent of students scoring Proficient and above in  
Reading were 42.7% for Students Overall, 42.0% for  
Black/African American non-Hispanic students and 40.2%  
for Economically Disadvantaged students. These were below  
the AYP target of 63% Reading and did not show enough  
improvement from last year to reach Safe Harbor.  
(PDE Academic Achievement report: 2007-2008) 

 
 The strength of the school is in its consistent leadership. The CAO never allows any 

deviation from the school rules or policies.  The rigor with which the school upholds its policies is 

commendable and it is done so through the tireless efforts of its founder and CAO.  

  “I’m very clear on making sure that everyone understands the 
  expectations.  You will find that in every classroom there are  
  the same expectations and a big poster in front of the room so  
  the children are aware of the expectations.  Staff is aware of the 
  expectations and it’s constantly enforced and reinforced and 
  reviewed.”  (Elizabeth Scott) 
   
She is unwavering in her commitment to the school and is the driving force behind the school.  

However, this strength may also be its weakness.   Her vision, which is shared by the entire 
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school community, appears to be managed solely by herself.  When I asked one of the 

respondents whether or not he thought the school would be as good as it is if Mrs. Scott was not 

present, the response was no.  Did they think that there was anyone here who might be able to fill 

her shoes?  Again the answer was no.   

 
  “If she was to start another school, I would want to go and work 
  for her…there’s very few people with her talent for what she is  
  doing here.  I’m not sure that she can be replaced.”  (Michael Jones) 
 
 
 The second charter school, Turner Technologies Charter School, has a very brief mission 

statement giving the reader only a cursory view of the school’s goals.  The school’s mission 

statement addresses the issue of student employment “develop students who will be employable” 

and the school’s core study of technology plus it includes the commonly found fundamentals all 

schools address and that is “giving students a strong foundation in the core academic subjects”.    

The demographics on the students attending Turner Technologies Charter School based on their 

ethnicity breaks down as follows: 

     33.6% White 
     8.6% Hispanic 
     2.2% Asian/Pacific Island 
     55.6% Black 
   (School Matters; a service of Standard & Poor’s) 

 The final part of the mission statement readdresses the school’s focus on technology.  

There is no explanation of what the school’s philosophies or viewpoints are, nor any mention of 

teachers or the inclusion of community members or parents.   

 The facilities at Turner Technologies Charter School are unique in the fact that the 

school’s design is more vertical than horizontal.  The school is housed in a tall, narrow rundown 
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office building that sits smack in the middle of a busy city street surrounded by stores, restaurants, 

other office buildings, hotels and theaters.  The school takes up several floors in this building. 

 Upon entering the building, which houses other businesses as well as the school, you are 

greeted by someone affiliated with the school seated at a table in a small, dark and shabby lobby.  

You are then directed to an elevator that takes you up to the school’s main office located on a 

midlevel floor.  The classrooms and offices take up every inch of space available on each floor.  

This accounts for oddly shaped classrooms in many different sizes and in some cases classrooms 

with pillars running through the middle of the room creating site line challenges for students to 

see the board.  The aging building’s appearance is grim but does not take way from the fact that 

Turner Technologies Charter School is a school and is able to work within the limitations of its 

environment.  There are displays of awards and press clippings, murals and student work 

throughout the hallways and in the school’s offices.   

 The most distinctive feature of the school is its physical layout.  This narrow, vertically 

challenged school has only one means of access to and from the upper and lower floors and that is 

a single stairway.  This stairway runs along the front of the building and is only wide enough to 

accommodate two individuals at a time.  The school is home to 602 students and while not all of 

the students pass through the hallways at the same time, the stairway and landings become very 

congested during transition times. There is also a back stairway, but it is restricted for use only in 

the case of an emergency or a fire drill and leads to a back alley behind the building.  The elevator 

is limited to staff and students needing assistance, leaving the primary source for all foot traffic to 

this one staircase.  When it’s time for students to change classes, adults take their positions in the 

hallway and on the various landings while swarms of students swell into the hallway to go either 



 

Page - 110 

up or down the staircase.   Minimal cajoling ensues during the transition and in a few minutes 

time, the students are back in their respective classrooms and the hallway is once again clear.   

 A second distinctive feature to the school is how little technology there is considering the 

school’s focus.  For a school that speaks of understanding “the high-tech skills” that exist in 

different industries, there is little evidence of technology in the building.  Outside of the use of 

Smartboards, few, if any computers existed in the classrooms where observations were conducted 

and the hallways were devoid of any kind of technology   The overall impression of the school 

was not one with a technological core. 

The findings based on the Pennsylvania Department of Education Academic Achievement 

Report (2007-2008) show that the school did not make AYP.  It did meet “12 out of 17 AYP 

targets in 2007-08.” The school was sited for needing improvement in the following areas:  

The percent of students scoring Proficient and above in  
Reading were 24.6% for Students Overall, 23.8% for  
White non-Hispanic students and 23.3% for Black/African  
American non-Hispanic students. These were below the  
AYP target of 63% Reading and did not show enough improvement  
from last year to reach Safe Harbor. The percent of students  
scoring Proficient and above in Mathematics were 24.6% for  
Students Overall and 23.8% for White non-Hispanic students.  
These were below the AYP target of 56% Mathematics and  
did not show enough improvement from last year to reach  
Safe Harbor. (PDE Academic Achievement report: 2007-2008) 
 

 
 I found no single strength at Turner Technologies Charter School.  The only strength the 

school did possess was that it is a charter school and that within the construct of a charter school 

design, Turner Technologies Charter School has more leeway in how it can operate and manage 

its staff than a traditional public school.  



 

Page - 111 

 The weakness at Turner Technologies Charter School is in its failure to present itself as a 

technology-based school with a staff proficient in technology.   

 
  “If we’re marketing ourselves as a technology school, it’s really  
  behind you know.  The computers at times don’t work.  We just  
  got laptops in the classrooms.  There’s not a Smartboard in every 
  room.  If we’re marketing ourselves like that…I think every teacher  
  should be Microsoft certified.  Every teacher should know how to 
  work a computer.  Every teacher should know how to access a U 
  Drive, reset a password, those types of things.  And it’s not like that. 
  So each teacher I think should bring some aspects of technology to 
  the classroom.  Not knowing how to use Powerpoint, that should be 
  unacceptable.  And they should have to go through training if we’re 
  marketing ourselves as a technology school.”  (Stacey Master)  
 

Who are these charter school teachers? 

 The following sketches provide descriptive information about the teachers interviewed for 

the study.   

 Tables 4.1 and 4.2 describe the respondents based on gender, the number of years they 

have been teaching at their respective charter schools and the total number of years in the field.  

 

Table 4.1 The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School Teachers 
Teacher Gender Length of x @ 

Charter School 
Total # of Years 

Teaching 
Ben M 4 10 

Betsy F 6 6 
Lionel M 8 11 

Michael M 8 12 
Celia F 8 8 
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Table 4.2 Turner Technologies Charter School Teachers 
Teacher Gender Length of x @ 

Charter School 
Total # of Years 

Teaching 
David M 1 7 
Carol F 1 14 
Debra F 1.5 1.5 

Barbara F 1.5 3.5 
 

 The teaching backgrounds and experiences of the nine respondents interviewed differ 

widely.  Two individuals previously taught in a Catholic school. 

   “I taught first, seven years ago at LaSalle College 
   High School which is a private Catholic College 
   Preparatory School.   Fairly affluent, upper middle 
   Class community of students.”  (David Quinn) 
 
   “My first teaching experience at St. Anne School.  
   It was a Catholic grade school.  St. Anne’s was  
   basically all white, Catholic, Irish community in 
   Port Richmond section of Philadelphia.”  (Barbara Brown) 
 
Three began their teaching career at the charter school where they are currently working. 

“The only school that I have ever taught at was The Roosevelt 
Foundation Charter School and I’ve been teaching here since  
the second year it opened.”  (Celia Hopkins) 

 
   “Well this, the job that I have now at Turner Technologies Charter  
   School, that’s my first full-time job.”  (Debra Potter)  
 
 
Three had taught in traditional public schools and one began his teaching career working in an 

alternative school.   

   “Prior to coming to The Roosevelt Foundation Charter  
   School I have taught on the graduate level as a teaching  
   assistant at the Ohio State University and Wayne State  
   University and in the Public school system.”  (Lionel Smith) 
 
   “I started teaching in the Tampa, Florida area.  The  
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   types of schools that I worked in initially were alternative 
   schools.  These were schools where kids had been  
   expelled from the regular public schools or had just  
   been released from boot camp.”  (Ben Carter) 
 

One of the teachers had originally began his career as a teacher working in the public school 

system but left teaching to work in the corporate sector.  He returned to teaching after a 20-year 

hiatus. 

   “I spent four years teaching…one as a permanent  
   substitute and the other three years in different  
   schools.  Two different high schools and one junior 
   high school.  After that I left the, left teaching for  
   about 20 years and was in business.”  (Michael Jones) 
 

Another teacher who had also worked in the public school system spent a brief time working at an 

alternative school.  This was a school where “all of the kids had been kicked out of the public 

schools.”  (Carol Poole)   

 Barbara is representative of the bright, young and determined novice teacher who is 

willing to do whatever it takes for her students to succeed.  She possesses a tremendous amount of 

energy that drivers her to constantly seek out and try new ideas and ways of reaching all of her 

students. Turner Technologies Charter School is her second job as a teacher her first was working 

in a Catholic School.  Barbara is a highly qualified and licensed teacher in her subject area.  She is 

also a newlywed and working on her graduate degree.  Her instincts are sharp and she is not 

hesitant to voice her concerns and ask for help from her colleagues or superiors.  She is also not 

someone who is willing to sit back and let things go, instead she faces them head on with the 

intention of bettering herself and raising her level of expertise as an educator. 

 Carol is a veteran teacher and like many other veteran teachers is familiar with the politics 
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that govern today’s educators.  This level of familiarity comes from having over fourteen years of 

classroom experience at different public and alternative schools. Turner Technologies Charter 

School marks her first year working in a charter school.  She selected to work in a charter school 

at this time in her career after a brief hiatus from teaching and with the desire to try something 

new.   Carol is a self-assured woman who is not concerned by the teacher evaluation process.   

   “I’m not emotional over an observation anymore.  I’ve 
   been doing it a long enough time -- that this is me.  If you 
   don’t like the job I’m doing, then tell me and I’ll go find 
   a different job.”  (Carol Poole) 
 

 Celia began her teaching career at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School.  It is the 

only school she has ever worked.  Eight years ago Celia’s naiveté caused her some problems 

managing her classroom.   

   “When I first started here eight years ago, I remember 
   specifically, I’ll never forget this and I tell all the new 
   people, I did not have classroom management…I was  
   thirty and the kids were fifteen and sixteen so they were 
   reminding me of my nieces and I think my mistake was 
   making them my friends.”  (Celia Wilburn) 
 
She has since overcome those problems through the support of the school administration and has 

become a successful teacher.  

 Lionel also teaches at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School.  He is a soft-spoken 

older gentleman who chose to leave his teaching post at a traditional public school to join the 

ranks of a charter school because he found that the breakdown in the traditional public schools 

intolerable and impacted his ability to teach.  He was troubled by the lack of support he was 

receiving from the school’s administration and the way he was being treated by the staff and 

students. The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School offers its teachers administrative support and 
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the school’s zero tolerance rule create an environment conducive for teaching and learning.   

   “There are codes that are strictly adhered to, which for 
   example, our principal states that cursing is not tolerated. 
   At this particular school, disrespect of teachers, zero  
   tolerance at the school.  To me those are one of the  
   central things that enable me as a teacher to teach in  
   these classrooms.”  (Lionel Smith)   
 
 The respondents were presented with a series of questions.  It was during this process that 

the teachers began to give shape to the findings for the research on the teacher supervision 

processes and policies. 

 

Research Question 1:  
What is the state of teacher supervision policies in two  

selected charter schools in southeast urban Pennsylvania? 
 

 Supervision practices and policies was evident at both schools.  However, although the 

findings show teacher supervision is in place and being used by the schools, teacher supervision 

policies and practices vary widely.   These variances exist not only between the two schools, but 

also within the schools themselves.   

 Starting with The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School, the school’s CAO and founder, 

Mrs. Scott, established the supervision policies and does all of the supervision herself.  It is done 

in an informal manner on a consistent basis and teachers are assessed up to three times a day. 

   “I evaluate teachers every day and feedback is  
   given on a daily basis.”  (Scott) 
 

Mrs. Scott is always moving throughout the building and in and out of classrooms.  The length of 

time she spends in a classroom lasts only a few minutes.  It is during those few minutes that she 

observes the classroom either quietly or choosing to address students directly. 
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   “I evaluate them on performance.  You know my 
   teachers are evaluated it’s…performance based.  The 
   children have to perform for me in every class so I know 
   what chapters they’re going over.  Drilling tells me if  
   they’ve mastered that chapter.”  (Scott) 
 
 
Feedback based on her observations are drafted in a memo and distributed to the teachers within  

48 hours.  The school’s policy for giving teachers feedback is also done in an informal manner. 

   “I may see the teacher signing out or coming in  
   from lunch or catch them getting mail out of the 
   mailbox and I may reiterate, did you see the memo 
   yet?  I avail myself to opportunity.  If I see them, to 
   grab them right then and then pull them aside and  
   talk to them.”  (Scott) 
 
 The supervision policies and practices found at the second charter school, Turner 

Technologies Charter School, are in sharp contrast to those found at Roosevelt.  First, more than 

one individual oversees the teacher supervision process.  Secondly, teacher supervision policies 

and procedures follow the traditional system used in doing teacher evaluations.  The traditional 

systems are based on seniority and dictates how many times a teacher is to be observed in both a 

formal and informal manner annually.   The school’s Vice Principal and one of the Teacher 

Supervisors describes the school’s guidelines below. 

   “If a teacher was a first year teacher, it was two 
   visits per semester by both myself and the principal. 
   If the teacher was a two or three years at that point,  
   it was once a semester by both the principal and  
   myself.  Four years or more was once a year and  
   usually the principal did that one.”  (Harriet Thomas) 
    

 During the time that the research was being conducted, Turner had begun to expand their 

teacher supervision process and policies to include quick visits and informal evaluations.  
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Nevertheless, the new policies were not yet fully realized and there was an inconsistency in how 

the teacher supervision process was being implemented throughout the school. 

 The findings showed that teachers did not share the same experiences when being assessed 

by the teacher supervisor.  One teacher described his experience as thorough another teacher 

described hers as incomplete. 

   “When you’re told upfront what you need to do and 
   you’re given significant advanced warning and very 
   clear cut guidelines…it wasn’t anything ambiguous 
   about any of this.”  (David Quinn) 
 
   “She comes, sets up a meeting beforehand to talk about 
   my classroom.  She came into my classroom.  She stayed 
   for about 45 minutes.  She took notes on what was going 
   on in my classroom.  She left about halfway through my 
   class and I haven’t spoken to her since.”  (Barbara Brown) 
 

 

 Despite these differences in the teacher supervision process between the two schools, the 

teachers at both schools reported a high level of familiarity with their school’s supervision 

practices.  At Roosevelt all of the teachers understood the teacher supervision process and what 

the school’s expectations are for them. 

   “… she goes over it in the interview...”   
                                                 (Ben Carter)  
 
   “Yes, it’s a form...  We would get that in August when 
   we come back for like two weeks of staff development 
   in August.”                                      (Rosalind Thomas) 
 
   “…we are given packets and in that packet it gives an  
   evaluation and she explains to every staff member how  
   we are to be evaluated and on what basis…”  (Celia Hopkins) 
 
 Only one out of four teachers at Turner was unaware of how the teacher supervision 
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process was being conducted at the school. 

   “No they didn’t tell me what they were looking for. 
   The only instruction I was given is just let us know  
   the days you’re having a test so we’re not there.” 
   (Barbara Brown) 
 
   “Yes, they would meet me beforehand…they gave me 
   a rubric of things they were looking for.”  (David Quinn) 
 
   “The principal came in and he gave me the handout 
   as to what the expectations are.”  (Carol O’ Hanlon) 
 
   “Yeah, we did get information.”  (Debra Potter) 
 
    

 
 

Research Questions 2 & 3:  
How much supervision is there? 

    How frequent are teacher assessments? 

 The respondents were asked to describe the teacher supervision process they experienced 

at their respective schools.  They described the process; if it was a formal or informal assessment 

and the frequency and duration of each of the different types of assessments that was conducted.  

The calculations are based on a five-day week and a nine-month school year that is equivalent to 

181 days -- the number of days school is in session.  

 The tables below break down the differences in frequency and duration of the teacher 

supervision process at the two charter schools.  The comparisons are clear when comparing time 

measured in days, weeks, months and yearly. 
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Table 4.3 The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School Teacher Supervision Frequency/Duration 
Teacher Type Methodology Frequency 

on Average 
Duration Total time  

in Minutes 
 Daily Weekly Monthly Annually 

Bryan Informal Observation/
notes 

1-2 x daily 2 min. 3.0 15 60 540 

Rosalind Informal Observation/
notes 

1 x daily 3 min. 3.0 15 60 540 

Lionel Informal Observation/
notes 

2 – 3 x 
weekly 

2 min. 1.2 6 24 216 

Jack Informal Observation/
notes 

1 x daily 1 min. 1 5 20 180 

Celia Informal Observation/
notes 

1 x daily 2 min. 2 10 40 360 

Not all observations were done from inside the classroom (no more than 10% are done outside 
the classroom).  On occasion the supervisor would observe teachers from the hallway. 
 

 

Table 4.4 Turner Technologies Charter School Teacher Supervision Frequency/Duration 
Teacher Type Methodology Frequency 

on Average 
Duration Total time  

in Minutes 
 Daily Weekly Monthly Annually 

Eric Formal Observation/
notes 

2 x 
annually 

25 min. 0.27 1.3 5.5 50 

Eric Informal Observation/
notes 

6 x 
annually 

4 min. 0.13 0.6 2.6 24 

Carol Formal Observation/
notes 

1 x 
annually 

30 min. 0.16 0.8 3.3 30 

Carol Informal Observation/
notes 

4 x 
annually 

4 min. 0.08 0.4 1.7 16 

Diana Formal Observation/
notes 

2 x 
annually 

30 min. 0.33 1.6 6.6 60 

Diana Informal Observation/
notes 

5-6 x 
annually 

2-5 min. 0.11 0.58 2.3 21 

Barbara Formal Observation/
notes 

2 x 
annually 

45 min. 0.5 2.5 10 90 

Barbara Informal Observation/
notes 

2 x 
annually 

1 min. 0.01 0.05 0.22 2 

 

 A major difference between the two schools was in the amount of time teacher supervisors 
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spend doing teacher assessments.  In the first school, The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School 

where more frequent but shorter assessments are done, the overall time spent is five times greater 

than the amount of time spent at Turner Technologies Charter School.   The mean amount of time 

the teacher supervisor spends doing teacher supervision at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter 

School is 367.2 minutes a year per teacher.   

   “One thing that Ms. Scott does is she, she’s into  
   every classroom every day.”  (Ben Carter) 
 
   “We’re really assessed on a daily basis.”  (Betsy Frank) 
 
   “Mrs. Scott actually evaluates you on a daily basis.” 
       (Celia Hopkins) 
 

 The mean amount of time the teacher supervisors spend doing teacher supervision at 

Turner Technologies Charter School is 73.25 minutes a year per teacher.   

   “Two formal observations and I would say about  
   5-6 just walk-by or stop ins.  Formal 30 to 45 minutes 
   and informal 2-5 minutes.”  (Debra Potter) 
 
   “He just said that he would stay until he thought he 
   got all the criteria he was looking for.”  (David Quinn) 
 
    

Research Question 4:  
How innovative is the teacher supervision and evaluation process?   

How does it compare with traditional supervision policies? 
 

 The only innovation within the teacher supervision and evaluation process that was found 

in this study was at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School.  The research showed that The 

Roosevelt Foundation Charter School deviated from the traditional practice of conducting 

infrequent informal formative observations coupled with an annual formal summative observation 
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at the end of the school year.   Instead, the school’s policy is to do multiple daily observations on 

a consistent basis throughout the entire school year.  

 The reasoning behind this policy stems from the founder and CAO’s own experience as a 

teacher while working in a traditional public school.   

   “When I taught in a public school…the principal or vice  
   principal would come in at the end of the year, maybe  
   May or June and would evaluate me.  And I always  
   thought that that didn’t make sense because if I wasn’t  
   doing the job, nobody would know until May or June.”   
   (Elizabeth Scott)  
 

 The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School also has a policy of giving teachers immediate 

feedback on their observations.  Mrs. Scott will note her observations using a small pad or from 

memory.  The information is drafted into a memo and distributed to the teachers within two days. 

   “I have a large binder of memos that I give teachers 
   everyday.”  (Scott) 
    
 
 The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School also has other innovative systems in place that 

are used as part of the teacher supervision process. The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School 

extends the teacher assessment process to include students and parents who fill out Teacher 

Evaluation Forms.   These forms can be found in the Appendix section. 

  “As part of the evaluation process…the students evaluate 
  the teachers…the students do a written evaluation that’s already 
  written up and the uh, students evaluate the teacher in ten areas. 
  One is their ability to teach where the students understand  
  the work.  Their ability to provide support and tutoring.  The  
  attitude is usually the first question because we need to understand,  
  you know, how the children perceive that teacher and so assessments 
  are given…the students’ survey, we weigh in on that because 
  students are the customers and so are the parents.  And the  
  parents get to weigh in on certain things as well.”  (Elizabeth Scott) 
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 In contrast to The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School, Turner Technologies Charter 

School bases its teacher supervision process and policies on traditionally used guidelines.  

Teacher seniority determines how many assessments are to be done annually.  However, Turner 

was starting to make changes to their teacher supervision procedures and was adding in two new 

initiatives, the inclusion of walkthroughs and informal evaluations.  

   “This year with a new principal, he does walkthroughs.  He 
   does informal evaluations where he’ll stay 10, 15 minutes. 
   and he and I both do the same routine with the formal  
   evaluations.”  (Harriet Thomas) 
 

The realization of this new policy was not fully in place.  The evidence showed inconsistencies in 

its implementation.  See Table 4.2. 

 

Research Question 5:  
How does teacher supervision relate to and further  

or detract from the charter school’s mission? 
 

 In order to be able to answer this question, the researcher looked how the two charter 

schools missions were aligned and reflected in each of the school’s teacher supervisory practices.  

The findings showed that the policies and procedures at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter 

School surrounding teacher supervisory practices were directly aligned and clearly reflected in the 

school’s mission. 

   “In my mission statement it says that the Roosevelt  
   Foundation Charter School will get children into  
   college, vocational school or the workforce.  That’s 
   the mission.  Now if someone is not working in  
   conjunction with that mission, then they’re not  
   doing their job.”  (Scott) 
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 The teachers’ understanding to the school’s mission and clarity of purpose was also 

apparent.  All of the teachers at Roosevelt were able to paraphrase the school’s mission when 

asked.  

   “For every student to graduate high school and go 
   on to college or a trade school.”  (Ben Carter) 
 
   “To graduate every student and to either  
   higher learning, a two year facility, a four 
   year facility, or the workforce.” (Celia Wilburn) 
 
 The connection between the school’s mission and the teacher supervisory practices at 

Roosevelt was unyielding.  

   “It’s offered in the contract.  It’s given on their job 
   description and it’s given on their staff appraisal form. 
   And it’s enforced every day.”  (Elizabeth Scott) 
     

 The alignment of the school’s teacher supervisory practices to further the school’s mission 

is evident in the school’s graduation rate.  Students at Roosevelt exceeded the number of credits 

they needed to graduate plus, based on claims made by the school with only the twelfth grade 

class being taken into account, the school had a 100% graduation rate. 

   “In order to graduate, the School District require students 
   earn 23.5 credits.  A typical high school student at  
   Roosevelt graduate with 28 credits.  Each grade from 9th 
   Through 12th earn 7.0 credits every school year.  This  
   year the entire senior class of 67 graduated in June 2007. 
   The mission of The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School 
   Is for our students to enter college.  For the past five years 
   97% of our graduating class continued on to college or a 
   vocational trade school.”   
   (TRFCS 2007 to 2008 Charter Annual Report) 
 
 At Turner Technologies Charter School, the policies and procedures for teacher 

supervisory practices were not aligned for reflected in the school’s mission statement.  There is no 
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mention of teacher supervisory practices in the school’s mission.  Instead, the teacher evaluation 

policies are embedded in the school’s Annual Report.  It is here where the policies for teacher 

evaluations are described.   

• The observation and evaluation of professional employees is an on-going process. 
• All teachers and other staff members are provided with detailed job descriptions in their 

staff handbook, which set forth job expectations. 
• Professional employees are observed by the Principal & Assistant Principal at least twice 

yearly (three times yearly for non-certified teachers). 
• Teachers are evaluated in the following areas: classroom observations (including a ‘walk 

through’ and full period of observation); inclusive education of special education students; 
team work, responsiveness to parent/student conferences; communication with support 
staff; student academic attainment consistent with school objectives; participation in 
school activities and staff development; enthusiasm; creativity; attendance and overall 
school/parent satisfaction. 

• Teacher Evaluation form is based on the PDE 426/427 Assessment forms with the 
following four categories: (1) Planning/Preparation, (2) Classroom Environment, (3) 
Instructional Delivery, and (4) Professionalism.  (See Appendix for PDE 426/427 
Assessment form). 

• Review conferences are held for all teachers within five days of end of observation period.  
Reviews will be written, discussed and signed by all appropriate parties. 

• Teachers shall have the right of appeal in the event of perceived unfavorable or inaccurate 
reviews.  Appeals shall be directed to the Board of Trustees, who will establish an outside 
arbitrator to review the evaluator’s recommendations.  The arbitrator will provide a 
hearing and written recommendations regarding any follow-up action for the board. 

 
When the teacher supervisor was asked what are the guidelines for doing a teacher examination 

and is it in your mission statement?  The response was, “No, it’s not.”  (Harriet Thomas). 

  “We make general announcements followed by a memo 
  and then for new teachers its done through induction.”  (Thomas) 
    

 Turner Technologies Charter School’s mission is diffused.  It is not widely disseminated 

and clearly not known by the faculty and never connects to the teacher supervision practices or 

policies.  Only one teacher at Turner claimed to know the school’s mission but couldn’t repeat it 

when asked.  However, he stated that he included it in his course’s syllabus. 
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   “I can’t right now…but it’s on my syllabus.”  (David Quinn) 

Out of all of the respondents at Turner questioned, only one mentioned the school’s main focus, 

technology. 

   “I’m not sure.  The mission statement in short is surrounding 
   technology of the school because it is a technology school.” 
   (Barbara Brown) 
 
Nevertheless, the student graduation rates at Turner were high.  Even with the lack of a 

connection between the teacher supervisory practices and policies and the school’s mission, it did 

not detract from the school meeting its goals.   Based on claims made by the school with only the 

twelfth grade class being taken into account, the number of students at Turner attending college is 

“50%, 2 to 4 year college”.  (Thomas).  The remaining graduating students are reported to enter 

the workforce, join the military or become a member of the union affiliated with the school’s field 

of study in technology.  Turner Technologies Charter School exceeded the state’s targeted goal of 

80% by 16% with 96% of the senior class of 2007 graduating high school.  (TTCS 2007 to 2008 

Charter Annual Report). 

 Further research found that the teachers’ perception of the teacher supervision practices 

and the impact it had on student achievement was not significant.  The findings showed only one 

of nine respondents felt that their teaching improved as a result of the supervisory process. 

   “Well I probably have more students getting A’s than 
   uh, the first few years.  Maybe my technique has  
   changed, gotten better.  Uh, maybe I explain things 
   better or maybe I take the time, more time to explain 
   things better than I did before.”  (Ben Carter)   
 
One respondent didn’t answer the question, and the remaining seven stated that there was no 

change in their teaching.   
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   “Honest answer is no, not really.”  (Carol O’ Hanlon) 
 
   “I don’t think I really changed too much from the results 
   from the assessment...No, not really.”  (Debra Potter) 
 
   “Have I changed…no.” (Betsy Frank) 
 
   “Not really.”  (Lionel Smith) 
 

 These findings bring up another question, does no change or impact on the teachers 

represent a failure of the teacher supervision process or does no change mean that the teachers are 

already working at such a high performance level that they don’t need to make any changes to 

what they are already doing?   Except for the two teachers with the least amount of experience 

(1.5 years and 3.5 years) the rest of the teachers felt that their work was adequate and that what 

they were currently doing in their classrooms was sufficient and met the school’s standards.  

   “Fortunately for myself, my teaching has been adequate  
   or better to meet the standards of the school.  I’ve never 
   really been asked to do anything that I wasn’t doing.” (Michael Jones) 

 The teachers at the two charter schools were asked if they thought that their school was 

meeting its goals.  The response was unanimous at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School.  

All of the teachers reported that they felt that their school was meeting its goals. 

   “Oh very much so.  The last statistics I heard were 
   that 65% of our graduates are currently attending  
   either a 2 or 4 year college.  The balance are in training 
   or trade schools of one sort or another.  We have no 
   dropouts.”  (Michael Jones) 

The research found three out of four of the teachers at Turner Technologies Charter School felt 

that the school was meeting its goals.   

 
   “…I would like to think that I’m working towards 
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   that goal.”  (David Quinn) 
 
   “I would say that there are things that our mission 
   definitely does do…”  (Debra Potter) 

 The question of whether or not teacher supervision policies and procedures either further 

or detract from a charter school’s mission remains unclear.  The findings report that at The 

Roosevelt Foundation Charter School, where the teacher supervision policies and procedures are 

relentless, and at Turner Technologies Charter School where the teacher supervision policies and 

procedures are inconsistent, both schools met their goals if those goals are represented by student 

graduation rates. 

 Overarching themes 

 Three overarching themes that differentiated between the two schools emerged from this 

research on teacher supervision policies and processes.  They were teacher satisfaction, operation 

and realization of the school’s mission of teacher supervision policies and practices and lastly, 

teacher tenure. 

 The first theme, teacher satisfaction, in some respects the findings were the same in both 

schools.  Teachers reported liking supervision no matter how it was being implemented.  Teachers 

at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School, where a regimented and highly routinized system 

was in place and teachers at Turner Technologies Charter School, where a less orderly and not as 

closely controlled process was in place, had the same results when teachers were asked if they 

liked and valued teacher supervision.  However, the teachers at Roosevelt expressed much greater 

satisfaction with their specific practice then did the teachers at Turner.  

   “I would say that it’s nurturing…there’s always something 
   that you can learn.”  (Ben Carter) 
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   “As far as I’m concerned, this is an ideal situation for 
   someone like me and I would think that most teachers 
   that are actually dedicated to teaching their students 
   would like it too.”  (Michael Jones) 
 
 Even though all of the teachers at Roosevelt stated that they liked the system that was in 

place, two teachers said that if they could make a change to the teacher supervision process it 

would be to extend the observation for an entire class period. 

  “I would…want to see a whole class…of how I’m  
  teaching a subject so they get a better assessment.” (Lionel Smith) 
 
  “I would like it to be a bit longer…I wish it could be  
  maybe a whole period if possible.  I would want her to 
  see it from the beginning to the end and see uh, how 
  it all ties together.”  (Ben Carter) 
 
Both of these respondents have been teaching eight and ten years respectively. 
 
 At Turner Technology Charter School the findings showed that the teachers also liked 

teacher supervision, but there was less of a connection to the process.  The responses were more 

theoretical in nature. 

 
  “To have any kind of validation, any kind of  
  constructive feedback, comments, is worthwhile.” (David Quinn) 
 
  “I do believe in the system and the idea that you do need 
  to find out what’s going on in the classroom.”  (Carol Poole) 
 
 The lack of satisfaction with the teacher supervision process at Turner Technologies was 

due to the limited feedback and irregularity of the assessments. 

 
  “If they’re coming in more often, they give input, 
  they tell me what they see.  How I can do better, how 
  I can prevent this, things like that.”  (Debra Potter) 
 
  “I just think that the possibility of coming into a  
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  classroom more often needs to be addressed.” (David Quinn) 
 
 Teachers at Turner Technologies Charter School also stated that the teacher supervision 

process needed to be more meaningful.  Teachers reported that the teacher supervision process 

would be more beneficial if it included constructive feedback. 

  
  “Don’t be afraid to be blunt/harsh…”  (Barbara Brown) 
 
  “I definitely would like to know weak points because I’m  
  a new teacher.  I want to know what I’m doing and what  
  I need help with.”  (Debra Potter) 
 
 Lastly, all of the teachers at Turner Technologies addressed the issue of timeliness of 

teachers receiving feedback. 

  “The timeliness of the feedback…it should happen 
  within the next day or so because the class slips from  
  your mind quickly as other ones fill the mind.”  (Carole Poole) 
 
  “I think feedback should be within the next couple days.” (Debra Potter) 
 
Only one teacher at Turner reported receiving feedback from the teacher supervisor shortly after 

his observation. 

  “It was within two days that he gave me the feedback.”  (David Quinn) 
 
A second teacher had to go to the teacher supervisor and request the feedback on her observation. 

  “I went to him to ask for it.”  (Carole Poole) 
 
The remaining two teachers never received any feedback from their observations up to this point.  

They eventually did receive feedback from the teacher supervisors later in the school year after 

the researcher left the school.  However, they stated that the previous year, they did receive 

feedback from the teacher supervisor, but it wasn’t until the end of the year. 
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  “In May if not the first week in June, you just get your 
  letter saying if you’re being asked back or not and they go  
  over what they liked and didn’t like about your evaluation.” 
  (Barbara Brown) 
 
  “The only feedback is at the end of the year.” (Debra Potter) 
 
 The second theme to emerge from the study dealt with the operation and realization of the 

school’s mission of teacher supervision policies and practices.  The findings showed that all of the 

teachers at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School fully understood their school’s mission and 

were able to paraphrase the mission statement.  At Roosevelt there was a convergence of the 

school’s mission and the teacher supervisory practices. 

 The teachers were aware of the school’s mission and operational process starting with the 

initial job interview. 

  “At my interview, Ms. Scott explained how the school  
  worked.”  (Michael Jones) 
 
Operational practices were also included in the teacher’s contract (Employment Agreement for 

Teachers) at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School. 

  “This agreement and employment are contingent upon 
  employee’s successful completion of the Professional 
  Development Program…this Agreement is voidable as  
  result of employee’s non-completion and/or unsuccessful 
  completion of said program…” 

Teachers at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School, collectively, had a high level of 

comprehension of the school’s mission and operational policies. 

 The research showed that at Turner Technologies Charter School the understanding of the 

school’s mission in relationship to the teacher supervision policies and practices was weak.  This 

was partially due to the lack of rigor in the implementation of the teacher supervision process and 
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the teachers’ lack of familiarity with the school’s mission.  The frequency and duration for the 

teacher supervision practices is noted in Table 4.4.  It is in this table that the range of time spent 

by the teacher supervisor conducting a formal or informal observation is noted.  The range of time 

for formal observations runs between thirty and ninety minutes annually.  The range of time spent 

by the teacher supervisor conducting an informal observation is between two and twenty four 

minutes annually.    

 The third theme to emerge from the research is the importance of teacher’s length of 

tenure as it relates to supervisory practices.  Teachers at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter 

School have a mean of 9.4 years teaching and a mean of 6.8 years teaching at the school.  The 

teachers at Turner Technologies Charter School have a mean of 6.5 years teaching and a mean of 

1 year teaching at the school.  Teachers at Roosevelt have more than five years experience 

teaching at their charter school than the teachers at Turner.  

   “There’s always turnover at this school and every 
   school.  But you know, slowly and surely the level of 
   turnover just keeps decreasing a little bit every 
   year.  People are satisfied here.”  (Michael Jones).  
 

   “I haven’t missed a day in eight years.  And I don’t have  
   no problem coming to school, no stress…this is 
   over all supervision with students as well as staff.” 
   (Lionel Smith) 
 

The research shows that teacher tenure, at least in this study, is longer when there is a correlation 

between the school’s mission and teacher supervision policies and practices.  
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CHAPTER 5 
Conclusion 

  
 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the type of teacher supervision and evaluation 

practices and policies in two selected charter schools in southeast urban Pennsylvania.  The 

purpose for collecting this information was to gain further insight into how teacher supervision 

and evaluation practices and policies and what, if any impact they are having on teacher quality 

and student achievement levels.  The findings from this study contribute to the knowledge and 

understanding of the teacher supervision process and policies currently in place in charter schools.    

Charter schools began in 1992 when a shift in the education market opened the door to 

innovative educational programs led by individuals who felt that they could increase student 

learning to a greater degree than traditional public schools.  Charter schools are idiosyncratic 

institutions led by like-minded individuals who seek to work outside the constraints that govern 

traditional public schools.  They give families a choice as to where they can send their children to 

school.   This alternative to traditional public schools, particularly for families of limited means, 

has grown in popularity exponentially over the last decade.  Charter schools are free and readily 

available to the public.  

Charter schools are individualistic by design, guided by their individual missions.  This 

study found that two of the charter school missions in the study varied widely with resulting 

diverse outcomes.  The school’s principals’ leadership style also impacted the schools.  The 

personalities and style of the leadership found at the charter schools combined with the school’s 

mission had a distinct effect on the schools.  This was evident in The Roosevelt Foundation 

Charter School where the CAO and founder had integrated her own high level of civic 
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engagement into the school’s mission statement.  Her engaging personality and constancy in the 

day-to-day management of the school was evident by her visibility and presence every day.  She 

moved through the hallways and was in and out of the classrooms many times each day.  She was 

aware of everyone and everything having to do with her school.  In contrast, the personality and 

style of the leadership found at Turner Technologies Charter School was less visible.  This may 

be due to the physical design of the school or because administrative duties that had once fallen 

under his portfolio have been delegated to other individuals.  The leadership role of the CAO at 

Turner Technologies has changed and those changes have taken him away from participating in 

the daily activities of running a school.  It cannot be said that his level of commitment is not equal 

to that of the CAO at Roosevelt, but by comparison, his lack of physical presence throughout the 

school as the school’s leading administrator appeared to have some impact on teacher supervision 

practices and the charter school’s and possibly it’s capacity to meet its goals.  

 

Research Question Answers 

Question 1:  What is the state of teacher supervision in the two selected charter schools in urban 

Southeastern Pennsylvania? 

 Teacher supervision was present in both selected charter schools.  The form of teacher 

supervision used in both of the schools was classroom observation and instructional supervision.  

Only one, The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School, included feedback from students and 

parents in the final summative assessment. Turner Technologies Charter School relied solely on 

the teacher supervisor’s observations.  
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Question 2: How much supervision is in place? 

 The amount of teacher supervision found at the two charter schools differed greatly.  The 

findings showed Roosevelt Foundation Charter School spending five times more time on teacher 

supervision then that found at Turner Technologies Charter School.  Roosevelt’s teacher 

supervisor spent a mean number of 367.2 minutes per teacher annually.  Turner Technologies 

Charter School spent a mean number of 73.25 minutes per teacher annually.  The means were 

calculated by adding up the number of minutes teacher supervisors spent doing observations then 

dividing up the total number of minutes by the number of weeks, months and year using a five-

day week and a nine-month year for the 181 days that school is in session. 

 

Question 3: What is the frequency of teacher assessments? 

 The frequency of teacher assessments fell into two different categories, traditional and 

non-traditional.  Turner Technologies Charter School followed the traditional teacher assessment 

format and did informal and formative teacher assessments throughout the year.  The researcher 

found on average four informal and 1.7 formal teacher assessments were being done each year.  

Teachers at Turner Technologies Charter School would see their teacher supervisor less than six 

times a year.  The non-traditional teacher assessments at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter 

School where daily observations were done in an informal manner had the teacher supervisor 

going into classrooms 1.2 times a day.   Teachers at The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School 

saw their teacher supervisor more than 181 times a year. 

Question 4: What level of innovation is employed in the teacher supervision and evaluation 

process?  How does it compare with traditional supervisory policies? 
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 The level of innovation of the teacher supervision and evaluation process at the two 

charter schools differed greatly.  Turner Technologies Charter School chose to follow the teacher 

supervision and evaluation process guidelines used in traditional public schools.  These policies 

are based on teacher seniority and it is that measure, the number of years in service that is used to 

determine when and how many teacher assessments are to be conducted annually.   The findings 

showed that Turner did a mean of four informal observations a year and a mean of 1.7 formal 

observations a year. 

 The researcher found inconsistencies and a lack of uniformity at Turner Technologies 

Charter School with how the teacher supervision process was conducted.  None of the 

respondents shared the same experience.  Only one teacher had a pre-conference meeting with 

their teacher supervisor and received feedback immediately following the observation.  The 

remaining three respondents had to either ask for feedback (in one case it took two weeks for the 

teacher to get feedback on the observation) or didn’t receive any until the very end of the school 

year when their contracts were up for renewal.    

 The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School chose not to use the traditional methods for 

teacher assessments and instead brought innovation to the supervision process.  The value placed 

on teacher supervision and the evaluation process was given top priority at Roosevelt and teacher 

observations were done daily.  Teachers there are given explicit direction and know what the 

teacher supervisor’s expectations are having received the information first upon being hired, and 

then again at the school wide staff orientation that occurs before each academic school year as 

well as being reminded daily.  Teacher assessments are done daily and the teachers receive 

immediate feedback from the teacher supervisor.   
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 Students and parents also have the opportunity to give their own feedback using the 

prescribed forms generated by the school at the end of each academic year.  These forms allow 

both parents and students to give feedback on the teacher’s understanding of the content and 

instructional disciplines for the subject(s) taught, the teacher’s attitude and the amount of support 

they, the students, received during the school year.  It is this innovative system, the frequency and 

duration of observations as well as the inclusion of students and parents that stands The Roosevelt 

Foundation Charter School apart from Turner Technologies Charter School.  

 

Question 5: What is the relation of the supervision policies to the charter schools’ missions, and 

how do these policies add to or detract from those missions? 

  The findings showed that the relationship between the teacher supervision processes and 

policies and the school’s mission statement helped to further The Roosevelt Foundation Charter 

School’s mission.  The relationship between the teacher supervision process and policies and the 

school’s mission were closely aligned.  The policies placed the teacher supervisor inside the 

classrooms on a daily basis.  This allowed the teacher supervisor the opportunity to see whether or 

not teachers and students were conforming to the school’s mission.  Roosevelt’s teacher 

supervisor constantly referred back to the school’s mission and held professional development 

training several times a year where the mission was reviewed.  The result at Roosevelt was that 

the teacher supervision process and policies fostered the school’s mission and met its goals.   

 Turner Technologies Charter School showed no evidence of a connection between the 

teacher supervision process and policies and the school’s mission statement.  This lack of 

connectedness created disorder.  The findings showed a discrepancy between policy and practice 
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in the teacher supervision process and a failure to establish a relationship between them and the 

school’s mission.  

 The state of teacher supervision policies in the two selected charter schools in Southeast 

urban Pennsylvania are distinct in nature and based on this study, shaped largely by the leadership 

of the school.    

 

Relationship to the Literature 

  

 The literature review for this study includes the history of charter schools, teacher 

supervision practices and policies and a review of teacher supervision practices and policies 

specific to charter schools.   

 Charter schools began to take form after the U.S. Department of Education published the 

report A Nation At Risk (1983) telling the nation that traditional public schools were failing their 

children.  The report started a groundswell and an educational reform movement was begun that 

resulted in the formation of alternative and innovative schools that promised to increase student 

achievement levels.  These schools are today’s charter schools.  (PSR, 2007; Hubbinger (2000).   

Charter schools offered a level of freedom from the constraints that bind traditional public schools 

and put the decision making process of the school’s governance into the hands of the people who 

founded them.  Nevertheless, charter schools are held accountable for students’ achievement 

levels.  Failure to meet those goals could result in the school losing its charter and closing.  

 The literature addressed the different kinds of teacher supervision that evolved out of a 

process that began as a way to uphold standards to one that now includes ways to improve 
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teaching through a holistic and humanistic approach.   They include a teacher supervision system 

that includes collaborative, cooperative, clinical and developmental supervisory practices.  The 

teacher supervisors in this study principally used classroom observations.   

 There was a limited amount of literature on teachers’ perceptions of the teacher 

supervision process.  Published studies on charter schools showed only 1% of the 664 studies 

directly related to the topic of teachers’ perceptions of teacher supervision practices.  These 

studies showed a broader spectrum of teacher evaluation processes than those found at the two 

charter schools in this study.  The published studies included the use of clinical supervision, peer 

assistance and review (PAR), classroom observation, instructional supervision and differentiated 

teacher supervision being used in the teacher supervision process.  Classroom observation and 

instructional supervision were the only types of teacher supervision found in the charter schools 

in this study.   The published studies found no measurable improvement on student achievement 

based on teacher supervision processes and policies.  

 The casual connection between this qualitative study on teacher supervision and the 

literature includes both supporting and contradicting findings.  The research from the published 

studies also showed no discernable difference in teachers’ skill set as a result of the teacher 

supervision policies in place in any of the charter schools.  However, one study did find that 

student achievement levels were effected by the teacher supervision process (Piraino, 2006), but 

the conclusion was more likely due to other factors at the school; the school’s leadership, the level 

of collaboration amongst the staff and the inclusion of cross curriculum disciplines.  The studies 

looked at which practices could impact teacher efficacy and came to the conclusion that 

leadership, collaboration and cross curriculum disciplines could potentially impact teacher 
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efficacy.  Other factors noted with the potential to impact teacher efficacy included teacher 

supervision training (LaMasa, 2005), and professional development (Piraino, 2006). 

 This study adds to the literature by looking at how the charter schools, which are mission 

driven, make the connection between the school’s mission and teacher supervision process and 

policies.  Unlike traditional public schools, charter schools can be innovative and free to create 

methodologies and policies that they consider to be in the best interest of the students and could 

potentially increase student achievement levels.  The limited empirical data on the subject of 

teachers’ perceptions of the teacher supervision processes and policies support the need for more 

research. 

 There was a higher level of satisfaction expressed by the teachers at The Roosevelt 

Foundation Charter School where classroom observations were frequent, consistent and feedback 

was given promptly.  The findings showed that all of the teachers were receptive and welcomed 

the opportunity to be assessed by the teacher supervisor.  It was the manner in which the teacher 

supervision process was conducted and the feedback, or lack thereof, that impacted the outcome.  

Roosevelt conducted on-going daily assessments lasting only a few minutes in length and 

occurring upwards of three times a day.  Feedback was given to the teachers immediately 

following the observation.  However, if the observation was found to be unsatisfactory, then a 

memorandum was drafted specifically stating the teacher supervisor’s concerns.   A follow-up 

came next, this was in the form of a conversation between the teacher and supervisor and done 

within 48 hours.  

 Turner Technologies did not implement their teacher supervision process with any 

consistency or rigor.  Only one of the four teachers at Turner was satisfied with the school’s 
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policies. This may be because he was the only one who had received an assessment that included 

a list of expectations, a rubric, and was given immediate feedback from the teacher supervisor.  

The remaining teachers at Turner found the teacher supervision process to be uneven and lacking 

the kind of support they expected from their teacher supervisor.   

 All of the teachers in the study were asked to describe the changes they would make to the 

teacher supervision process and policies at their respective schools.   None of the teachers at 

Roosevelt felt the need to change any of the teacher supervision policies except for one that stated 

he would like the teacher supervisor to see a lesson in its entirety.   The teachers at Turner stated 

that they would prefer the teacher supervision process follow the guidelines of the Differentiated 

Supervision process. 

 The findings showed more than one type of teacher supervision in place in these two 

charter schools.  The Roosevelt Foundation Charter School’s policies and processes were 

innovative while Turner Technologies Charter School followed characteristics typically found in 

traditional public schools.   Yet both of these charter schools met their respective school’s goals 

as stated in their charter school’s mission in terms of student achievement (graduation, vocational 

school enrollment and higher learning). 

 The researcher used motivational and supervision theories as a foundation.  The 

connection between the theories and the findings of the study on teacher supervision practices and 

policies in charter schools illustrated how motivation, the impetus that drives an individual and 

the role and responsibility of teacher supervisor are closely aligned and impacts teacher 

satisfaction but not necessarily teacher performance.   The researcher found both of the charter 

schools employed respondents who were intrinsically motivated, with only one of the nine 
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displaying a disconnect between the teacher supervision process and the outcome.   

 Supervisory theory looks at the roles and responsibilities of those who supervise others.  

This is addressed in this study by learning what the role and responsibilities were of the teacher 

supervisors at the two selected charter schools.   Historically, teacher supervisors would watch 

over teachers and hold them responsible for what took place in their classrooms.  This has not 

changed, teacher supervisors continue to oversee teachers and hold them accountable.  

 

Implications for Practice 

 The implications for practice show that there is a connection between the teacher 

supervision process and teacher satisfaction that in turn potentially impacts teacher effectiveness. 

Teacher supervision practices need to have a degree of flexibility.   In much the same way 

teachers use differentiated instruction to meet the needs of their students, teacher supervisors need 

to do the same for their teachers.    

 When the respondents were asked to describe their ideal form of teacher supervision, the 

majority voiced making slight changes to their school’s existing system.   Teachers at Roosevelt, 

where brief observations were conducted two to three times a day, stated a desire for longer 

observations allowing the teacher supervisor to see an entire lesson.  The feedback from teachers 

at Turner stated they wanted more observations done and for the teacher supervisor’s feedback to 

be given to the teacher in a more timely manner. 

 However, the findings showed even when a charter school’s policies surrounding teacher 

supervision process was neither explicit nor consistent it did not impact student outcome (based 

on graduation levels).  
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 Additional research needs to be done on the student of teacher supervision policies and 

practices in charter schools in order to determine what, if any impact teacher supervision has on 

the outcome of teacher performance and ultimately, instructional outcomes for students.  There is 

not enough data to determine whether or not one type of teacher supervision is better than 

another.   Teachers bring with them a series of strengths and weaknesses, experiences and 

different degrees of knowledge -- it is these factors that need to be taken into consideration when 

implementing any teacher supervision process.   Until the specific needs of each individual 

teacher are met and the aspiration of the school’s mission is clear, only then will the teacher 

supervision process and policies assist charter schools in meeting their goals.  

 

Follow-up 

Since the conclusion of this study, there has been a shift in the teacher assessment process 

and policies.   Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, led the United States Department of 

Education released a revision to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) titled, A 

Blueprint for Reform; the Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education.  (March, 

2011).  The Blueprint for Reform’s first concern is “Improving teacher and principal effectiveness 

to ensure that every classroom has a great teacher and every school has a great leader.” (pp. 3).   

The Reform includes a policy for “states and districts to develop and implement systems of 

teacher and principal evaluation and support, and to identify effective and highly effective 

teachers and principals on the basis of student growth and other factors.”  (pp.4).   New Jersey and 

Pennsylvania “plan to launch pilot programs aimed at reforming the teacher-evaluation process.” 

(Giordano, 2011).  The pilot program is to set to begin in the fall of 2011.  A breakdown of the 
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new teacher assessment policies are below:  

Pennsylvania  
• 50 percent based on student progress on state tests or other approved assessments.  
• 50 percent on classroom observation, school performance on state tests, and other 

measures.   
 
New Jersey  

• 50 percent based on student progress on state tests, school wide performance, and other 
measures.  

• 50 percent based on teacher practices, including classroom observation and at least one 
other measure, such as student surveys.   

 (Pennsylvania Department of Education, New Jersey Department of Education, 2011). 
 

Researcher Linda Darling-Hammond stated in her report, Evaluating Teacher Effectiveness, How 

Teacher Performance Assessments Can Measure and Improve Teaching (October, 2010) 

measuring teacher efficacy needs to extend beyond the traditional systems.  

  A key problem is that current measures for evaluating teachers  
  are not often linked to their capacity to teach. Existing federal,  
  state, and local policies for defining and measuring teacher quality  
  either rely almost exclusively on classroom observations by principals  
  who differentiate little among teachers and offer little useful feedback,  
  or focus on teachers’ course-taking records and on paper-and-pencil  
  tests of basic academic skills and subject matter knowledge that are poor  
                   predictors of later effectiveness in the classroom.   

 Change to the teacher supervision policy and process is inevitable.   However, with the 

increase in teacher accountability some school districts around the country were discovered 

cheating on the annual state-mandated tests.   “State-mandated exams are pushing teachers into 

unethical behavior. Among the states with instances of cheating are New York, New Jersey, 

Texas and Ohio.  And even in the slow season between rounds of testing and scoring, errors such 

as one in Illinois, continue to surface.”  (FairTest, 2011).  Cheating in Atlanta, Georgia uncovered 

“178 teachers and principals working at 44 schools were involved in the cheating scandal.”  
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(CNN, 2011).   The Philadelphia Inquirer reported “89 schools were found to have a high number 

of erasures—that is, an instance where a teacher erased and replaced a student’s wrong answer 

with the right one—and a hike in reading and math test points.” (August, 2011). 

 The National Education Association [NEA] recently passed a policy calling for a change 

to “teacher evaluation systems.” (May, 2011).  The policy states the teacher evaluation systems 

“provide regular, comprehensive, meaningful and fair evaluations”. (pp. 2).   Additionally, in July 

2011 the NEA, which has never supported including student test scores in teacher assessments 

before, “agreed that evidence of student learning should be considered in teacher evaluations.”  

(Koebler, 2011).   However, the new policy states “only tests that are ‘developmentally 

appropriate, scientifically valid, and reliable for the purpose of measuring both student learning 

and a teacher’s performance’ should be used…many experts believe that there are no current tests 

that meet those qualifications.”  (Koebler).    
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APPENDIX A - STATE FINDINGS OF CHARTER SCHOOLS  

National listing of Teacher Evaluation Effectiveness           

Goal - Evaluating Teacher Effectiveness 

The state should require instructional effectiveness to be the preponderant criterion of any teacher evaluation.   

Goal Components 

Evaluation instruments should be structured so as to make it impossible for a teacher to receive a satisfactory rating if 
found ineffective in the classroom.  Evaluation instruments should include classroom observations that focus on and 
document effectiveness of instruction.  Apart from observations, teacher evaluations should consider objective 
evidence of student learning. 

Best Practice  

 

(100%) 

State Meets 
Goal  

(100%) 

State Nearly 
Meets Goal  

(75%) 

State Partly 
Meets Goal  

(50%) 

State Meets a 
Small Part of a 

Goal        
 (25%) 

State Does Not 
Meet Goal 

 

(0%) 

Florida South Carolina 

Tennessee 

Texas 

No  
State 

Met  

This  

Goal 

Alabama 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Georgia 

Iowa 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

 New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

Oklahoma 

Alaska  

Arizona 
California 
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Hawaii  

Illinois  

Kansas 
Kentucky  

Louisiana 
Maryland 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Nebraska  

Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Utah, Virginia 
Washington 
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Arkansas 
District of  

Colombia 
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Indiana  
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North Dakota 
Oregon  

Rhode Island  

South Dakota 
Vermont 
Wyoming 

 

                               State Policy Yearbook, pp.  87 (2007) 
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National listing of Teacher Evaluation Guidance       

Extent of State Guidance on Teacher Evaluation 

Significant Minimal None Not Applicable 

Alabama 
California 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Iowa 

Mississippi 
Missouri 

New Mexico 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 

Tennessee 
Texas 

West Virginia 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Colorado 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Kansas 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Jersey 
New York 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 

Pennsylvania 
Utah 

Virginia 
Washington 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Idaho 
New Hampshire 
North  Dakota 

Oregon 
Vermont 

 
 
 

District of Columbia 
Montana 

Rhode Island 
South Dakota 

 
 
 
 

Significant guidance means the state requires districts to use a statewide comprehensive evaluation system or to 
develop local evaluations that have all the components of the state system and meet state approval OR the state 
provides significant regulatory guidance to district about the content and process for teacher evaluations. 

Minimal guidance means the state provides only general instruction about teacher evaluations. 

Not applicable states do NOT require teacher evaluation.          

                        State Policy Yearbook, pp.  88 (2007) 
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National listing of Teacher Evaluation Assessment Requirements     

State Efforts to Consider Classroom Effectiveness 

State requires evaluation to include 
classroom observation 

State requires evaluation to include 
objective measures of student 

learning 

State requires evidence of student 
learning to be the preponderant 
criterion for teacher evaluation 

Alabama 
Alaska 

Arizona 

California 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Illinois 

Iowa 

Kentucky 

Maryland 

Michigan 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Nebraska 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

Oklahoma 

Pennsylvania 

South Carolina 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Alabama 
Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Iowa 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

Oklahoma 

South Carolina 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Florida 
South Carolina 

Tennessee 

Texas 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

Louisiana has an optional teacher 
evaluation system that does not 
make explicit the need to include 
objective measures of student 
learning as part of the teacher 
evaluation. 
 

Minnesota does not have policies 
regarding teacher evaluations, the 
state has implemented an optional 
teacher evaluation system based on 
evidence of student learning as 
measured by observations and 
objective measures. 
 

 

State Policy Yearbook, pp.  89 
(2007) 
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Charter School Caps 

State Yes/No Specific Guidelines for Charter School Caps 

Alaska Yes 60 

Alabama No Charter School Law  

Arkansas Yes 24 

Arizona No  

California Yes 850 (2004-5), with increases of 100 per year. 

Colorado No  

Connecticut Yes Limits enrollment of schools up to 300 students. 

Delaware No  

Florida No  

Georgia No  

Hawaii Yes 25 conversion schools and 23 start-up schools. An additional 
start-up charter school is permitted for every existing start-up 
that receives accreditation for 3 or more years 

Iowa Yes The state board of education shall approve not more than 10 
conversion charter school applications and not more than one 
charter school application per school district. However, if the 
state board of education receives ten or fewer applications as 
of June 30, 2003, and two or more of the applications received 
by the state board of education by that date are submitted by 
one school district, the state board of education may approve 
any or all of the applications submitted by the school district.  
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Idaho Yes The number of new public charter schools which may begin 
educational instruction in any one school year shall be limited 
in number in accordance with the following: (a) not more than 
six new public charter schools may begin educational 
instruction in any one school year, (b) not more than one new 
public charter school may begin educational instruction that is 
physically located within any one school district in any one 
school year, (c) no whole school district may be converted to a 
charter district or any configuration which includes all schools 
as public charter schools, (d) public virtual charter schools 
approved by the public charter school commission are not 
included in (b), and (e) Idaho Code, is not included in the limit 
on the annual number of public charter schools approved to 
begin educational instruction in any given school year as set 
forth in (a).  
 

State Yes/No Specific Guidelines for Charter School Caps 

Illinois Yes 60 total, with a maximum of 30 in Chicago, 15 in Chicago 
suburbs (with not more than one charter school that has been 
initiated by a local school board, or by an intergovernmental 
agreement between or among local school boards, operating at 
any one time in the district where the charter school is located) 
and 15 in rest of state (with not more than one charter school 
that has been initiated by a local school board, or by an 
intergovernmental agreement between or among local school 
boards, operating at any one time in the district where the 
charter school is located).  

Indiana Yes While there are no caps on the number of charter schools that 
may operate across the state, the mayor of Indianapolis may 
approve no more than five charters during the 2001 calendar 
year, a number which increases cumulatively by five in each 
subsequent year, although there was no accumulation from 
January 1, 2003, through December 31, 2005.  

Kansas No  

Kentucky No Charter School Law  

Louisiana Yes 42 

Massachusetts Yes 120, with 48 reserved for Horace Mann charter schools and 72 
reserved for commonwealth charter schools. In any fiscal year, 
no school district's total charter school tuition payment to 
commonwealth charter schools shall exceed nine percent of 
said district's net school spending. Commonwealth charter 
schools may not serve more than four percent of statewide 
public school population. The state board of education shall 
not approve a new commonwealth charter school in any 
community with a population of less than 30,000 unless it is a 
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regional charter school. In any year, the state board of 
education shall approve only one regional charter school 
application of any commonwealth charter school located in a 
school district where overall student performance on the 
statewide assessment system is in the top 10 percent in the 
year preceding charter application.  

Maryland No  

Maine No Charter School Law  

Michigan Yes 150 authorized by state universities, with no single university 
authorizing more than 50% of the total number of charter 
schools authorized by the state's universities. In addition, 15 
charter high schools in the Detroit School District may be 
authorized by state universities.  

State Yes/No Specific Guidelines for Charter School Caps 

Minnesota No  

Missouri Yes Charter schools can open only in the Kansas City and the St. 
Louis school districts. A maximum of 5% of the operating 
public schools in a school district may be converted to charter 
schools.  

Mississippi Yes Up to six charter schools may be approved throughout the 
state. One public school in each congressional district and at 
least one public school situated in the Delta region of the state 
shall be granted charter status by the state board of education, 
unless there are no petitions submitted from a particular 
congressional district or the Delta region. At least three public 
schools that are granted charter school status shall be in school 
districts having an accreditation level of three or below at the 
time the school submits its initial petition for charter school 
status unless there are no petitions submitted from such 
schools.  

Montana No Charter School Law  

North Carolina Yes 100 with a maximum of 5 per school district per year. 

North Dakota No Charter School Law  

Nebraska No Charter School Law  

New Hampshire Yes The state board of education may grant no more than 10 
charter school applications per year that have been approved 
by a local school board and the state board of education. In 
addition, through a pilot program that allows applicants to 
apply directly to the state board of education for a charter, the 
state board of education may grant no more than 20 charters 
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between July 1, 2003, and June 30, 2013. Also, not more than 
10% of the resident pupils in any grade level in a school 
district shall be eligible to transfer to a charter school in any 
school year without the approval of the local school board.  

New Jersey No  

New Mexico Yes No more than fifteen start-up schools and five conversion 
schools may be established per year statewide. The charter 
school slots remaining in a year shall be transferred to 
succeeding years; provided that a maximum of seventy-five 
start-up schools and twenty-five conversion schools may be 
established in any five-year period. 

 

 

 

Nevada Yes While it allows an unlimited number of charters serving at-risk 
students, it limits those for non at-risk students to 23 - six in 
Clark County School District (Las Vegas), two in Washoe 
County School District, and one each in the remaining 15 
school districts. These limitations expire on June 30, 2006.  

New York Yes 100 start-ups (with 50 approved by the State University of 
New York and 50 approved by the State Board of Regents), 
with an unlimited number of conversions.  

Ohio Yes Allows 30 new charters authorized by non-district entities and 
30 new charters authorized by districts over the next two 
school years - 2005-06 and 2006-07. Operators of charter 
schools with a track record of success are not subject to these 
restrictions, though.  

Oklahoma Yes It only allows charters to open in 13 of its over 500 districts. 

Oregon No  

Pennsylvania No  

Rhode Island Yes In the short-term, the state board of regents shall not grant final 
approval for any new charter school to begin operations in the 
2006-07 school year. In the long-term, no more than 20 
charters, serving no more than 4% of the state's school age 
population shall be granted. At least 10 of the 20 total charters 
shall be reserved for charter school applications which are 
designed to increase the educational opportunities for at-risk 
pupils.  

South Carolina No  

South Dakota No Charter School Law  
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Tennessee Yes Limit of 50 charters, 20 of which must be located in Memphis 
and four of which must be located within Shelby County. 

Texas Yes 215 open enrollment charter schools 

Utah No  

Virginia No  

Vermont No Charter School Law  

Washington No Charter School Law  

Wisconsin No The University of Wisconsin-Parkside, however, may only 
sponsor one charter school.  

West Virginia No Charter School Law  

State Yes/No Specific Guidelines for Charter School Caps 

Wyoming No  

Washington, DC Yes 20 per year. Each of the two chartering authorities may not 
approve more than 10 petitions per year.  

                              The National Alliance for Public Charter Schools/Education Commission - State Profiles (2007) 
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Teacher Certification (Required) 

State Yes/No Specific Guidelines for Teacher Certification 

Alaska Yes  

Alabama No Charter School Law  

Arkansas Yes Unless a waiver is granted by the charter. 

Arizona No  

California Yes  

Colorado Yes Unless a waiver is granted by the charter. 

Connecticut No At least 50% of a charter school's teachers must have standard 
certification, and up to 50% of teachers in a charter school may 
have alternative certification or temporary certification and be 
working toward standard certification.  

Delaware Yes With exceptions (not noted) 

Florida Yes  

Georgia No  

Hawaii Yes  

Iowa Yes  

Idaho Yes Although teachers may apply for a waiver or any of the limited 
certification options as provided by the state board of 
education.  

Illinois Yes  

Indiana No Teachers must either be certified or be in the process of 
obtaining a license to teach through the transition to teaching 
program. For those in the transition to teaching program, 
licenses must be obtained within three years of beginning to 
teach at a charter school.  

Kansas Yes  

Kentucky No Charter School Law  

Louisiana No 25% can be non-certified. 

Massachusetts Yes/No For Horace Mann charter schools, yes. For commonwealth 
charter schools, no teacher shall be hired who is not certified 
unless the teacher has successfully passed the state teacher test.  

State Yes/No Specific Guidelines for Teacher Certification 
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Maryland Yes  

Maine No Charter School Law  

Michigan Yes Except as otherwise provided by law.  

Minnesota Yes  

Missouri No Up to 20% of full-time equivalent instructional staff may be 
filled by non-certified personnel.  

Mississippi Yes  

Montana No Charter School Law  

North Carolina No Up to 25% of teachers in grades kindergarten through five and 
up to 50% of teachers in grades six through twelve may be 
uncertified. 

North Dakota No Charter School Law  

Nebraska No Charter School Law  

New Hampshire No At least 50% of a charter school's teacher staff must be 
certified or have three years of teaching experience.  

New Jersey Yes  

New Mexico Yes  

Nevada No Up to 30% of instructional staff may be non-licensed 
personnel. In a vocational charter school, up to 50% of 
instructional staff may be non-licensed personnel. 

New York No Up to 30% or five teachers are permitted to have other 
credentials, but non-certified teachers must meet specified 
criteria: uncertified teachers with at least three years of 
elementary, middle or secondary classroom teaching 
experience; tenured or tenure track college faculty; individuals 
with two years of satisfactory experience through the Teach 
for America program; and individuals who possess exceptional 
business, professional, artistic, athletic, or military experience.  

Ohio Yes Yes, except that a charter school may engage non-certificated 
persons to teach up to twelve hours per week.  

Oklahoma Yes Unless a waiver is granted by the charter. 

Oregon No At least one-half of a charter school's teachers must be licensed 
by the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission (TSPC), 
and the non-TSPC-licensed staff must be registered by TSPC. 
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State Yes/No Specific Guidelines for Teacher Certification 

Pennsylvania No Up to 25% of teachers may be non-certified. 

Rhode Island Yes  

South Carolina No Up to 10% of teachers in conversions and 25% in start-ups 
may be non-certified. In either a new or converted charter 
school, a teacher teaching in the core academic areas of 
English/language arts, mathematics, science or social studies 
must be certified in those areas or possess a baccalaureate or 
graduate degree in the subject he or she is hired to teach. 

South Dakota No Charter School Law  

Tennessee Yes  

Texas No  

Utah Yes A charter school must employ teachers who are licensed or on 
the basis of demonstrated competency would qualify to teach 
under alternative certification or authorization programs.  

Virginia Yes  

Vermont No Charter School Law  

Washington No Charter School Law  

Wisconsin Yes However, if search for licensed teachers is unsuccessful, a 
special charter school permit is available for persons with a 
bachelor's degree in their field who take six credits of training 
each year and are supervised by a teacher with a regular 
license.  

West Virginia No Charter School Law  

Wyoming Yes  

Washington, DC No  
                               The National Alliance for Public Charter Schools/Education Commission - State Profiles (2007) 
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APPENDIX B - PROTOCOL FOR INITIAL INTERVIEW  

  Questions to be use in the teacher interviews may include but are not limited to the following:  
1.   Can you describe for me what your teaching experiences have been up until now? 
 School size (student population, grades) 
 School community 
 School climate  
2.    Tell me a little bit about the school you are teaching at now. 
3.    How long has your charter school been in existence? 
4.    What is the mission statement of your charter school? 
5.    Do you think your school is meeting the mission/goal? 
6.    Did your school describe the supervision process to you?  
7.    Did they describe what actually happened? 
8.   Can you describe in step-by-step chronology the teaching supervision process?    
9.    What is the role/title/position of the person who does the teacher supervising?  
            (Curriculum Coordinator, Consultant, Instructional Supervisor) 
10.    How would you describe your relationship with your teacher supervisor? 
11.  What type of evaluation was given?  
 (Formative or Summative, global or specific)  

Did the supervisor use a “three-phase process?” 
a) Planning for the observation of teaching 
b) Getting the most out of the observation period 

  c) Analyzing the teacher observed  
Does the school use a “four-stage model?” 

  a) Pre observation conference and planning for the observation 
  b) Observations 
  c) Analysis of the data 
  d) Post observation conference 
12.   How was the observation documented?  
 (Videotape, audio record, anecdotal notes, check list, etc.] 
13.   Can you describe for me the outcome based on your assessment? 
14.   How would you describe what the evaluator focused on? 
 Strong points of the lesson 
 Weak points in the lesson 
 Doubtful points not clearly understood 
15.   Can you tell me about what your last observation experience was like? 
 (Positive, negative, constructive, destructive)  
16.   Did you feel that you were provided with opportunities for growth? 
17.   Does your school provide any sort of follow-up to concerns that were addressed in your evaluation? 
18.   What, if anything, would you like to change about the teacher supervision process at your charter school? 
19.   How did you change as a result of the teacher supervisory process, instruction, attitude, etc. 
20.   Did you notice any difference in student achievement as a result of changes made in response to supervision? 
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APPENDIX C - RUBRIC A  
 
1) Type of Teacher supervision - Did the teacher help in any way in the planning?  How? 
2) Is the observation varied?  Was it an appointment, agreement, invitation or unannounced? 
3) Did the teacher know the teacher supervisor’s objectives for the observation? 
4) How effective/helpful did the teacher feel the observation (pre/post conference) was to their teaching?  Did the 
process generate the teacher making changes and what were those changes?  
5) Teacher supervisor’s manner/demeanor - was it friendly, open or supportive? 
6) Level of knowledge on implementing the supervision process - how confident was the teacher in their supervisor’s 
knowledge and skill set? 

 Pre-planning Observation  Post 
Conference 

Level of 
Effectiveness  

(as it applies to 
impacting teacher 

efficacy) 

Outcome from 
Observation  

(created changes to 
teacher’s techniques) 

     Type of 
Teacher 
Supervision  

0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 

 
 

    Observation’s 
Objectives  

0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 

 
 

    Level of 
Interaction 
between 
Teacher 
Supervisor & 
Supervisee 

0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 

     Teacher 
Supervisor’s 
knowledge of 
supervision 
process 

0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 

     Teacher 
Supervisor’s 
behavior/ 
demeanor 

0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 

  0 = None Existent  1 = Weak, Little   2 = Adequate 
  0 = Ineffective   1 = Somewhat Effective  2 = Effective 
  0 = No Guidance/direction 1 = Minimal Guidance/direction 2 = Guidance/direction 
To be measured: Time on Task (length & frequency)  
Timing Observations   
 

• Estimations from teachers for preplanning and post conferences. 
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RUBRIC B  
 
  

Indicator Fails  
to Meet 

Expectations 

Meets 
Expectations 

Supervision 
is 

Exemplary 

Insufficient 
Data 

Evidence 

Professionalism      

Managerial Skills      

Content 
Knowledge 

     

Preparation      

Technique      

Type of 
Supervision  
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APPENDIX D - PERMISSION TO AUDIOTAPE 

 
Principal Investigator: Professor Corrinne A.  Caldwell 
Student Investigator:   Ellen Berson 

Course Name:             Doctoral Dissertation 
Project Title:               Teacher Perspectives of Teacher Supervision Practices & Policies in Charter Schools 
 
Subject:_____________________________  Date:______________________ 
Log#: 
 
I give Student Investigator, Ellen Berson permission to audiotape me.  This audiotape will be used only for the 
following purpose: 
 
This audio tape will be used as a part of a research project being conducted through Temple University.  I have 
already given written consent for my participation in the research project.  At no time will my name nor the name of 
my school or any school affiliation be used. 
 
I agree to be audio taped during the time period: 
from _____________________________to__________________________________. 
 
HOW LONG WILL THE TAPES BE USED? 
from_______________________________to______________________________ 
 
The data will be stored for three years after the project is completed.  If it is to be stored longer additional approval 
from the Institutional Review Board must be sought. 
 
I understand that I can withdraw my permission at any time.  Upon my request, the audiotape(s) will no longer be 
used.  This will not affect my relationship with Temple University or Ellen Berson in any way.  I understand that I 
will not be paid for being audio taped or for the use of the audiotapes. 
 
If I want more information about the audiotape(s), or if I have questions or concerns at any time, I can contact: 
 
Student Investigator: Ellen Berson, 806 South 5th Street,  Philadelphia, PA 19147.  (267) 239-5677           
 
This form will be placed in my records and a copy will be kept by the person named above.  A copy will be given to 
me. 
 
Please print 
 
Subject’s Name: __________________________________________ 
 
Date:                   __________________________________________ 
 
Address:       __________________________________________ 
 
Phone:       __________________________________________ 
 
Subject’s Signature:________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX E - CONSENT FORM 
 
 
Title: Teachers’ Perspectives of Teacher Supervision Policies & Practices in Charter Schools in Pennsylvania 
Principal Investigator: Professor Corrinne A. Caldwell 
Investigator’s Name:       Ellen Berson 
          Doctoral Candidate 
          (267) 239-5677 
 
 
I am currently engaged in a study of teachers’ personal perspectives of teacher supervisory practices in charter 
schools.  To help me gain insight into this topic I am asking you to participate in one or more interviews in which you 
will be asked to describe your teaching/supervisory experiences. 
 
The data that you provide will also be audio recorded anonymously and your participation and anything you say 
during the interviews will be held in the strictest confidence.  The data will be stored in a secure cabinet until the 
completion of the study and then destroyed.  All identities in the final report will be disguised.  I welcome questions 
about research at any time.   
 
Your participation in the study is on a voluntary basis.  You may discontinue participating at any time with no 
consequence or penalty. 
 
Questions regarding your rights as a research subject may be directed to: 
    
   Mr.  Richard Thorn, 
   Office of the Vice President of Research 
   Institutional Review Board 
   Temple University 
   3400 N.  Broad Street 
   Philadelphia, PA 19140 
   (215) 707-3249 
 
Signing your name below indicates that you have read and understand the contents of this Consent Form and that you 
agree to take part in this study. 
 
 
 ____________________________________________________________________ 
        Participant’s Signature      Date 
 
 
 

___________________________________________________________________ 
 Student Investigator’s Signature     Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 


