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Abstract 

 With the continued growth of K-12 online learning, there is a need to train online 

instructors and understand professional development experiences that impact their success in 

teaching in K-12 blended and online environments. The purpose of this mixed-method case study 

was to gain insights on the long term impacts of the Kamehameha Schools Online Instructor 

Training Institute (OITI), seven to ten years later, of four teachers who became online 

instructors. Qualitative and quantitative methods were applied to take an in-depth look at how 

these teachers continued to integrate technology into their instruction, implemented distance 

learning instructional strategies, their perceived impact on students, and their perceived impact of 

their OITI experience. The findings of the study indicated teachers consistently applied their 

knowledge gained through integration of technology in their classrooms and implementing 

distance learning instructional strategies when teaching online. The OITI also impacted teachers’ 

perceptions and attitudes towards online learning positively, including recognition of their 

impact on students. The insights gained from this study resulted in recommendations for future 

trainings of K-12 online instructors and ideas for future research such as the need to personalize 

training for online instructors, learn more about professional learning communities, and conduct 

additional case studies relevant to training online instructors.       

 



 

iv 
 

 
Table of Contents 

 

Acknowledgments........................................................................................................................... ii 

Abstract .......................................................................................................................................... iii 

List of Tables ............................................................................................................................... viii 

List of Figures ............................................................................................................................... ix 

Chapter I ......................................................................................................................................... 1 

Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 1 

Kamehameha Schools Online Instructor Training Institute .................................................... 5 

Rationale for Study ................................................................................................................. 9 

Research Questions ............................................................................................................... 10 

Definition of Terms............................................................................................................... 11 

Chapter Summary ................................................................................................................. 13 

Chapter II ..................................................................................................................................... 14 

Review of Literature ............................................................................................................... 14 

What is Distance Learning? .................................................................................................. 14 

History of Distance Learning ................................................................................................ 15 

The Rise of Blended Learning .............................................................................................. 16 

Growth of K-12 Online Learning ......................................................................................... 19 

Standards and Guidelines for K-12 Online Learning ........................................................... 22 

Professional Development for K-12 Online Teachers .......................................................... 25 

Case Studies Focusing on Professional Development for K-12 Online Teachers ................ 31 

Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) Theory Base ............................ 32 

Thomas Guskey’s Model for Evaluating Professional Development Theory Base ............. 36 

Chapter Summary ................................................................................................................. 38 



 

v 
 

Chapter III.................................................................................................................................... 39 

Methodology ............................................................................................................................ 39 

The Case Study ..................................................................................................................... 40 

The Role of the Researcher ................................................................................................... 44 

Background and Beliefs of the Researcher ........................................................................... 45 

The Role of the Participants .................................................................................................. 47 

Site ........................................................................................................................................ 50 

Ensuring Quality and Credibility .......................................................................................... 51 

Research Instruments ............................................................................................................ 52 

Data Collection ..................................................................................................................... 52 

Data Analysis ........................................................................................................................ 57 

Chapter Summary ................................................................................................................. 60 

Chapter IV .................................................................................................................................... 61 

Case Study Report .................................................................................................................. 61 

Teacher 1: Lani ..................................................................................................................... 63 

Teacher 2: Kaila .................................................................................................................... 74 

Teacher 3: Jasmine ................................................................................................................ 86 

Teacher 4: Tara ..................................................................................................................... 96 

Chapter Summary ............................................................................................................... 105 

Chapter V.................................................................................................................................... 113 

Cross-Case Analysis .............................................................................................................. 113 

Research Question 1 ........................................................................................................... 114 

Research Question 2 ........................................................................................................... 124 

Research Question 3 ........................................................................................................... 128 

Research Question 4 ........................................................................................................... 129 

Chapter Summary ............................................................................................................... 131 



 

vi 
 

Chapter VI .................................................................................................................................. 134 

Discussion and Conclusion ................................................................................................... 134 

Discussion of Results .......................................................................................................... 135 

Limitations of the Study ..................................................................................................... 141 

Recommendation for Training Online Instructors .............................................................. 142 

Recommendation for Future Research ................................................................................ 144 

Conclusion    ....................................................................................................................... 145 

References .................................................................................................................................. 147 

Appendices ............................................................................................................................. 160 

Appendix A: Online Instructor Training Institute (OITI) Course Descriptions ................. 161 

Appendix B: International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) National Technology 

Standards (NETS) for Teachers - 2000 .......................................................... 168 

Appendix C:OITI Preliminary Evaluations ........................................................................ 170 

Appendix D:The History of Distance Learning Infographic .............................................. 173 

Appendix E: Blended Learning Models .............................................................................. 177 

Appendix F: Keeping Pace with K-12 Online & Blended Learning 2013 State-supported 

Supplemental Option:Program Type and Enrollments Relative to High  

School Population .......................................................................................... 179 

Appendix G: Thomas Guskey’s Five Levels of Professional Development Evaluation ...... 181 

Appendix H: Kamehameha Schools A‘o Makua and A‘o Kumu Distance Learning  

Programs ........................................................................................................ 183 

Appendix I: University of Hawai‘i Human Subjects Research Form ................................. 186 

Appendix J: Agreement to Participate Consent Form ........................................................ 188 

Appendix K: Participant Demographics Survey ................................................................. 190 

Appendix L: Technology Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) Instrument ............. 193 

Appendix M: Open-Ended Qualitative Interview Instrument ............................................. 199 



 

vii 
 

Appendix N: ISTE National Technology Standards(NETS) for Teachers (2008)  

Instrument ....................................................................................................... 202 

Appendix O: International Association for K-12 Online Learning (iNACOL) Standards  

for Quality Online Teaching Instrument ........................................................ 215 

Appendix P: Janet Salmon’s E-Interview Research Framework ........................................ 245 

Appendix Q: Data Collection & Analysis Plan Checklist .................................................. 247 

 

 
 

 



 

viii 
 

List of Tables 

Table 1.  Percentages Classifying Blended Learning ................................................................... 16 

Table 2.  Administrator Perspective on How Online Learning Helps Address  

District Challenges ......................................................................................................... 21 

Table 3.  Participant Demographics .............................................................................................. 50 

Table 4.  Data Collection Time Table ........................................................................................... 53 

Table 5.  Research Questions Aligned with Theories, Concepts and Instruments ....................... 58 

Table 6.  Data Analysis Time Table ............................................................................................. 60 

Table 7.  Lani’s Mean Scores for ISTE Teacher Technology Standards Self-Assessment .......... 67 

Table 8.  Lani’s Mean Scores for iNACOL Standards for Quality Online Teaching  

Self-Assessment ............................................................................................................. 70 

Table 9.  Kaila’s Mean Scores for ISTE Teacher Technology Standards Self-Assessment ......... 79 

Table 10.  Kaila’s Mean Scores for iNACOL Standards for Quality Online Teaching  

Self-Assessment .......................................................................................................... 82 

Table 11.  Jasmine’s Mean Scores for ISTE Teacher Technology Standards Self-Assessment .. 90 

Table 12.  Jasmine’s Mean Scores for iNACOL Standards for Quality Online Teaching  

 Self-Assessment ........................................................................................................... 93 

Table 13.  Tara’s Mean Scores for ISTE Teacher Technology Standards Self-Assessment ...... 100 

Table 14.  Tara’s Mean Scores for iNACOL Standards for Quality Online Teaching  

Self-Assessment ......................................................................................................... 102 

Table 15.  Individual Participant Analysis Qualitative Summary .............................................. 109 

Table 16.  Cross-Case Analysis Summary .................................................................................. 132 

  



 

ix 
 

List of Figures 

Figure 1.  States with Multi-district Fully Online Schools in 2012 ................................................ 2 

Figure 2.  Dick and Carey Instructional System Design Model ..................................................... 7 

Figure 3.  Technology Diagram for Developing Web Courses at Kamehameha Schools .............. 7 

Figure 4.  The Online Instructor Training Institute (OITI) Course and Hands-on Training 

Offerings ......................................................................................................................... 9 

Figure 5.  The Defining Dimensions of Blended Learning Models ............................................. 18 

Figure 6.  5 Year Retrospective on Student Interest in Taking an Online Course ........................ 20 

Figure 7.  Parent Perspective on the Benefits of Online Learning for Their Child ...................... 20 

Figure 8.  Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) Model  ............................ 33 

Figure 9.  Basic Types of Designs for Case Studies ..................................................................... 42 

Figure 10.  Lani’s Mean Scores for the TPACK Self-Assessment ............................................... 65 

Figure 11.  Kaila’s Mean Scores for the TPACK Self-Assessment ............................................. 77 

Figure 12.  Jasmine’s Mean Scores for the TPACK Self-Assessment ......................................... 88 

Figure 13.  Tara’s Mean Scores for the TPACK Self-Assessment ............................................... 98 

Figure 14.  Teachers’ Compiled TPACK Highest Mean Scores ................................................ 116 

Figure 15.  Strongest TPACK Self-Designation by Teachers .................................................... 117 

Figure 16.  Teachers’ Compiled TPACK Lowest Mean Scores ................................................. 119 

Figure 17.  Weakest TPACK Self-Designation by Teachers ...................................................... 120 

Figure 18.  Strongest ISTE Self-Designation by Teachers  ........................................................ 122 

Figure 19.  Weakest ISTE Self-Designation by Teachers .......................................................... 123 

Figure 20.  Strongest iNACOL Self-Designation by Teachers ................................................... 125 

Figure 21.  Weakest iNACOL Self-Designation by Teachers .................................................... 127 

Figure 22.  Teachers’ Compiled Blended and Online Learning Spectrum ................................. 130 



 

1 
 

Chapter I 

Introduction 

Over the last decade, the concept of distance learning as a viable option for student 

learning has become an accepted norm. During an online presentation in 2008, Susan Patrick, 

International Association for K-12 Online Learning (iNACOL’s) Chief Executive Officer (CEO) 

and former Director of the Office of Educational Technology (2000) at the United States (U.S.) 

Department of Education (D.O.E.) stated that distance learning was predicated by the World 

Future Society, a society that looks in-depth at various happenings that may shape the future,  as 

one of the top 10 breakthroughs transforming life over the next 20 to 30 years (Patrick, 2008). 

Clayton Christensen, Harvard Business Professor and author, made a bold predication in his 

popular book, Disrupting Class, 50% of all U.S. high school classes will be delivered online by 

2019 (Christensen, Horn, & Johnson, 2009). In addition, annual online Speak Up surveys 

conducted by Project Tomorrow, an organization that conducts national educational research 

projects focused on preparing students for tomorrow’s society, published a five year review of 

online learning growth in 2012. The report indicated continual widespread growth in online 

learning, with 69% of administrators and 50% of middle school students supporting online 

course requirements and one-third of parents supporting increased investments in online learning 

(Project Tomorrow, 2012).   

Based upon international, national and local trends, distance learning has grown.  

Internationally, many countries such as Australia, China, Finland, Hong Kong, India, New 

Zealand, Singapore, Turkey and the United Kingdom have engaged in online and blended 

learning strategies and initiatives at the national or government level (Barbour, et al., 2011). 

Nationally, in the K-12 arena, Keeping Pace with K-12 Online Learning, an established 
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referenced source for distance learning, indicated in numerous publications that online learning 

continues to experience growth. In the most recent Keeping Pace publication (Watson, Murin, 

Vashaw, Gemin & Rapp, 2013), 30 states have fully online schools serving an estimated 310,000 

K-12 students (Figure 1). Furthermore, in 2006, Michigan became the first state to require 

students to complete an online course for high school graduation followed implementation in 

Alabama, Florida, and Virginia by 2013. Two additional states, North Carolina and Arkansas, are 

implementing the online course requirement in 2014 (Watson, et al., 2013). 

 

Figure 1. United States with Multi-district Fully Online Schools in 2013.  By Watson, J., Murin, 
A., Vashaw, L., Gemin, B., & Rapp, C. (2013). Keeping Pace with K-12 Online & Blended 
Learning: An Annual Review of Policy and Practice. Colorado: EverGreen Consulting 
Associates for iNACOL. 
 



 

3 
 

Locally, within the State of Hawai‘i, the legislature through Act 275 in 2007, established 

the Hawai‘i Online Task Force, which resulted in the creation of the Hawai‘i Virtual Learning 

Network (HVLN) to expand online courses offerings to Hawai‘i’s students statewide across all 

islands. The key partners of HVLN are the D.O.E., E-School, Myron B. Thompson Academy 

and the University of Hawai‘i Online Learning Academy (Hawai'i Virtual Learning Network,  

2014). In 2007, the Hawai‘i D.O.E.’s strategic plan (Hawai‘i D.O.E., 2007) indicated the desired 

goal of improving student achievement through standard-based education with one of the 

measures referencing the increase of students enrolled in online courses from a baseline of 500 

students in school year (SY) 06-07 to 10,000 in SY 10-11. In the most recent revised strategic 

plan update in 2012 (Hawai‘i D.O.E., 2012), the revised overall goal of having 80% students 

planning to attend college and obtaining the 10th rank in the nation in jobs requiring post-

secondary degrees did not specifically mention the increase of enrollment for online courses.  

However, with D.O.E.’s E-School continual operation in support of the 2007 Act 275, online 

learning continues to be available for all public school students in Hawai‘i. Alongside D.O.E.’s 

E-School, other public charter schools operating blended schools (part-time online, part-time on-

site) include Myron B. Thompson Academy, an expansion of E-School (Myron B. Thompson 

Academy, 2014), Hawai‘i Technology Academy (Hawai'i Technology Academy, 2014), 

Laupahoehoe Public Charter School (Laupahoehoe Public Charter School, 2014), and Kihei 

Charter School (Kihei Charter School, 2014). Various independent schools with the State of 

Hawai‘i have also explored participation in online consortiums such as Online School for Girls 

consortium for La Pietra Hawai‘i School for Girls, St. Andrew’s Priory School and Sacred 

Hearts Academy (Online School for Girls, 2014). Punahou School, similar to other schools, 

embarked in online learning joining the Global Online Academy consortium (Punahou School, 
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2014). A review of these school Web sites related to the main drivers for the offering of blended 

and online programs indicate a desire for creating innovative education environments to 

personalize instruction to meet individual student needs, prepare students for college, increase 

accessibility to a variety of courses that may not be currently available at their school, and to 

increase student engagement and academic achievement (Hawaiʻi  D.O.E. E-School, 2014; La 

Pietra, 2014; St. Andrews Priory, 2014; Punahou School, 2014).   

As K-12 online learning continued to expand in the late 2000s (iNACOL, 2012), the 

demand for high quality online teachers increased along with the need for quality professional 

development and training to ensure a solid teaching force for online learning (Davis & Rose, 

2007; U.S. D.O.E., 2010). Providing quality distance learning courses for students to access at 

any time is a challenge. There are few models guiding the development of professional 

development programs geared towards training teachers transitioning to become effective 

distance learning instructors and not much literature base to provide solid pedagogical 

requirements to assist in designing these types of programs (Childs & Crichton, 2004). To date, 

there continues to be limited numbers of studies focused specifically on teachers who teach 

online (Dawley, Rice & Hinck, 2010; Kennedy & Archambault, 2012; Kennedy, K., Tysinger, 

T., Baley, C. & LaFrance, J., 2013).  According to Robert Blomeyer (2002), when teachers are 

“provided with quality professional development opportunities and supervised online clinical 

experience, good traditional teachers also can become effective facilitators of online learning.” 

He also recommended that certified, experienced teachers who wish to become online instructors 

should be required to complete a professional development program ensuring competency as an 

online instructor. An enormous amount of training, planning and organization time is required of 

an online instructor to develop and deliver distance learning courses. 



 

5 
 

Kamehameha Schools Online Instructor Training Institute 

Kamehameha Schools (KS) is a private, non-profit institution founded by the legacy of a 

Hawaiian Princess, great-granddaughter of Kamehameha the Great, Bernice Pauahi Bishop (KS, 

2013). The school’s mission is to fulfill Princess Pauahi’s desire to create educational 

opportunities in perpetuity to improve the capability and well-being of people of Hawaiian 

ancestry (KS, 2000). Kamehameha Schools’ current (2000 to 2015) and future (2015 to 2040) 

strategic plan and vision continues to focus on the will left by Pauahi in staying committed to 

education that will support “good and industrious men and women” (KS, 2000, p. 2; KS 

Strategic Vision, 2014). 

In an effort to expand educational opportunities to reach more learners regardless of 

physical location, since 2003, Kamehameha Schools Distance Learning (KSDL) transitioned 

from Cable TV course offerings to providing online opportunities for high school students, 

parents and educators (KSDL, 2010). Before online programs could be launched, there was a 

need to build capacity and provide the school with the capability to translate cultural content and 

curricular expertise of staff into distance learning opportunities for students (Mersberg, 2003). 

With a limited pool of teachers with the necessary skills to facilitate quality online courses, 

KSDL collaborated with the University of Hawai‘i's (UH) Educational Technology Department 

within the College of Education to offer professional development courses that would be revised 

and adapted to encourage integration of culturally-appropriate approaches throughout the 

training experience. The goals of the program included: 

• Increasing the number of teachers who work with Hawaiian learners to be trained in 

distance learning technologies and strategies. 

• Increasing the number of online courses that Kamehameha Schools could offer. 
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• Improving the quality of instruction by encouraging the use of research-based 

pedagogical and instructional practices that result in student achievement. 

• Supporting the goals of the KS Strategic Plan by providing training to teachers of 

Hawaiian children and expanding educational outreach. 

In 2004, the Online Instructor Training Institute (OITI) was launched, a year-long 

professional development opportunity that was offered to increase the number of teachers 

working with Hawaiian learners to be familiarized and trained in distance learning pedagogy and 

technologies. The target audiences for the OITI were in-service teachers interested in learning 

more about the integration of technology in the classroom and becoming distance learning 

instructors. These teachers were also interested in learning about instructional and pedagogical 

practices relevant to blended and online learning.   

Developments of the OITI courses were based upon Dick and Carey’s (1996) 

Instructional Design Model (Figure 2). The main reason for using a systematic instructional 

development model was to ensure scaffolding of content, concepts and technology skills to 

obtain the desired goal of trained teachers capable of developing and facilitating distance 

learning curriculum effectively (Figure 3).   
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Figure 2. Dick and Carey’s instructional system design model describing phases that begin with 
needs assessment and ending with conducting summative evaluation. By Dick, W., & Carey, L. 
(1996). The Systematic Design of Instruction (4th ed.). New York:  Longman. 
 

  
Figure 3. A technology flow chart diagram for developing Web courses at Kamehameha 
Schools, adapted and modified from Cal State Sacramento’s Technology Diagram in 2003. 
 

There were a total of two educational technology college credit and two professional 

development credit courses offered (Appendix A). All OITI courses integrated the National 

Educational Technology Standards for Teachers (ISTE, 2000); standards developed by the 
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International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) identifying essential performance 

indicators teachers needed to be successful in the changing nature of education impacted by the 

emerging technologies (Appendix B). This ensured promotion of effective technology 

implementation, the initial set of skills essential to becoming a successful distance learning 

instructor. The second phase of instruction involved distance learning pedagogy and technology 

skills required for development and facilitation of interactive curriculum for online learning. 

Throughout the OITI, participant teachers were instructed in a blended distance learning model 

with the majority of their coursework completed in an asynchronous online learning environment 

combined with two face-to-face meetings (course beginning and ending) along with five to six 

synchronous video conference sessions and one to two online synchronous sessions for each 

credit college course. This provided participating teachers the opportunity to experience content 

delivery through a variety of distance learning delivery modes to gain additional perspectives as 

a distance learner while enrolled in the program. The two hands-on trainings provided prior to 

each college credit course were completed in a face-to-face and synchronous video conference 

sessions (for participants on the neighbor islands) due to the technical nature and need for 

immediate technical support of a variety of instructional technologies introduced.   
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Figure 4. The Online Instructor Training Institute (OITI) blended course offerings. Note that the 
hands-on training sessions were included after the first cohort offering based upon participant 
feedback and the instructor wanting to provide sufficient time for technology hands-on training 
to supplement the college credit courses.  
 
Rationale for Study 

After offering three cohorts in the years 2004-2007, 32 teachers were serviced with a 

71% completion rate (Hirata, 2007). Preliminary evaluation of the two college credit educational 

technology courses indicated on average knowledge increase of participants in all topics covered 

in both courses (Appendix C). Due to unplanned organizational transitions, further 

comprehensive data analysis of the OITI was not completed after the offering of three cohorts. 

Upon successful completion of the OITI program, a select group of seven teachers, based upon 

their interest and online teaching readiness, were invited to continue their involvement in 

distance learning opportunities through full time or part-time contract work. This required them 

to regularly implement and build upon skills and concepts learned in the OITI. Informal 

conversations throughout the years later with various graduates of the OITI program led me, the 

researcher, to believe they continued to integrate the concepts and skills they had learned in the 

OITI within their face-to-face classroom and online environment.   

Introduction to 
Technology 

Integration for 
Educators  

(hands-on training)  
2 B-Credits 

ETEC 415 
Technology for 

Teachers  
3 College Credits 

Introduction to 
Distance Learning 

Technologies 
(hands-on training) 

2 B-Credits 

ETEC 649 
Development of 
Online Courses 

3 College Credits 
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Since 2007, the OITI courses have been incorporated and revised into a new program 

titled A‘o Kumu (translated to mean teachers learning and sharing their knowledge) to expand 

course offerings to educators interested in professional development opportunities to explore 

how to seamlessly integrate Hawaiian culture-based education and 21st century skills into their 

curriculum supported by a dynamic professional learning community (KSDL, 2014). With the 

revision, there was an increased emphasis on seamless integration of culture-based education 

with 21st century skills, such as critical thinking, problem solving, communication and 

collaboration. Although the OITI program itself no longer exists, there is currently a desire to 

discover and learn more about how graduates of the program are doing, including how they are 

applying the skills they have learned to impact student learning. The purpose of this study was to 

provide insight on potential long term impacts of the OITI professional development experience 

to improve K-12 online professional development training programs for educators.   

Research Questions  

 There were several research questions that guided this study. 

1. How does the OITI professional development experience continue to impact teachers and 

their integration of technology into their curriculum in a blended environment? 

2. How does the OITI professional development experience continue to impact teachers 

implementing distance learning instructional strategies in an online environment? 

3. How do teachers who completed the OITI perceive themselves impacting their students 

as a result of the professional development training? 

4. What is the impact of the professional development experience as perceived by teachers 

who completed the OITI and are now online instructors? 
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Definition of Terms 

A variety of distance learning terms are mentioned throughout this study. A list of 

definitions from the United States Distance Learning Association (USDLA) (Simonson, 2008), 

Learning Circuits (Kaplan-Leiserson, 2007), and The Glossary of Education Reform (Great 

Schools Partnership, 2014) Web sites are provided for clarification purposes.  

• Asynchronous learning - learning in which interaction between instructors and students 

occurs intermittently with a time delay. Examples are self-paced courses taken via the 

Internet or CD-ROM, Q&A mentoring, online discussion groups, and email.  

• Blended learning - A class that is conducted both by face-to-face classroom meetings and 

distance learning activities. 

• Blog – An extension of the personal Web site consisting of regular journal-like entries 

posted on a Web page for public viewing. Blogs usually contain links to other Web sites 

along with the thoughts, comments, and personality of the blog’s creator. 

• Digital tools – Emerging tools used for instruction such as research, collaboration, and 

knowledge sharing 

• Discussion postings - forums on the Internet or an intranet where users can post messages 

for others to read. 

• Distance learning - A term for the physical separation of teachers and learners that has 

become popular in recent years. While used interchangeably with distance education, 

distance learning puts the emphasis on the learner and is especially appropriate when 

students take on greater responsibility for their learning as is frequently the case when 

doing so from a distance. The desired outcome of distance education, i.e., learning at a 

distance.  
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• Hybrid – mixed method of face-to-face and online learning; sometimes referenced as 

blended learning 

• Online Learning - Learning delivered by Web-based or Internet-based technologies. 

• Learning management system (LMS) – software that automates the administration of 

training. The LMS registers users, tracks courses in a catalog, records data from learners; 

and provides reports to management. An LMS is typically designed to handle courses by 

multiple publishers and providers. It usually doesn't include its own authoring 

capabilities; instead, it focuses on managing courses created by a variety of other sources. 

• Professional learning community (PLC) – a group of educators that meets regularly, 

shares expertise, and works collaboratively to improve teaching skills and the academic 

performance of students.  

• Synchronous learning - a real-time, instructor-led online learning event in which all 

participants are logged on at the same time and communicate directly with each other. In 

this online classroom setting, the instructor maintains control of the class, with the ability 

to "call on" participants.  

• Video conference – using video and audio signals to link participants at different and 

remote locations. 

• Virtual school - a state approved and/or regionally accredited school that offers credit 

courses through distance learning methods that include Internet-based delivery. 

For a comprehensive list of online learning definitions, the International Association for K-12 

Online Learning completed a project to provide a resource to those interested in blended and 

online learning (iNACOL, 2011c). 
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Chapter Summary 

 This first chapter began with an introduction to the growth of distance learning, followed 

by background on the OITI, including rationale for the study and research questions that would 

guide this study. The next chapter focuses on the literature review as it pertains to this study.   
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Chapter II 

Review of Literature 

 In this qualitative research study, I conducted case studies of K-12 educators who 

completed the KS OITI teacher professional development program. Therefore, this literature 

review focuses specifically on topic areas relevant to existing research and theory as it related to 

these teacher participants and their educational setting. The broad topic areas covered include: a) 

definitions of distance learning, b) the history of distance learning, c) the rise of blended 

learning, d) the growth of K-12 online learning, e) standards and guidelines for K-12 online 

learning, and d) professional development for K-12 online teachers. Lastly, an in-depth look at 

the TPACK theoretical framework is discussed as it relates to the methodology of this study.  

What is Distance Learning? 

Due to the changing nature of technology, the definition of distance learning continued to 

change in the late 1990s (Phipps & Merisotis, 1999). Various states even have variations in their 

definition of distance learning. When analyzing the different state definitions, the common 

description references “an instructional process during which the student and faculty member are 

separated by space, time, or both for some portion of the course (50-75% or greater)” (Florida 

Virtual Campus, n.d., p. 1). In 2001, the University of Connecticut faculty (King, Young, 

Drivere-Richmond, & Schrader, 2001, p. 8), after a lengthy research, created a definition that 

also included a focus on the effect of distance learning on learners, “…improved capabilities in 

knowledge and/or behaviors as a result of mediated experiences that are constrained by time 

and/or distance…” The current definition, as described earlier in the USDLA glossary 

summarized, is when a learner is “physically separated from their teacher when learning” with 

the emphasis on the learner (Simonson, 2008, p. 46). This definition is consistent with the 



 

15 
 

definition stated in Merriam-Webster’s Dictionary (2013, p. 1), referencing “education that takes 

place via electronic media linking instructors and students who are not together in a classroom.”   

History of Distance Learning 

It is hard to imagine that distance learning worldwide began more than a century ago 

beginning with short hand correspondence courses in 1728 (Anglia Ruskin University, 2013).  

Universities such as the University of Chicago and University of Wisconsin began creating 

correspondence courses for mass enrollment in the late 1800s (Simonson, Smaldino, Albright, 

Zvacek, 2006). In the early 1920s, there were 200 plus radio educational stations nationwide 

with numerous Pennsylvania radio stations owned by Pennsylvania State (Pennsylvania 

Historical & Museum Commission, 2002). By 1934, University of Iowa was the first university 

to utilize television for teaching and learning (Osborne & Coltman, 2012). In 1969, the first 

distance learning Open University was established primarily using radio and television for 

content delivery (Anglia Ruskin University, 2013). By 1986, Pennsylvania State University 

alongside other universities offered computer-based courses with audio conferencing (Osborne & 

Coltman, 2012).  

 At the beginning of the 21st century, 2000 to present, online enrollments in higher 

education continued to grow fairly steadily with 6.7 million plus students, 31% of all higher 

education students, taking at least 1 online course by 2011 (Allen & Seaman, 2011) resulting in 

more than 7 in 10 public and for-profit colleges offering full academic programs online 

(Lederman, 2013). With the steady growth of online learning in higher education, K-12 online 

learning also grew, evidenced by the founding of Florida Virtual School in 1997, the United 

States’ (U.S.) first state-wide Internet-based public high school (FLVS, 2013). To view a 



 

16 
 

detailed history of distance learning, reference Appendix D’s infographic (Osborne & Coltman, 

2012).   

The Rise of Blended Learning 

 With the continual growth of online learning in higher education and the increase in 

technology integration, the term blended learning; defined as the blend between face-to-face 

traditional classroom instruction and online learning, appeared in the University of Central 

Florida’s research (Dziuban, Hartman & Moskal, 2004). According to iNACOL, the term online 

learning can encompass both distance learning and blended learning (Watson, 2008, p. 5). 

Although the definition of blended meaning varies to an extent, the widely accepted percentages 

that classify blended learning, also sometimes known as hybrid learning, is between 30-79% 

(Allen, Seaman, & Garrett, 2007). 

Table 1. 

Percentages Classifying Blended Learning 

    
Note. By Allen, E., Seaman, J. & Garrett, J. (2007). Blending In: The Extent and Promise of 
Blended Education in the United States. CAL Babson Survey Research Group for The Sloan 
Consortium. 
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To date, the term blended learning continues to be explored with many researchers attempting to 

clarify the definition of blended learning (Allen, Seaman, & Garrett, 2007; Staker & Horn, 

2012), with a main focus of engaging and increasing interactions among students by shifting the 

teaching instruction from lecture to student-centered learning while providing flexibility in the 

physical location during student learning (Dziuban, Hartman & Moskal, 2004; Horn & Darrow, 

2012).  

In the research of over 80 programs, Staker & Horn (2012), classified four different types 

of blended models (Appendix E) all in the middle of the spectrum between traditional face-to-

face and online learning. When looking closely at the intent of blended and online learning, the 

skill sets required of a teacher for online learning has shown to have a positive impact on face-to-

face instruction (Blackboard, 2009), resulting in blended learning serving as a step for teachers’ 

engagement towards online learning (Watson, Murin, Vashaw, Gemin & Rapp, 2011). This is 

supported by further exploration of the dimensions of blended learning models shown below in 

the Keeping Pace with K-12 Online Learning 2011 report (Figure 5). In order for teachers to 

shift in the spectrum from less blended to more blended instruction, the curriculum needs to also 

shift online with increased flexibility of student physical location and attendance requirements. 

The student also has more control of their learning with less reliance on the physical presence of 

their teacher (Watson, Murin, Vashaw, Gemin, & Rapp, 2011). 
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Figure 5. Blended Learning Models. This figure provides an in-depth view of the levels of 
blended learning ranging from less to mostly online instruction and characteristics driving the 
changing roles of educators within these ranges. By Watson, J., Murin, A., Vashaw, L., Gemin, 
B., & Rapp, C. (2011). Keeping Pace with K-12 Online Learning: An Annual Review of Policy 
and Practice.  Colorado: EverGreen Consulting Associates for iNACOL.  
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Growth of K-12 Online Learning 

By 2010, public schools in the U. S. reported approximately 1.8 million K-12 enrollments 

in distance learning courses, of which 74% were from high schools (Queen & Lewis, 2011). 

These estimates did not include additional students enrolled in full-time online/virtual schools, 

estimated at approximately 200,000 by school year 2009-2010 (iNACOL, 2012). By 2013, there 

were approximately, 743,728 course enrollments in 27 virtual schools, resulting in an increase of 

17% in comparison to the prior year (Watson, et al., 2013) with Florida Virtual School leading 

other states with the most course enrollments and highest ratio of students to state population 

(Appendix F). In addition, four states currently require students to complete minimally one 

online course in order to graduate: Alabama, Florida, Michigan, and Virginia (Watson, et al., 

2013) with the intention of preparing high school students with 21st century skills for college and 

future careers (Sheehy, K., 2012).  

There are many potential benefits impacting the growth of K-12 online learning. 

According to middle and high school students who responded to the Speak Up survey, the 

interests of students to enroll in online courses have increased since 2007 as evidenced in Figure 

6 (Project Tomorrow, 2012). Their perceived top five benefits included scheduling, control of 

learning, work at own pace, college credit and review of materials amongst other factors (Project 

Tomorrow, 2011a).  
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Figure 6. 5 Year Retrospective on Student Interest in Taking an Online Course. This figure 
provides a comparison of middle and high school students and their increased interest in 
enrolling in online courses since 2007. By Project Tomorrow and Blackboard. (2012). Learning 
in the 21st Century: A 5 Year Retrospective on the Growth in Online Learning. Irvine, CA. 
 
According to parents, the top six perceived benefits of online learning for their child included the 

ability to work at his/her child’s own pace, to review course materials repetitive times as needed, 

to enroll in courses that were not offered to their child at his/her school, to obtain college credit 

for advanced courses, to increase their child’s motivation or engagement in the course material, 

and to receive more individualized attention from their child’s teacher (Project Tomorrow, 

2012). 

 
Figure 7. Parent Perspectives on the Benefits of Online Learning for Their Child.  This figure 
provides an overview of the reasons parents enroll their children in online learning. By Project 
Tomorrow and Blackboard. (2012). Learning in the 21st Century: A 5 Year Retrospective on the 
Growth in Online Learning. Irvine, CA. 
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In addition, according to U.S. administrators surveyed in 2011, the top five perceived reasons for 

offering online learning to address their school challenges included eliminating costs associated 

with textbooks, keeping students engaged in school, providing classes in areas that were difficult 

to staff, providing personalized instruction to students and offering academic remediation to 

students (Project Tomorrow, 2012).   

Table 2. 

Administrator Perspective on How Online Learning Helps Address District Challenges 

 
Note. This table provides a comparison since 2009 of the reasons U.S. high school administrators 
offer fully online or blended learning programs. By Project Tomorrow and Blackboard. (2012). 
Learning in the 21st Century: A 5 Year Retrospective on the Growth in Online Learning. Irvine, 
CA. 
 

Along with numerous benefits, there are also online learning issues and challenges. Many 

of the issues revolve around the existing educational policies and funding that do not fully 

address online learning needs. Instead of developing specific online learning policies, some 

states revised traditional educational policies to accommodate online learning needs, which 

resulted in limitations impacting expansion and growth of online schools, such as limited funding 

and enrollment caps for online schools (Wicks, 2010). In addition, there are many untrue myths 

related to online learning such as referencing online learning as high tech courses with no 

interaction, no teacher involvement, and easy to pass or easy environments to cheat in (Wicks, 

2010).   
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To ensure continual growth of K-12 online learning and address challenges, iNACOL 

developed several strategic priorities which will include advocating for state and federal policy 

frameworks to support online learning, partnering with leading online and blended learning 

providers to develop quality assurance standards, and developing new learning models through 

research that will support college and career readiness for all students (iNACOL, 2012).   

Standards and Guidelines for K-12 Online Learning 

 With the continual growth of K-12 online learning, the U.S. D.O.E. conducted a meta-

analysis review of 50 online learning research studies (43 of which were of research with older 

learners) to evaluate the effectiveness of online learning in comparison to traditional face-to-face 

instruction in addition to identifying practices and conditions associated with effective online 

learning (Means, Toyama, Murphy, Bakia, Jones, 2010). Although results showed that online 

students performed moderately better than traditional face-to-face students, there were minimal 

rigorous research studies focused on the effectiveness of online learning for K-12 students. 

Detailed results included an “average effect size of +0.20 favoring online conditions…and the 

mean difference between online and face-to-face conditions across the 50 contrasts was 

statistically significant at the p<001 level” (Means, Toyama, Murphy, Bakia, Jones, 2010, p. 

xiv). Footnotes of the meta-analysis indicated the “effect sizes of 0.20 was considered ‘small’… 

and the p-value indicated the likelihood that an effect size of this or larger would be found by 

chance if the two populations being studied and compared did not differ” (Means, Toyama, 

Murphy, Bakia, Jones, 2010, p. xiv).   

To ensure quality online learning, the U.S. D.O.E.’s National Educational Technology Plan 

encourages engaging and empowering learning experiences. Besides a core set of standards-

based concepts and competencies that students should learn, students and educators are 



 

23 
 

encouraged to utilize various options for engagement in learning, such as “large groups, small 

groups, and work tailored to the individual goals, needs, interests, and prior experience of each 

learner” (U.S. D.O.E., 2010, p. x). Various standards-based competencies (Rice, 2012) and 

educational frameworks that impact online education include: 

• State learning standards (e.g. Common Core) 

• Partnership for 21st Century Skills (P21) Learning Framework  

• International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) Standards 

• National Education Association (NEA) Guides 

• Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) Standards 

• International Association for K-12 Online Learning (iNACOL) Standards 

Cognizant of President Obama’s request to “develop standards and assessments that don’t simply 

measure whether students can fill in a bubble on a test, but whether they possess 21st century 

skills like problem-solving and critical thinking” (U.S. D.O.E., 2010, p. 26), these standards-

based competencies and frameworks were developed to address two major issues related to 

standards for online learning: 1) meeting state learning standards through alignment of online 

course content to standards, and 2) addressing specific online course quality standards through 

iNACOL (Wicks, 2010).   

The iNACOL standards were developed in alignment and endorsement of SREB and 21st 

Century Skills (iNACOL, 2011a). The three sets of standards included: 

1. iNACOL  Standards for Quality Online Programs 

2. iNACOL Standards for Quality Online Courses 

3. iNACOL Standards for Quality Online Teaching   
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Similar to U.S. D.O.E.’s desire to “provide all learners with online access to effective teaching 

and better learning opportunities…” (U.S. D.O.E., 2010, p. 49), iNACOL developed standards to 

ensure all students had access to quality education. The standards for quality online programs 

focuses on providing states, districts and programs with a set of guidelines in categories such as 

leadership, instruction, content, support services and evaluation. The standards for quality online 

courses provide a means to evaluate course quality and implementation of best practices. 

Categories include content, instructional design, student assessment, technology course 

evaluation and support. The standards for quality online teaching specifically focus on online 

teaching (iNACOL, 2011b). Eleven standards for online teaching include the teacher:  

1. Knowing primary concepts and structures of effective online instruction. 

2. Understanding and able to use a range of technologies for effective support of student 

learning and engagement. 

3. Planning, designing, and incorporating strategies to encourage active learning, 

application, interaction, participation and collaboration. 

4. Promoting student success through clear expectations, prompt responses, and regular 

feedback. 

5. Modeling, guiding and encouraging legal, ethical, and safe behavior (academic integrity 

and appropriate use) related to technology use. 

6. Cognizant of diversity of student academic needs and incorporates accommodations. 

7. Demonstrates competencies in creating and implementing assessment that ensure validity 

and reliability of the instruments and procedures. 
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8. Develops and delivers assessments, projects, and assignments that meet standards-based 

learning goals and assess learning progress through measuring student achievement of the 

learning goals. 

9. Demonstrates competency in using data from various sources to modify content and to 

guide student learning. 

10. Interacts in a professional, effective manner with colleagues, parents, and other members 

of the community to support students’ success. 

11. Arranges media and content to help students and teachers transfer knowledge most 

effectively in the online environment. 

These eleven iNACOL standards for quality online teaching are standards specifically relevant to 

this case study research. The other iNACOL standards for quality online program and quality 

online courses, although not as relevant to this study, are considered important to distance 

learning professionals.  

Professional Development for K-12 Online Teachers 

There are many key articles and relevant findings that promote the understanding of 

professional development for online instructors that impact their successes. As early as 1992, 

researchers Palloff & Pratt (1999) looked into the differences between traditional and online 

teaching in higher education. The differences such as the need for advanced planning, change of 

faculty and student roles with a focus on facilitative teaching, and need for ongoing teaching and 

student support (Palloff & Pratt, 1999) resulted in the development of distance teaching 

competencies (Cyrs, 1997; Schoenfield-Tacher & Persichitte, 2000; Spector & Teja, 2001; 

Goodyear, Salmon, Spector & Steeples, 2001; Spector, Klein, Fields, Teja, Grabowski, Sim, & 

Visser, 2002). When comparing online and classroom teaching activities, Spector & Teja  
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(2001) highlighted the differences in teaching activities that resulted in the diverse location of 

teachers and students, use of technology, communication methods and learning that is student 

centered vs. teacher centered. Spector & Teja (2001) also noted that online teaching 

competencies were most likely developed due to low quality online teaching and there was a 

need to address this challenge. 

Since the development of distance teaching competencies, between the years 2002-2003, 

there was a focus on quality professional development for online teachers. Numerous research 

studies focusing on the skill sets and preparation of online teachers were published (Barker, 

2002; Bordelon & Hinson, 2002; MacLachlan, 2002; Yu, 2003). A summary of findings 

included the need for teachers to have: 

• Positive attitude toward distance education.   

• Technical skills to teach in an environment. 

• Pedagogical skills that focus on student-centered instruction online, including 

instructional design skills taking into consideration the content, learner, and 

strategies to successfully teach and assess students. 

• Organizational skills to ensure curriculum is organized in a way that allows 

students to interact in an organized format. 

• Support from administrators and technical staff to assist teachers and students 

throughout the course. 

In 2004, most of online teacher professional development research focused on higher 

education (Kearsley & Blomeyer, 2004). With only a few professional development models to 

train K-12 online teachers, the emergence of online teacher professional development research 

occurred (Childs & Crichton, 2004). Most of the professional development research during this 
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time focused on developing teacher technology skills and their ability to develop electronic 

resources for traditional classroom use (Childs & Crichton,  

2004). This is not surprising since one of the main focuses in the early 2000s was successful 

integration of technology in a traditional classroom setting based upon developed technology 

standards by the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE, 2000). Many 

researchers in the 2000s explored models and professional development courses for teachers that 

would impact effective teaching practices in technology integration (Howland & Wedman, 2004; 

Marra, 2004; Watson, 2006). Best practices include inspiring teachers to understand the 

importance of using technology to promote student learning, ability to model and provide hands-

on training for teachers using researched best-practiced strategies to effectively integrate 

technology, conduct needs assessment to improve professional development programs, promote 

digital citizenship such as the appropriate use of technologies, and encourage continual 

professional growth in a quest to continually seek knowledge to meaningfully impact student 

achievement through the use of technology as a tool for learning (ISTE, 2008). According to 

many authors, “professional development for K-12 online teachers is important because 

compared to face-to-face instruction, effective online teaching requires a different set of skills 

and strategies” (Veletsianos, Doering & Henrickson, 2012, p. 46). For example, the online 

instructor needs to be capable in pedagogical and technological tools to communicate, facilitate, 

and engage students with learning at a distance. The main differences in an online environment 

that require specific training, as described by Ed Tech Leaders Online Director (Treacy, 2007), 

include: 

1. Online curriculum is different from face to face curriculum – In an online 

environment, without the physical presence of the teacher, detailed instructions and 
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expectations need to be easily understood by students. In addition, teachers need to be 

skilled to observe and provide supplementary resources and support as needed for 

differentiated learners with diverse learning styles and needs. 

2. Social dynamic is different in an online classroom – Communicating and interacting 

online for learning is very different in comparison to face-to-face interaction. 

Teachers need to be skilled in developing strong discussion postings that encourage 

critical thinking as well as facilitating online interactions amongst students. 

3. Assessment strategies are different in an online classroom – Online instructors need 

to be skilled in using a variety of strategies to assess student learning in an online 

environment (e.g. reflective online discussions, course management system data for 

individualized assessments, etc.). 

4. Technical challenges may interrupt the online classroom – Heavily relying on the use 

of technology to learn in an online environment, the teachers needs to be skilled with 

both using technology efficiently and assisting students with technical 

troubleshooting as needed. Online teachers also need to keep up to date with 

technologies and checking online links used in the online courses frequently with 

constantly changing Web links. 

Also, in addition to subject matter licensure, online teachers need to be “skilled in learning 

theories, technologies, and teaching pedagogies appropriate for the online environment” (NEA, 

2012, p. 418). To be successful as a K-12 online instructor, it is suggested that teaching delivery 

is facilitative versus lecture-based. Teachers need to be comfortable using various online 

instructional technologies, and is also effective in communicating and interacting with students 

in online environment (Natale, 2011). From a secondary student perspective, their expectations 
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of online teachers included the teacher explaining and elaborating on the online course content, 

provide supplemental resources as needed, incorporate content that is relevant and authentic, 

encourage interaction amongst the teacher and students, provide timely feedback and responses, 

and provide individualized attention through differentiated instruction (Oliver, Osborne & Brady, 

2009).   

 With so many required skills of K-12 online teachers, it is surprising there are only a few 

teacher education programs in the U.S. offering training for online teaching (Patrick & Dawley, 

2010). Venues for training new in-service online teachers include K-12 virtual schools, several 

university programs, or organizations with a focus in online learning. Despite these venues, there 

are only 2% of teacher education programs preparing online teachers (Kennedy, Tysinger, Bailey 

& LaFrance, 2013). As a result, there is increased demand for online teachers, but few teachers 

interested, resulting in staffing challenges (Project Tomorrow, 2011b). In addition, according to 

Project Tomorrow’s report two years later (2013), 25% of administrators surveyed expected 

aspiring teachers to have skills teaching an online class, but less than 10% aspiring teachers 

surveyed had actual educational experiences in learning how to teach online courses. As of 2014, 

no states within the United States had a separate licensing requirement for online teachers, with 

very few states requiring professional development for online teaching (Watson, Murin, Pape, 

2014). 

 When looking further into in-service teachers who teach online, there were a limited 

number of studies focused specifically on online teachers. A study focused on virtual schools 

approved by various states showed that most online teachers were experienced in the traditional 

classroom and a majority of them taught at the high school level (Archambault & Crippen, 

2009). In another study surveying in-service online teachers, demographics were similar, with 



 

30 
 

80% of the online teachers with more than six years of teaching experience (Dawley, Rice, 

Hinck, 2010). Data collected in Archambault & Crippen’s study (2009) indicated that most of the 

teachers reported positive experiences teaching online, with a benefit of not having to worry 

about traditional classroom management such as student physical misbehavior and conduct in a 

traditional classroom. Some data also indicated the lack of support, lack of student participation, 

and sometimes a larger amount of student enrollment in a course could result in negative online 

teaching experiences (Archambault & Crippen, 2009). Data collected in Dawley, et al.’s study 

(2010) indicated 87% online teachers receiving professional development, mostly provided by 

their school or organization, were focused on K-12 online instruction with most of the training 

conducted as ongoing training sessions or workshops. Training was required for 74% of the 

online instructors and only 8% indicated training was required by the state they were employed 

with. In 2014, the Keeping Pace online teaching report indicated only a few states (Kansas, 

Maryland, and Minnesota), required and supported professional development specific to online 

teaching. The approaches to support professional development required by the states also varied, 

ranging from requiring the online curriculum vendor, or third party company, to provide training 

to requiring universities to incorporate online teaching skills as part of teacher licensure 

programs (Watson, et al., 2014).  

 Although there were some studies with a focus on surveying in-service online teachers, 

according to Archambault (2011, p. 74) “Little is known about the population of educators who 

teach online, especially with relationship to their teacher preparation.” Even as recent as 2013, 

various experts indicated the greatest need that was impacting the growth and depth of 

knowledge in K-12 online distance learning was the lack of scholars researching this focus 

(Barbour, Archambault, & DiPietro, 2013).   
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It can be assumed that a teachers’ impact on student learning is essential, especially in K-

12 online learning environments (Deubel, 2008). As schools and organizations continue to 

expand online course offerings, the demand for high quality online teachers also increases along 

with the need for quality professional development and training (Davis & Rose, 2007). 

According to the U.S. D.O.E.’s National Educational Technology Plan to “provide all learners 

with online access to effective teaching and better learning opportunities (U.S. D.O.E., 2010, p. 

49), there is a need to “develop a teaching force skilled in online instruction” with a focus on 

“experiences that are more participatory and personalized that embody best practices for 

engaging all students” (U.S. D.O.E., 2010, p. 50).  

Case Studies Focusing on Professional Development for K-12 Online Teachers 

 With a limited selection of research on professional development for K-12 online 

teachers, locating specific case studies focusing on professional development for online teachers 

was difficult. One PBS Teacherline year-long case study focused on understanding professional 

development for online instructors was the closest research study highlighting recommendations 

for professional development that served online teachers. However, the participants in the study 

were PBS Teacherline online teachers teaching adult learners and not students (Storandt, Dossin, 

& Lacher, 2012). The closest online teacher study focused on quantitative data exploring 

differences between returning and new teachers’ frequency and self-reported confidence in 

performing online tasks (Hathaway & Norton, 2012). The closest case study focusing on online 

teachers’ experiences in knowledge of the use of technology for online learning using the 

TPACK (Technological Pedagogical and Content Knowledge) focused on higher education 

graduate students (Phillips & Hammett, 2012). With a lack of case studies emphasizing 
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professional development experiences of in-service online teachers, there is a need to conduct 

case study research in this area of focus. 

Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) Theory Base 

During investigation of the research questions, the paradigm for this study was based 

upon the Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) framework (Mishra & 

Koehler, 2006). To address a lack of theoretical grounding in the educational technology field, 

Mishra and Koehler (2006, p. 1017), proposed a TPACK conceptual framework that “attempts to 

capture some of the essential qualities of knowledge required by teachers for technology 

integration in their teaching, while addressing the complex, multifaceted and situated nature of 

teacher knowledge.” The base of this framework was developed as an addition of Shulman’s 

thoughts related to pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), with a focus on the teachers’ ability 

to not only understand what makes specific topics easy or difficult, but also competent in 

teaching to utilize various strategies to increase comprehension (Shulman, 1986).  Mishra and 

Koehler (2006) included an additional technology component acknowledging the impact of 

emerging technologies on student learning. The resulting TPACK framework (Figure 8) 

highlighted the importance of the relationships between content, pedagogy, and technology to 

transform learning through good teaching. In order for teachers to be successful in effective 

pedagogical uses of technology for teaching, it was essential for teachers to have extensive 

knowledge of subject matter, pedagogical strategies and technical skills to transfer learning by 

discovering different methods of representing content to learners to increase student achievement 

(Mishra & Koehler, 2006).   
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Figure 8. The Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) Model.  Created by 
Koehler & Mishra, based upon Shulman’s pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) work. 
Reprinted with permission, http://www.tpck.org/.   
 
 Content knowledge (CK) is known as a teachers’ competence in the subject matter that is 

taught. This is critical because the lack of content knowledge of teachers can impact student 

misconceptions within the content area (Koehler & Mishra, 2009). U.S. D.O.E.’s National 

Educational Technology Plan even mentions the need and lack of educators with content 

knowledge in rural areas encouraging online learning alternatives to address this need (U.S. 

D.O.E., 2010). Pedagogical knowledge (PK) is known as the teachers’ knowledge through 

education and research of various methods for teaching and learning. Technological knowledge 

(TK) is known as the understanding of technology at a broader level, enough to apply it directly 

into work, assist with addressing challenges, as well as the ability to continuously adapt to 

emerging technologies (Koehler & Mishra, 2009).   
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Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), the overlapping sector between CK and PK, 

according to Shulman (1986), refers to the understanding of both content and pedagogical 

knowledge to transform the teachers’ approach to teaching. This includes the ability of the 

teacher to transform “from being able to comprehend subject matter for themselves, to becoming 

able to elucidate subject matter in new ways, reorganize and partition it, clothe it in activities and 

emotions, in metaphors and exercise, and in examples and demonstrations, so that it can be 

grasped by students” (Shulman, 1987, p.13). Technological content knowledge (TCK), the 

overlapping sector between CK and TK, indicates the relationship between content knowledge 

and technological knowledge and the needs for teacher to not only be competent in the subject 

they teach, but also know which technologies would best display the content in multiple 

representations. Technological pedagogical knowledge (TPK), the overlapping sector between 

TK and PK, occurs when teachers are able to explore and comprehend how various technologies 

can be integrated to enhance teaching and student learning (Koehler & Mishra, 2009).   

  The resulting convergence of PCK, TCK & TPK, known as Technological Pedagogical 

Content Knowledge (TPACK), honors the need for all separate components to form a solid 

foundation for teachers in addition to the collective impact all three components have when 

interrelated to each other (Koehler & Mishra, 2009). It is important to understand all of these 

components and their interrelationship between each other.  Mishra & Koehler (2006, p. 1019) 

believed that understanding the TPACK framework could “transform the conceptualization and 

the practice of teacher education, teacher training, and teachers’ professional development.” 

Furthermore, as indicated in the U.S. D.O.E.’s National Educational Technology Plan, it is 

important to increase student achievement through the integration of emerging technologies into 

curriculum and instruction (U.S. D.O.E., 2010).   
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Since 2006, there has been a plethora of worldwide published research related to the 

TPACK framework (Koehler, 2013). The majority of these research studies related to 

professional development for technology integration into the traditional classroom curriculum for 

pre-service teachers in higher education in addition to a wide range of topics using TPACK in 

art, mathematics, social studies and P.E. in education (Mendeley, 2013). 

 A segment of the research related specifically to TPACK and distance learning 

(Archambault, 2008; Archambault & Crippen, 2009; Archambault & Oh-Young, 2009; Klieger 

& Oster-Levinz, 2010; Ward & Benson, 2010). A summary of findings include: 

• Using the TPACK framework to explore issues specific to online learning will allow 

researchers to focus on important aspects for quality online teaching (e.g. quality online 

teaching best practices also focus on the relationships between content knowledge, 

technological knowledge and pedagogical knowledge).   

• Research in 2009 applying the TPACK framework indicated that in-service online 

teachers felt most comfortable in the domains of pedagogy, content, and pedagogical 

content. They were least comfortable in technology as it related to their technical skills.   

• The need for pre-service teacher preparation programs to integrate technology into 

content course as well as provide field experiences for students to experience successful 

integration of technology for student learning. 

• Recommendation to integrate the understanding of the TPACK framework to prepare 

teachers when transitioning from a face-to-face to online teaching and learning. 

• Experience and support in the development of online tasks (learning activity that can be 

completed online) can help teachers improve in pedagogical knowledge (PK), 

pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) and technological knowledge (TK). 
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I selected the TPACK as the theory base for my study due to several reasons. The main 

reason was because the TPACK framework provided a solid foundation and theoretical 

grounding in the educational technology field. By adding onto Shulman’s (1986) PCK with an 

additional technology component, I felt that Mishra & Koehler (2006), in developing the 

TPACK framework, addressed the complexities and best practices of what teachers needed to 

take into consideration for successful technology integration when attempting to improve student 

learning. In addition, as mentioned in the research related specifically to TPACK and distance 

learning, it is helpful for teachers to understand the TPACK framework when transitioning from 

traditional face-to-face to online teaching. Lastly, many other researchers in the educational 

technology field have and will continue to explore and apply the TPACK framework into their 

research.   

Although TPACK literature was introduced in 2006, after the Kamehameha Schools 

Online Instructor Training Institute (OITI) was developed and implemented, I believed the 

theory base fit well for my case study of researching teachers who were training to become 

online teachers. I modified and adapted the quantitative TPACK survey by removing pre-service 

teacher related questions when I attempted to answer my first research question, “How does the 

OITI professional development experience continue to impact teachers and their integration of 

technology into their curriculum?” 

Thomas Guskey’s Model for Evaluating Professional Development Theory Base 

In addition to the TPACK framework, Thomas Guskey’s model for evaluating 

professional development (Guskey, 2000) served as a theory base for this case study when 

addressing qualitative research questions. Through Guskey’ research of teacher change through 

professional development (Guskey, 1989; Guskey, 2002a), he proposed that teachers would 
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change their attitudes and perceptions only after they have witnessed and experienced changes in 

student learning outcomes. Even for the most veteran teachers, they grow and develop through 

their own experiences of instructional practices that have been successful (Guskey, 1989). With 

the main focus of ensuring the end goal of teachers engaging in professional development 

resulted in improved student outcomes, Guskey identified a model for evaluating professional 

development through five stages (Guskey, 2000; Guskey, 2002b).  

Level 1: Participants’ reactions to their professional development experience 

Level 2: Participants’ learning from their professional development experience 

Level 3: Organization support and change needed for teacher success after their 

professional development experience 

Level 4: Participants’ use of new knowledge and skills in their job 

Level 5: Student learning outcomes were impacted through teacher professional 

development 

I selected this model as a theory base for developing my qualitative research instruments 

because the guiding questions along with suggestions on how to gather and assess evidence 

provided by Guskey ties directly in my attempt to discover the impact of the OITI on teachers 

who completed this professional development experience successfully. Based upon the research 

questions for this study, the main focus was on Guskey’s level 4 or teachers’ use of the new 

knowledge and skills gained from the OITI in their current job (Appendix G). Although the other 

levels mentioned above were not as relevant to this research study, the overall intent of the next 

steps after the OITI was for teachers to ultimately become distance learning instructors and 

impact their own instructional practices to improve student learning outcomes.  
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Chapter Summary 

This second chapter focused on the literature review related to this professional 

development study on K-12 teachers interested in teaching online. The literature review covered 

topics such as the history of distance learning to current trends of online learning, online teacher 

professional development, and the lack of case study references further enhanced the rationale 

for the need for conducting these types of case studies to build on current knowledge on training 

online teachers. Theory based frameworks such as TPACK and Thomas Guskey’s model for 

evaluating professional development were also covered. The next chapter provides in-depth 

details related to the methodology for this study. 
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Chapter III 

Methodology 

To address the research questions posed in this study, a mixed-methods case study 

approach was implemented. According to researchers, a mixed-methods approach integrates the 

strength of both quantitative and qualitative data to provide an “in-depth look at context, 

processes, and interactions and precise measurement of attitudes and outcomes” (Lodico, 

Spaulding, & Voegtle, 2006, p. 282). One main benefit of conducting a mixed-methods study is 

methods triangulation, using more than one method to increase the credibility of the research 

findings (Hesse-Bibler, 2010). Another reason is complementarity, the ability to analyze both 

quantitative and qualitative data to understand human social behavior, allowing for a more 

holistic understanding of the participants in the case study (Hesse-Bibler, 2010). Furthermore, 

research has verified that combining qualitative open-ended interview questions with items from 

standardized quantitative research instruments increases the rigor of research studies, allowing 

for the “best of both worldviews” (Frels & Onwuegbuzie, 2013, p. 192). This study involved 

both qualitative and quantitative methods, but considering the research questions and intent to 

focus on the teachers’ behaviors and perceptions after the OITI, qualitative methods took a 

precedence over quantitative. According to Fraenkel & Wallen (2006, p. 430), qualitative 

research is defined as “research studies that investigate the quality of relationships, activities, 

situations or materials.” Furthermore, Creswell (2007, p. 37) indicated that qualitative research 

“begins with assumptions, a worldview, the possible use of a theoretical lens, and the study of 

research problems inquiring into the meaning of individuals or groups ascribe to a social or 

human problem.” Characteristics of qualitative research such as a focus on the participants’ 
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perspectives and their subjective views in addition to the research playing a role in data 

collection (Creswell, 2007) was also taken into consideration. 

Teachers who have participated in the OITI professional development experience had 

unique educational backgrounds and experiences (e.g. new to veteran teaching experiences, prior 

work experiences included the D.O.E. and other private schools, attained bachelors to masters 

degrees, some teachers are national board certified, etc.), specific subject matter expertise (e.g. 

math, science, and literacy), and diverse teaching styles (e.g. lecture-based, facilitative, project-

based, discussion-based, etc. ). Their interest for enrolling in the program and motivation for 

completing the professional development training also varied ranging from a desire to improve 

technology skills for their traditional classroom to becoming an online instructor. In order to 

achieve a complex and detailed understanding of participant experiences and perceptions of 

themselves years later, it was determined the best choice for this research was a mixed-methods 

study with a focus on qualitative interviews with the integration of educational technology 

framework and standards-based research instruments.   

The Case Study 

According to Yin (2003), case studies are the study of choice when the researcher has 

little control over events focused on a modern event. Case studies require a systemized method 

of gathering data, in which the analysis will result in a product (Patton, 2002). It is also used 

when researching “how” or “why” questions in a natural setting (Yin, 2003, p. 7). Although 

qualitative case research began in the late 1800s by anthropologists writing ethnographies, it 

evolved to become a form of educational research by the early 1980s (Hatch, 2002). Many 

teachers, graduate students, and researchers in education have observed or experienced case 

studies (Merriam, 1998). The different types of case studies include intrinsic (focus on the case 
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itself), instrumental (focus on an issue or concern), collective (multiple case study), ethnographic 

(focus on culture of individuals or groups), historical (focus on history), psychological (focus on 

the individual), sociological (focus on society), exploratory (pilot to other studies), descriptive 

(providing narrative accounts), and explanatory (testing theories) (Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2003, 

Creswell, 2007; Fraenkal & Wallen, 2006). There are also various case study designs ranging 

from single to multiple and holistic to embedded designs (Yin, 2003). Single case designs would 

be used when there is a single topic, important or a typical case to test a theory, when a 

researcher has unique access to observe and analyze, or long term studies (Yin, 2008). Multiple 

case designs may contain more than one case or topic of study and are sometimes considered 

more favorable when looking at the overall study compiled of multiple cases (Yin, 2003). One 

aspect to keep in mind for multiple case studies is the need to ensure each study is replicated.  

Holistic cases analyzes the data of the entire case while embedded cases analyze a specific aspect 

of the case or cases (Yin, 2003).   



 

42 
 

   

Figure 9.  Basic Types of Designs for Case Studies.  By Yin, R. K. (2003). Case Study Research: 
Design and Methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

 
Engaging in case study research is a challenging journey and requires a solid research plan 

(Yin, 2003). However, there are many benefits and strengths associated with case study research. 

They include (Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2003; Reis, 2009; Colorado State University, 2013): 

1. An effective method of researching “how” and “why” research questions. 

2. Providing a practical research method for fields such as education, social work, 

administration, health, etc. to highlight findings that can potentially improve different 

fields of study. Proven to be effective in studying educational innovations, evaluating 

programs, and informing policy. 

3. Providing a way to research complex groups or individuals in their natural environment. 
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4. Allowing a flexible research method that emphasizes the process instead of the 

hypothesized result. 

5. Providing a narrative description for readers (e.g. education sample for teachers) 

encouraging them to apply appropriate findings into their own context. 

6. Resulting in rich, detailed and holistic view of a phenomenon (occurrence).  

7. Resulting in detailed information in comparison to statistical research. 

8. If done correctly, case studies can be a rigorous method of research. 

Challenges, or weaknesses, of case study research are (Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2003; Creswell, 

2007; Colorado State University, 2013): 

1. Case study research requires a large effort and researchers may not have the time or 

money to do so. 

2. An unethical researcher can select specific self-serving data to highlight that may 

misrepresent findings. 

3. If reliability, validity, and generalizability are not taken into consideration, the study 

would not be rigorous, resulting in representing biased information. 

4. The researcher is heavily involved in the case study and would need to be clear in 

identifying the case, boundaries, data collection, data analysis, etc. to ensure a 

meaningful research study. 

5. Case study research has been stereotyped as a weak research method due to the 

perspective of subjectivity and lack of rigor in comparison to statistical studies.  

To ensure the weaknesses of case study research were addressed, I paid particular attention to 

processes and procedures: from identifying the case and determining boundaries, to ensuring 
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reliability, validity, generalizability, ethic, and analyzing data using appropriate strategies to 

result in solid and unbiased findings. 

There were numerous reasons why I decided to conduct a descriptive, single case study 

research. First and foremost, I was interested in studying teachers who had participated in the 

OITI, in particular their current perspectives regarding their professional development 

experience seven to ten years ago, in a natural setting. Due to participants having unique 

background, specific subject matter expertise, and diverse teaching styles, I was interested in 

studying a complex situation to achieve detailed and in-depth understanding of their experiences 

years later. In my attempt to answer the “how and why” questions posed in this study and its tie 

in to the TPACK and Guskey’s evaluating professional development theoretical frameworks, a 

case study approach provided me with the opportunity to obtain insight on the long term impact 

of the OITI and how it has potentially impacted their integration of technology into their 

curriculum, distance learning strategies and perceptions of how they perceived themselves 

impacting their students a result of the OITI professional development program. Another reason 

why I chose case study research was because I was interested in capturing multiple sources of 

data such as quantitative online surveys and assessments along with qualitative interviews to 

gain a holistic understanding of the OITI experience from a participant perspective.   

The Role of the Researcher 

 As the researcher for this study, I employed quantitative and qualitative methods to 

collect data and ensure perspectives of all participants in the study were included. According to 

Merriam (1998), the researcher could assume roles ranging from participant to spectator.  In this 

study, I encompassed the role of a “researcher participant” (Merriam, 1998, p. 102), interacting 

with participants at a personal level while functioning as a researcher.  Individuals involved in 
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this case study research were aware of my role as a researcher, but also understood I had 

experienced the OITI from an instructor perspective. This role provided me, as a researcher, with 

the flexibility of having established trust with teacher participants, while maintaining an 

objective perspective when collecting and analyzing data. 

 To ensure I kept updated with the most current educational technology and distance 

learning trends, I reviewed relevant educational articles, attended webinars and stayed connected 

in various educational professional learning communities such as Technological Pedagogical 

Content Knowledge (TPACK), E-Learning Guild, International Association for K-12 Online 

Learning (iNACOL) and International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE). 

 In alignment with Yin’s (2003, p.59) recommended skills of a case study researcher, I 

kept in mind the following when conducting this research: 1) ask good questions and interpret 

answers, 2) be a good listener, 3) be adaptive and flexible, 4) have a firm grasp of issues being 

studied, and 5) be unbiased by preconceived notions. Throughout the study, I also adhered by all 

UH Institutional Review Board (IRB) regulations and guidelines (UH, 2013).   

Background and Beliefs of the Researcher 

As a former instructional designer and manager of the KS distance learning programs, I 

was fully aware of my potential biases to this study. When I began working at KS in 2003 as one 

of two instructional designers, I was tasked to work on all aspects of the OITI professional 

development program, including curriculum development, recruitment, implementation and 

initial evaluations. During the implementation phase, I was also assigned as the instructor for all 

courses offered throughout the program. As a result, I was very involved with this program 

between the years of 2003 to 2006. The OITI program currently does not exist. Over the years, 
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the KSDL department revised the program with an additional focus of dissemination of culture-

based curriculum and 21st century skills with revised courses, now titled A‘o Kumu.   

In my role now as the Distance Learning Director, the current state of KS distance 

learning programs that serviced the community through the division I work in contained revised 

programs that did not relate as closely to the OITI. Due to organizational reorganizations over 

the years, I have only been involved with the current distance learning programs at the strategic 

level versus day to day operational program management. Although being close to the OITI 

program in 2003 to 2006 may come with biases, I felt involvement in the OITI program as an 

instructor brought an increased understanding of the issues surrounding this study and should be 

viewed as an enhancement to the study. I firmly believed each participant was unique, containing 

their own perspectives and beliefs as a result of the OITI program. I was cognizant of my 

potential biases and incorporated strategies to ensure trustworthiness of this study.  Strategies 

that were utilized to address potential biases included the following: 

• Voluntary participation by participants and provided them with the ability to withdraw 

from the study at any time. 

• Signed agreement to participate consent form by participants before proceeding with the 

study 

• Confidentiality procedures allowed participants to decide the type of personal 

information they were willing to share with myself as the researcher. 

• Privacy was taken seriously throughout the study: 

o Data collected was kept in a secure location 

o Data collection processes were transparent to participants. 
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o A password was required to access the separate spreadsheet containing participant 

identifiers. 

o Data identifiers, audio archived recordings, and any other collected data will be 

destroyed upon completion of the study.  

The Role of the Participants 

Identification of potential participants in this study was critical.  Patton (2002) noted the 

importance of purposeful sampling for qualitative research to gain an in-depth understanding for 

information-rich cases. Patton also provided various strategies for purposeful sampling with 

different logics. For this case study, I opted to focus on criterion sampling as suggested by 

Patton. In criterion sampling (Patton, 2002), a pre-determined criteria was set prior to selection 

of all cases that meet the criteria is studied. This type of sampling ensured quality assurance. 

Although there were many teachers from three cohorts who had successfully completed the OITI 

professional development program, this case study focused on describing detailed experience of 

individuals who not only completed the OITI professional development experience, but also 

utilized the skills they have learned for their online development or facilitation experience. The 

OITI teacher participants had a range of experiences, ranging from those who had previously 

taught online courses and had transitioned into other faculty position to teachers who have 

completed the program and self-selected to apply integration of technology into classroom 

strategies without pursuing online development or facilitation opportunities.   

The criteria that was used to select the five potential participants was based upon the 

following: 1) successful completion of the OITI professional development program, 2) currently 

involved with development or facilitation of online curriculum, and 3) willingness to participate 

in the study to completion. The study began with five teachers who met the criteria listed above. 
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However, one teacher removed herself from the study due to her busy schedule, resulting in a 

total of four teachers who participated in this case study. Due to limited online development and 

facilitation opportunities within the state of Hawai‘i, all of the participants taught part-time with 

the KS A‘o Makua and A‘o Kumu distance learning programs. Detailed information regarding 

these distance learning programs is provided in Appendix H. 

Teacher 1. Lani is currently a middle school math teacher at Kamehameha Schools. Her 

highest education degree is a Master’s degree in Education with a focus in curriculum, 

instruction and assessment. She has accumulated 17 years of teaching experience teaching a 

range of student grade levels from elementary to high school, and a wide variety of courses 

including middle school earth science, pre-Algebra, and Algebra I study skills. Lani obtained her 

national board certification in 2012 while teaching middle school math courses. She enrolled in 

the OITI during the second cohort in 2005-2006. Her main reason for enrolling in the OITI was 

because she enjoyed learning emerging technologies and how to integrate them into the learning 

process to enhance her teaching and students’ learning. Prior to enrolling in the OITI, a textbook 

was her primary source that drove her instruction and content with some integration of 

technology through referencing different Web sites resources and the creation of a class Web 

site. She continues to teach middle school students full time while working as a part time 

distance learning instructor for KSDL’s Aʻo Makua online enrichment program since 2007.   

Teacher 2. Kaila is currently a part-time distance learning instructor for KSDL’s Aʻo 

Kumu online professional development and Aʻo Makua online enrichment programs. She has 

taught for Aʻo Makua since 2007 and Aʻo Kumu since 2009. Her highest education degree is a 

Master’s degree in Education with a focus on secondary science and cross-cultural language and 

academic development. She has taught for the last 12 years, 9 of which have been at 
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Kamehameha Schools as a high school science teacher and 4 as a part-time distance learning 

instructor after successfully completing the second OITI cohort offered in 2005-2006. Kaila’s 

main reason for enrolling in the OITI was to learn about how to enrich her teaching with the use 

of technology. Prior to enrolling in the OITI, she believed that teachers should serve as a guide 

for their students, helping to foster a life-long love of learning and promoting the skills students 

need in order to pursue whatever dreams they might have present and in their future.    

Teacher 3. Jasmine is currently a high school math teacher and department chair at 

Kamehameha Schools. Her highest degree is a Master’s in Education with a specialization in 

math and educational technology. She has 22 years of experience teaching high school math 

students and was enrolled in the third OITI cohort offered in 2006-2007. Teacher 3’s main 

reason for enrolling in the OITI was to learn about possible integration of online instruction in 

math courses with hopes of becoming better at certain applications and learning new ones during 

development of math curriculum. Prior to enrolling in the OITI, her teaching philosophy was and 

still remains that learning can be enhanced by a developed relationship between the student and 

teacher. She feels that the strength of that relationship is an important facet in successful 

classroom environments. In addition to teaching full time, Jasmine worked part time as a 

distance learning instructor for KSDL’s Aʻo Makua online enrichment program for 5 years prior 

to taking a recent leave of absence.    

Teacher 4. Tara is currently an Academic Support Specialist/Lead Teacher at 

Kamehameha Schools working with high school students to achieve academic success. Prior to 

her current position, she was a high school English teacher for four years. Her highest education 

degree is a Master’s degree in Education with a specialization in literacy. She has 11 years of 

teaching experience working with students ranging from elementary to high school.  She enrolled 
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in the OITI during the first cohort in 2004-2005. Tara’s main reason for enrolling in the OITI 

was because of her interest in the inclusion of technology in the curriculum and the overall goal 

to prepare teachers not only to integrate technology into a face-to-face classroom, but also to 

develop online curriculum for a diverse student audience. Prior to enrolling in the OITI, she 

believed that all students have the capacity to learn. However, some students who have been 

exposed to a language rich environment as well as a wide range of technologies such as 

computers and laptops seemed to adapt easier in a high school setting. Working with students 

who were identified as struggling at the time, she believed that if she improved her own skill sets 

with regards to technology, she would be able to design and deploy learning experience that 

would reach more of these learners. In addition to her full time academic support specialist role, 

she is also a part time distance learning instructor for KSDL’s Aʻo Makua online enrichment 

program since 2007.   

Table 3. 

Teacher Participant Demographics 

Participant Gen
-der Age 

Highest 
Education 

Degree 

Student 
Grade 
Level 

Subject 
Speciali-

zation 

Teaching 
Experience 

(Years) 

National 
Board 

Certifica-
tion 

Lani F 40-49 Master’s Middle Math 17 Yes 

Kaila F 30-39 Master’s High Science 12 No 

Jasmine F 40-49 Master’s High Math 22 No 

Tara F 30-39 Master’s High Literacy 11 No 

 

Site 

 The case study research was conducted at various locations. Initial quantitative online 

self-assessments were emailed to participants sequentially to complete at their convenience 
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within three to four week time frame for each individual self-assessment. For informal 

qualitative interviews, the face-to-face location was suggested by the participant. Teachers 

usually had very busy schedules. Therefore, the intention of this strategy ensured the participant 

was being interviewed in a convenient, comfortable and familiar setting. Teachers located on 

Oʻahu chose to interview at their work location, at Kamehameha Schools Kapālama. For 

teachers who were located on neighbor islands other than Oʻahu, to minimize travel costs, 

interviews were conducted online synchronously, using Google Hangout, a free video conference 

tool.    

Ensuring Quality and Credibility 

 Merriam (1998) proposed three components that should be addressed in a research study 

to ensure quality and credibility. They are internal and external validity, ethics, and reliability. 

To address the first component of enhancing internal validity for this study, I incorporated the 

use of multiple sources of evidences known as triangulation (Mills, Durepos & Wiebe, 2009), 

such as a combination of online self-assessments and interviews to confirm the findings. In 

addition, member checks to confirm the accuracy of data by participants was completed (Cohen, 

2006). Finally, colleagues and professionals in the educational technology and distance learning 

field were consulted for feedback to improve validity. To enhance external validity, rich, thick 

descriptions (Merriam, 1998) was obtained through in-depth interviews of participants. 

 The second component, ethics, was addressed through compliance of University of 

Hawaiʻi research guidelines. I obtained human subjects approval by the University of Hawai‘i's 

Committee on Human Studies (2012) before I proceeded with any type of data collection 

(Appendix I). Permission was also obtained by the participants prior to conducting this research 
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study (Appendix J). Finally, identity of participants remained confidential and protected.  Pseudo 

names were used throughout this study.  

The third component, reliability, refers to the extent to which the research study can be 

replicated (Merriam, 1998, p.205). The boundaries and criteria selection incorporated within this 

study, along with instructions, checklists, and set survey and interview questions will allow 

another researcher to replicate this study. To ensure quality and credibility, I conducted data 

collection and analysis in a transparent manner and validated my findings and results with 

participants. 

Research Instruments 

 Several qualitative and quantitative research instruments were administered in this study 

to address the proposed research questions. The instruments included an online demographics 

survey (Appendix K), an online self-assessment TPACK survey (Appendix L), an online ISTE 

teacher standards self-assessment (Appendix N), an iNACOL standards for quality online 

teaching self-assessment (Appendix O), and a set of open-ended interview questions (Appendix 

M).   

Data Collection  

 To answer the research questions proposed in this study, various qualitative and 

quantitative data collection methods were incorporated, such as online surveys and self-

assessments, individual face-to-face or online interviews, and member checks were incorporated 

into this study. According to Merriam (1998), “understanding the case in its totality, as well as 

the intensive, holistic description and analysis characteristic of a case study, mandates both 

breadth and depth of data collection” (p. 134). The information collected from a variety of 



 

53 
 

methods allowed me to triangulate the data and bind the case study together in a detailed and 

meaningful way. 

Table 4. 

Data Collection Time Table 

Activity Date 

1. UH Human Subjects Research Form completion 
(Appendix I) April 2013 

2. UH Human Subjects Research Form approved 
(Appendix I) May-June 2013 

3. Obtain Kamehameha Schools (KS) approval to conduct 
research with KS employees Oct. – Dec. 2013 

4. Distribute and collect: 
a. Participant consent form (Appendix J) Oct. 2013 

5. Consult with educational technology and distance 
learning professionals to enhance internal validity of 
research instruments 

Oct. 2013 

6. Send participants initial surveys: 
a. Demographics survey (Appendix K) 
b. Customized TPACK survey (Appendix L) 
c. ISTE teacher technology standards self-

assessment (Appendix N) 
d. iNACOL online teaching standards self-

assessment (Appendix O) 

Dec. 2013 –  
March 2014 

7. Complete face-to-face or online synchronous interviews 
with participants (Appendix M) March 2014 

8. Participant member checks to confirm the accuracy of 
data prior to analysis April 2014 

 

Prior to data collection, all required forms for the research study were completed to 

ensure an ethically sound case study. Forms that were completed included 1) UH Human 

Research Subjects approved form and 2) Participant Consent form. The approved Human 

Subject Research form provided me, the researcher, with the ability to complete individual case 

studies and the Participant Consent form provided acknowledgement by the participant to 
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volunteer their time to participate in the case study. In addition, three educational technology 

professionals served as reviewers to validate alignment of research instruments with proposed 

research questions prior to dissemination. All three reviewers attained either masters or doctorate 

degrees in educational technology. In addition, all three reviewers’ current job responsibilities 

required application of online learning expertise. Two reviewers were practitioners in higher 

education while one reviewer worked in a K-12 educational setting. Of the three reviewers, two 

were satisfied with the research instruments with no additional feedback. The last reviewer, 

although satisfied with the research instruments, provided feedback of comparing national study 

results to this case study’s result to further strengthen the research findings.  This feedback was 

integrated into the discussion of the results section.  

The first type of data collection for this study was conducting quantitative online surveys 

with participants. The benefits of conducting online surveys included ensuring flexibility and 

convenience for participants, ease of data entry and analysis, controlled sampling, required 

completion of answer, and low administration cost to name a few (Evans & Mathur, 2005). Some 

potential drawbacks relevant to this study included perception as junk mail, unclear answering 

instructions, technological variations, and privacy issues (Evans & Mathur, 2005). To ensure 

potential weaknesses of conducting online surveys did not impact my data collection, I 

customized participant emails providing them with detailed instructions related to the online 

survey link as well as provide them with detailed timelines regarding the sequence of research 

instruments they would be presented with. To address confidentiality of online responses, 

Qualtrics, a technology solution geared towards implementation of online surveys and 

conducting initial data analysis was utilized. A total of four online surveys were administered 

sequentially. The first online survey administered was the demographics survey, asking 
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participants to provide information related to their individual background and experiences. The 

second online survey, administered one month later, was the TPACK self-assessment.  This 

assessment was utilized to gain insight on how teachers viewed themselves integrating 

technology into their curriculum in relation to pedagogy, technology and content knowledge. 

Another one to two months later, the third and fourth ISTE standards for teachers and iNACOL 

standards for quality online teaching self-assessments were implemented to comprehend how 

teachers viewed themselves addressing various technology integration and online learning 

standards. According to researchers Ross & Bruce (2007), self-assessment, in particular for 

teachers, can be an impactful technique for professional growth and continual improvement. As 

participant teachers self-reflected and provided their perceptions of alignment to teaching 

standards, they provided data for the study while they continued their growth in blended and 

online learning.   

The second type of qualitative data collection method was conducting qualitative in-

depth informal face-to-face or online synchronous individual interviews with case study 

participants. Patton (2002) mentioned that “we cannot observe feelings, thoughts, and intentions” 

and continued to say that “we interview to find out what is in and on someone else’s mind, to 

gather their stories” (p. 341). Due to teacher participants’ extremely busy schedules, 

geographical separation across the Hawaiian Islands, and their familiarity with communicating 

online, synchronous interviews was an acceptable means of data collection for this study. Noted 

by Salmons (2011), online interview research is an emerging method. To assist researchers with 

online interviewing, Salmons (2011) developed The E-Interview Research Framework 

(Appendix P) that provided eight related categories of research questions to brainstorm prior to 

collecting data via online interviews. I referenced this framework when conducting online 
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synchronous interviews. The interviews focused on capturing the participants’ perspectives on 

their thoughts about integrating technology, distance learning strategies, their perceived impact 

to their students as a result of the OITI training, and their perceived impact of their OITI 

experience. The same questions were asked of all participants in the same sequential order. 

When conducting interviews, I kept in mind the need to capture rich, detailed, and “thick” 

description (Merriam, 1998, p. 29) allowing others to easily understand the situation being 

studied. In addition, the open-ended interview questions also included follow-up explanation 

questions relevant to the TPACK, ISTE and iNACOL quantitative online self-assessments. This 

provided an additional layer of data that could be analyzed to gain additional details related to 

teacher perspectives. The interview questions were drafted ahead of time and reviewed by 

distance learning professionals to ensure interview questions were in direct alignment with the 

proposed research questions. During the interview sessions, Voice Record Pro, an iPad app that 

functioned as a professional voice recorder, was used to capture audio recordings. An iPhone 

utilizing the Voice Record app, served as a back-up audio recorder.    

 Lastly, member checks were conducted to ensure data collected were accurate and 

credible (Creswell, 2007).  According to Lincoln & Guba (1985), this technique is “the most 

critical technique for establishing credibility” (p. 314). In this case study, all participants were 

informally asked via email to examine interview transcripts as well as review initial analysis of 

themes. This provided participants with the opportunity to correct errors or volunteer additional 

information in addition to assessing preliminary results for the study (Cohen, 2006). The 

combination of surveying and interviewing, followed by member checks allowed me to 

understand the “big picture” as well as compare and analyze details for each participant being 
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studied.  Detailed plans including instructions, checklists (Appendix Q) and survey instruments 

(Appendix K, L, M, N & O) were documented to ensure this case study could be replicated. 

Data Analysis  

To begin the data analysis phase, I first downloaded the qualitative interview audio files 

from the Voice Record app and uploaded it to an online professional audio transcription service 

for processing of transcripts. Upon receipt of the transcription files, I verified accuracy of the 

files. Then I imported the data into MaxQDA, a qualitative data analysis software, to digitally 

code and categorize data. Following the guidance of Creswell’s strategies to data analysis for 

qualitative research (2007), I prepared and organized the data for analysis, followed by coding to 

assist with condensing the data into themes. I developed a system of coding and categorizing, 

keeping a short list with no more than 25 to 30 codes (Creswell, 2007) to ensure I was able to 

condense data effectively. Pseudo names for participants will be used when coding to ensure 

confidentiality. To ensure the codes were reliable, I asked two of the three educational 

technology professionals who had reviewed my research instruments (one from higher education, 

one from K-12) to assist me with coding a segment of the transcripts to verify my initial set of 

codes. I first showed them my coding themes for one to two participants and asked them to code 

a separate participant independently. Results of their coding indicated their codes were similar to 

my codes. Once the initial set of codes were verified, I proceeded to complete the coding for the 

remaining set of transcripts.   

To analyze the coded qualitative data, I utilized various features integrated in the 

MaxQDA qualitative data analysis software. Main themes and patterns for each participant, in 

alignment to research questions, were extracted and analyzed.  After analyzing the qualitative 

data, I proceeded to analyze the quantitative data by extracting data specific to each participant 
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onto an Excel spreadsheet. Due to the small number of participants, quantitative data analysis 

software was not required.   

To strengthen the case study, multiple triangulations were applied.  Of the various 

triangulation methods shared by Mills, Durepos & Wiebe (2009), data triangulation (multiple 

data sources from different individuals) and methodological triangulation (multiple methods used 

to gather data) were applied. Combining multiple data sources, methods and techniques provided 

me with the opportunity to achieve a greater insight during data analysis.   

Table 5. 

Research Questions Aligned with Theories, Concepts, and Instruments 

Research Questions Theories & 
Concepts 

Instruments Data 
Collection 

Data 
Analysis 

1. How does the 
OITI professional 
development 
experience 
continue to impact 
teachers and their 
integration of 
technology into 
their curriculum? 

Mishra, P. & 
Koehler, M. 
(2006), TPACK 
 
International 
Society for 
Technology in 
Education (ISTE) 
Standards 

TPACK 
revised online 
survey 
 
ISTE teacher 
technology 
standards self-
assessment 
 
Qualitative 
interview 
questions 
 

Quantitative  
 
 
 
Quantitative 
& 
qualitative 
 
 
Qualitative 
face-to-face 
or online 
interview 

Qualtrics 
 
 
 
Qualtrics 
 
 
 
 
MaxQDA 

2. How does the 
OITI professional 
development 
experience 
continue to impact 
teachers 
implementing 
distance learning 
instructional 
strategies? 

International 
Association for 
K-12 Online 
Learning 
(iNACOL) 
standards 

iNACOL 
online 
teaching 
standards self-
assessment 
 
Qualitative 
interview 
questions 

Quantitative 
& 
qualitative 
 
 
 
Qualitative 
face-to-face 
or online 
interview 

Qualtrics 
 
 
 
 
MaxQDA 
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Table 5. (Continued) Research Questions Aligned with Theories, Concepts, and Instruments 

 
Finally, the written case study report contained qualitative and quantitative analysis of 

each individual, followed by a separate chapter covering the cross-case analysis. During data 

analysis of each individual, data relevant to each research question were sequentially analyzed.  

Qualitative interview data was analyzed first, followed by quantitative data analysis of the 

TPACK, ISTE teacher standards, and iNACOL quality for online teaching self-assessments 

accordingly. The cross-case analysis was completed after each individual participant data was 

analyzed, identifying common and diversified themes according to the proposed research 

questions.      

Research Questions Theories & 
Concepts 

Instruments Data 
Collection 

Data 
Analysis 

3. How do teachers 
who completed 
the OITI perceive 
themselves 
impacting their 
students as a 
result of the 
professional 
development 
training? 

Thomas Guskey’s 
Model for 
Evaluating 
Professional 
Development 
(2000) 

Qualitative 
interview 
questions 
 
 
 
ISTE teacher 
technology 
standards self-
assessment 
 
iNACOL 
online 
teaching 
standards self-
assessment 

Qualitative 
Face-to-
face or 
online 
interview 
 
Qualitative 
responses 
(if 
applicable) 
 
Qualitative 
responses 
(if 
applicable) 

MaxQDA 
 
 
 
 
 
MaxQDA 

4. What is the impact 
of the professional 
development 
experience as 
perceived by 
teachers who 
completed the 
OITI and are now 
online instructors? 

Thomas Guskey’s 
Model for 
Evaluating 
Professional 
Development 
(2000) 

Qualitative 
interview 
questions 

Qualitative 
face-to-face 
or online 
interview 

MaxQDA 
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Table 6. 

Data Analysis Time Table 

Activity Date 

1. Transcribe interviews through transcription service March 2014 

2. Verify transcriptions April 2014  

3. Import data into MaxQDA and begin coding April 2014 

4. Verify coding sample with 2 educational technology 
professionals May 2014 

5. Finish coding and begin identifying qualitative 
themes May 2014 

6. Quantitative data analysis prep and begin data 
analysis May 2014 

7. Mixed methods data analysis of individual 
participants June 2014 

8. Cross-case analysis July 2014 

9. Conduct member check of individual data analysis 
with participants August 2014 

 

Chapter Summary 

 This third chapter covered the mixed methods approach of this case study, with an 

emphasis on qualitative research. This chapter also focused on explaining the role of the 

researcher, backgrounds and beliefs of the researcher, the role of the participants, the site of the 

research, ensuring quality and credibility, as well as details of the data collection and data 

analysis. The next chapter covers the case study reports of each individual participant.     
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Chapter IV 

Case Study Report 

 In this chapter, I present individual perspectives of the four teachers who participated in 

this research study. Data for each case study participant was analyzed specifically according to 

the proposed research questions. The research questions are restated here.   

1. How does the OITI professional development experience continue to impact teachers and 

their integration of technology into their curriculum in a blended environment? 

2. How does the OITI professional development experience continue to impact teachers 

implementing distance learning instructional strategies in an online environment? 

3. How do teachers who completed the OITI perceive themselves impacting their students 

as a result of the professional development training? 

4. What is the impact of the professional development experience as perceived by teachers 

who completed the OITI and are now online instructors? 

To address the first research question, triangulation of data was applied to the TPACK 

quantitative self-assessment, ISTE teacher technology standards quantitative and qualitative self-

assessment, and face-to-face or online synchronous qualitative interview. The TPACK 

quantitative data highlighted components that teachers self-perceived as strengths and 

weaknesses as it related to pedagogy, content, and technology, including the overlapping sectors.  

The ISTE teacher technology standards quantitative data provided a snapshot of how teachers 

perceived themselves addressing standards focused on teaching 21st century learners in a digital 

world, followed by qualitative open-ended responses describing in detail how the standards were 

addressed. The qualitative interview questions (Appendix M) provided comprehensive details 

related to how the participants perceived themselves continuing to integrate technology as a 
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result of their OITI experience. In addition, the qualitative interview questions also provided 

participants with the opportunity to expand upon their quantitative TPACK and ISTE scores as it 

related to their perceived strengths and weaknesses. 

To address the second research question, triangulation of data was applied to the 

iNACOL quantitative and qualitative online teaching standards self-assessment, and face-to-face 

or online synchronous qualitative interview. The iNACOL online teaching standards quantitative 

data provided a snapshot of how teachers perceived themselves addressing a wide range of 

standards specifically focused on online teaching. Then qualitative open-ended responses 

described in detail how the standards were addressed. The qualitative interview questions 

(Appendix M) provided in-depth explanations of how the participants perceived themselves 

continuing to implement distance learning instructional strategies as a result of their OITI 

experience. Furthermore, one of the qualitative interview questions allowed participants to 

explain their iNACOL quantitative scores associated with their perceived strengths and 

weaknesses.  

To address the third and fourth research questions, data from qualitative interview 

questions were analyzed (Appendix M). To address the third research question, one interview 

question was focused on asking participants how they perceived themselves impacting their 

students as a result of the OITI. To address the fourth research question, five qualitative 

interview questions focused on self-perception of the impact, changes in attitudes or beliefs, 

changes in instructional practice, and other professional development engagement as a result of 

the OITI experience.   

Throughout the entire data analysis phase of this study, the TPACK (Mishra & Koehler, 

2006) and Thomas Guskey’s model for evaluation professional development (Guskey, 2000) 



 

63 
 

frameworks were referenced to ensure the results were in direct alignment to the proposed 

research questions. Demographics of the four teacher participants are restated in Table 3.   

Table 3. 

Teacher Participant Demographics 

Participant Gen
-der Age 

Highest 
Education 

Degree 

Student 
Grade 
Level 

Subject 
Speciali-

zation 

Teaching 
Experience 

(Years) 

National 
Board 

Certifica-
tion 

Lani F 40-49 Master’s Middle Math 17 Yes 

Kaila F 30-39 Master’s High Science 12 No 

Jasmine F 40-49 Master’s High Math 22 No 

Tara F 30-39 Master’s High Literacy 11 No 

 

Teacher 1: Lani   

Lani is a national board certified middle school math teacher with 17 years of teaching 

experience. She also currently works part-time as an online instructor for KSDL’s Aʻo Makua 

online enrichment program.   

Research Question 1.   

When analyzing the OITI professional development experience and how it continued to 

impact Lani in her integration of technology into her curriculum, several themes emerged during 

the online synchronous interview using Google Hangout (Appendix M). Technology integration 

for Lani after the OITI became more seamless and advanced, in which she felt comfortable 

“using technology in more than one way, more than one type of platform” to pull together 

content for her curriculum units. Prior to the OITI, Lani integrated technology “here and there” 

with an example of using linking to Internet resources for her instruction. Lani shared that she 

currently integrates technology consistently with her middle school 21st century students, who 
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thrive and are excited when she integrates technology weekly. She also indicated that technology 

access in her classroom environment has improved since her completion of the OITI, shifting 

from a limited amount of computers in the classroom to a 2:1 ratio last year with plans for 1:1 

ratio next year.   

When the TPACK self-assessment instrument was administered to Lani to measure 

teacher comfort levels with technology integration (Appendix L), her mean scores ranged 

between 4.00 and 5.00 (Figure 10), indicating that Lani was confident in her ability to integrate 

technology into her instruction in a blended environment. The assigned scores for the iNACOL 

research instrument were 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The data show that Lani felt 

most confident about her pedagogical knowledge (M = 5.00), content knowledge (M = 5.00), and 

technological content knowledge (M = 5.00). Her confidences in both pedagogical and content 

knowledge were in alignment with her 17 years of math teaching experience and achievement of 

national board certification. Her confidence in technological content knowledge indicated that 

she knew about appropriate technologies that could be integrated for understanding and doing 

mathematics. This was supported by her qualitative interview response related to her increased 

comfort level of technology integration after completing the OITI. During comparison of all the 

TPACK categories, the data show that Lani felt less confident when surveyed about her 

pedagogical content knowledge (M = 4.00) and technological pedagogical content knowledge 

(TPACK) with mean scores of (M = 4.00).   
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Figure 10. Lani’s mean scores for the modified TPACK self-assessment survey (Appendix L). 
Research instrument included scores that ranged from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 
(neither agree or disagree), 4 (agree), to 5 (strongly agree). Permission to modify original 
TPACK instrument for pre-service teachers provided by Schmidt-Crawford, D.    
 

During a follow-up with Lani via a synchronous online interview, she shared that she felt 

more confident with pedagogical knowledge (PK) and content knowledge (CK) when addressed 

separately because technology was not required to be implemented in both of those areas in 

teaching. She felt comfortable with using Web-based technology applications as it applied to her 

math content, especially with technologies she was familiar with if she had prior exposure and 

opportunities to practice. However, she felt less confident with her technological knowledge 

(TK), mainly because technology changes really quickly and she is not in a technology focused 

4.33 

4.11 

4.00 

4.00 

5.00 5.00 

5.00 
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position. Therefore, her duties did not require her to keep up with the most current educational 

technology trends. As a result, when all the TPACK categories overlapped, she felt less 

confident. Through the OITI and her current online facilitation experiences, Lani indicated that 

she had “gotten a lot better” in her TK, including exploring emerging technologies with math 

content to see how it worked and adjusting when she encountered technological challenges 

during instruction. Through the strengthening of her technological knowledge in the OITI, Lani 

believed that it also impacted her strengths in the other TPACK categories. When Lani was 

asked about whether or not the curriculum covered in the OITI impacted her TPACK strengths, 

she stated: 

It was nice how OITI was developed because you got all this tech information and skills 
and content but we had to reach out and dig into our own content area and our own 
expertise and our own practice. So that was nice because it didn’t matter what you taught, 
you could all benefit the same from it. 
 

When asked if the lack of curriculum covered in the OITI impacted any of her self-assessed 

TPACK lower scores, Lani thought the OITI curriculum was “good.” She further explained: 

The way OITI was, it wasn’t supposed to be a content thing. It was more to the 
technology side so I think that if I didn’t do OITI, the pink bubble (TK) would be way 
lower [laughter] and even the blend between because I probably wouldn’t have 
incorporated more into the pedagogy or to the content.  
 
When the ISTE Standards for Teachers (ISTE Standards•T) online self-assessment 

rubrics instrument (Appendix N) was administered to Lani, her mean scores ranged 1.75 to 3.00 

(Table 7). Scores were assigned as 1 (beginning), 2 (developing), 3 (proficient), and 4 

(transformative). Lani’s highest score was in ISTE Teacher Standard 3, modeling digital-age 

work and learning (M = 3.00). Standard 3 focused on a teachers’ ability to teach innovatively in a 

globally digital society being comfortable with incorporating emerging technologies into 

teaching to support student learning and communicating effectively using digital tools with 



 

67 
 

students, parents, teachers and peers (ISTE, 2008). Lani’s lowest score was in ISTE Teacher 

Standard 5, engaging in professional growth and leadership (M = 1.75). Standard 5 focused on a 

teachers’ ability to continuously engage in professional development while exhibiting leadership 

in the use of digital tools and resources in a school or professional community setting (ISTE, 

2008).      

Table 7. 

Lani’s Mean Scores for ISTE Teacher Technology Standards Self-Assessment 

ISTE  
Standard 1 

ISTE 
Standard 2 

ISTE 
Standard 3 

ISTE 
Standard 4 

ISTE 
Standard 5 

2.75 2.75 3.00  
(highest mean) 

2.00 1.75  
(lowest mean) 

Note. Research instrument (Appendix N) included rubric scores that ranged from 1 (beginning), 
2 (developing), 3 (proficient), to 4 (transformative). 
 

During the follow-up interview, Lani explained that she rated herself lower in 

professional growth (ISTE Teacher Standard 5) because she had participated in some technology 

workshops and trainings her school provided, such as Technology Slam days. However, she had 

not been able to attend the ISTE conference nor had she participated in the 1:1 laptop roll out 

trainings or school visits. In addition, Lani mentioned that she rated herself lower because she 

had not been involved in leadership roles with technology related initiatives. Regarding Lani’s 

strength, modeling digital-age work and learning (ISTE Teacher Standard 3), she explained that 

she included a variety of media and different forms of innovate technology with her students in 

comparison to a traditional math classroom with teacher lecture, textbook and worksheets. Lani 

included examples such as participation in Mathletics, which required students to demonstrate 

their learning using technology while competing globally, and Global Pi Day, when students 

completed a hexaflexagon activity collaboratively with other students globally online.   
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Through the open ended questions added to the ISTE Standards•T online self-assessment 

rubric (Appendix N), Lani provided examples of addressing each teacher technology standard 

through qualitative open-ended responses. Written responses relevant to Lani’s integration of 

technology into her curriculum included: 

Students recently had to do a Compound shape photo project in my math class where 
they needed to utilize tech tools such as their phone, camera and computer to take a 
picture in the world that was made up of different shapes. They then had to find what 
shapes and measurements or dimensions made up that shape and eventually find the total 
area of the compound shape. The picture was also to be loaded in PowerPoint or Word, 
draw tools used and work shown. 
 
I utilize my blog to post various things such as videos, pictures, surveys, extra 
information, and links for students to use as needed. I also recently did a project on 
measurement and conversions where they got to choose from the project picker how they 
would demonstrate their learning. Some forms to choose from were: make a video, write 
a song, make a comic strip, design a Glogster, and more. Many of these options used 
various forms of technology or online sites and resources. 
 
I use many tools to effectively communicate with students, parents, peers and others in 
the community such as: blog, email, Blackboard, Edmodo, texting, Web based programs 
like KS Connect, We Video, EZ Grade Pro, QR codes, and digitally created items such as 
newsletters, brochures, handouts, iPad apps, Pic Collage, Smilebox, etc. I also embed 
videos, surveys, important info, etc. into my blog for their use or to get information. 
 
Triangulation of the TPACK quantitative data, ISTE quantitative and qualitative data, 

combined with online synchronous interview qualitative data resulted in a comprehensive 

perspective of how the OITI professional development experience continued to successfully 

impact Lani and her integration of technology into her instruction. 

Research Question 2.  

During the online synchronous interview, additional themes emerged during analysis of 

the OITI professional development experience and how it continued to impact Lani 

implementing distance learning instructional strategies in an online environment. First and 

foremost, the OITI provided awareness of distance learning instructional strategies. Prior to the 
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OITI, Lani had not previously experienced online learning. Secondly, Lani had never used 

Blackboard Learn or any other learning management system prior to the OITI. During the OITI, 

Lani learned how to “put in images, post announcements, use discussion board, everything…” 

Thirdly, Lani indicated that she developed an online course module during the OITI and was able 

to publish her curriculum online. That was when she first began to learn about online 

instructional strategies. When asked how consistently she applied her knowledge gained from the 

OITI for online learning, Lani shared that she currently consistently integrates her OITI skills 

every time she teaches an online course, which usually occurs two to three times a year.  

When the iNACOL national standards for quality online teaching self-assessment rubrics 

instrument was administered to Lani (Appendix O), her mean scores ranged between 3.00 

(satisfactory) to 4.00 (very satisfactory) (Table 8). The data indicated that Lani was confident in 

her ability to address all standards related to quality online teaching. The assigned scores for the 

iNACOL research instrument ranged from 0 (absent), 1 (unsatisfactory), 2 (somewhat 

satisfactory), 3 (satisfactory), to 4 (very satisfactory). Lani was the most confident with iNACOL 

Standard K (M = 4.00), a standard related to instructional design to assist with knowledge 

transfer in an online environment (iNACOL, 2011b). She was the least confident with iNACOL 

Standard E (M = 3.00). Standard E focused on the online teacher’s ability to model and 

encourage ethical and safe behavior in an online environment, including academic integrity and 

appropriate use of digital tools (iNACOL, 2011b).   

  



 

70 
 

Table 8. 

Lani’s Mean Scores for iNACOL Standards for Quality Online Teaching Self-Assessment 

iNACOL Standards: 
A B C D E F G H I J K 

3.50 3.80 3.89 3.70 3.00 
(lowest 
mean) 

3.43 3.33 3.33 3.69 3.50 4.00 
(highest 
mean) 

Note. Research instrument (Appendix O) included rating scores that ranged from 0 (absent-
component is missing), 1 (unsatisfactory-needs significant improvement), 2 (somewhat 
satisfactory-needs targeted improvements), 3 (satisfactory-discretionary improvement needed), 
to 4 (very satisfactory-no improvement needed). 
 
 During Lani’s online qualitative interview, her follow-up explanation of her iNACOL 

self-assessment scores revealed that she rated herself highest (M = 4.00) in her ability to 

understand and utilize appropriate online technologies to enhance learning (iNACOL Standard 

K) because she felt her students were able to transfer knowledge effectively in an online 

environment. She stated, “I think the comments we get over time and how much they love the 

classes and appreciate it…If they’re collaborating with people from across the world, different 

faces…I didn’t create the courses, but the content there and the facilitation and the environment 

of the course made it where they have a really good experience and they felt it was effective and 

they learn.” Lani also explained that she tries to provide a range of technologies for her online 

students and support them to participate actively in an online environment. This was in 

alignment to her self-assessed scores for iNACOL Standards B (M = 3.80) and C (M = 3.89), 

second and third highest mean scores (Table 8). Regarding Lani’s lowest score for iNACOL 

Standard E (M = 3.00), she referenced this weakness was in alignment with her ISTE Teacher 

Standard 5 response (M = 2.00), with explanation that she appreciated learning about digital 

citizenship (e.g. ethical and appropriate use of technologies) and tried to monitor the best that she 
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could, coupled with the statement “I do model these behaviors but need to promote, teach, and 

engage students in them more.”  

 During administration of the iNACOL standards for quality online teaching instrument 

(Appendix O), Lani provided qualitative open-ended responses that addressed each standard. 

Reponses relevant to Lani’s continual implementation of distance learning strategies included the 

following: 

I truly do feel that OITI did prepare me to use a variety of mediums in different contexts, 
gave me the know-how and courage to try and explore new tools and test their 
applicability to my content area as well as with my students. It also exposed me to many 
different online tools so I have a bank to pull from to use depending on the activity, 
goals, desired outcomes, content area and student needs. I know that my students reap the 
benefits from my education with OITI and enjoy the tech integrated activities, lessons, 
assessments and more. 
 
OITI helped me better understand what it meant to be an online instructor and this 
standard (iNACOL Standard C) is really the meat of developing a student centered online 
environment. I did learn to account for different types of learners with different 
backgrounds, styles, abilities and interests. I also learned how to reach them via different 
communication tools, synchronous and asynchronous. Being able to facilitate discussion, 
pose questions and encourage participation and collaboration are also things that I learned 
and continue to develop in my online courses. My most recent effort was posting short 
video announcements and teacher intro about me to develop a warm and open online 
environment. 
 
I learned and use many of strategies to manage my students online such as have clear 
expectations in my classes and prompt responses. I maintain a 24 hr turn around time for 
my online students whether it be by email or posts in discussion board. I also try to 
encourage and inform students of upcoming events, assignments, deadlines, or related 
content that they may be interested in. I also monitor their progress in grade book so they 
can also monitor what's been submitted and how they did. Creating a climate of peer to 
peer collaboration is also developed and encouraged. 
 
In OITI we developed a course and I did/still do use some of the content of the course I 
developed. I have adapted it based on feedback from my students and my own self 
assessment and reflection. Students are also required to assess their progress over the 
course of a unit based on the data they collect on their own progress meeting the 
standards and benchmarks. They also self evaluate and reflect on their learning process as 
well as their progress over the year. 
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Triangulation of the iNACOL online teacher standards quantitative and qualitative data, 

combined with online synchronous interview qualitative data provided an in-depth perspective of 

how the OITI professional development experience continued to successfully impact Lani and 

her implementation of distance learning instructional strategies. 

Research Question 3.  

When analyzing how Lani perceived herself impacting her students as a result of the 

OITI professional development training, various themes emerged. The most dominant theme that 

arose was the impact of Lani’s application of her OITI skills with her students, which resulted in 

their increased motivation to learn, engagement with the content, and transfer of knowledge in 

both her blended and online environments. Lani stated in her online synchronous interview, “The 

impact that I can make on them [students] is a direct result from OITI because that’s where I 

learned the skills and the basics of how to use it so yeah, it’s a direct impact.” Another theme 

that transpired was Lani’s ability to apply her OITI skills to build relationships with her students, 

especially in an online environment. Prior to the OITI, Lani did not have any experience teaching 

online courses. Since the OITI, she has successfully taught numerous adult online enrichment 

cultural courses utilizing various technology tools and applying instructional pedagogy strategies 

she has learned to impact her students. Lani indicated in a recent online class she taught, her 

students sent her personal emails stating, “You were the best instructor I had. You really cared 

about us and you really guided us through it.” The last theme relevant to student impact that 

emerged was creation of student work products utilizing technologies. Lani not only modeled 

and integrated various instructional technologies in her teaching, but also created assignments 

that would require students to integrate technology to create and demonstrate their learning. 

Examples included Lani’s students using Google Docs, Power Point, Padlet and VoiceThread to 
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create, share and demonstrate their learning. Lani shared that her students really enjoyed 

activities and assessments that integrated technology, thought it was “cool,” and found it more 

fun and engaging. She also felt that it has made an impact on how her students were able to share 

their learning because “they can demonstrate it in a way that’s exciting to them.”  

Research Question 4.  

 Analysis of the impact of the OITI professional development experience as perceived by 

Lani, now an online instructor, resulted in several themes during the online synchronous 

interview session. These themes were increased comfort level in technology resulting in attitude 

change, online resource development, and ongoing professional development. Although Lani felt 

the OITI was intense, with learning difficult technical skills such as HTML coding and Web 

development, she indicated that these skills made it easier for her to understand other things such 

“different layers of components within Blackboard” for her online class and how to embed 

YouTube video into her blog for her students. Lani shared as a result of the OITI, “definitely my 

attitude changed because like I said things that seem so difficult or high-tech and I’m just a 

regular teacher, we were able to learn and do so after that, you can move forward and know you 

have that under your belt.” After the OITI, Lani was willing to step out of her comfort zone to try 

technology and check it out to see if it worked for her students or not.  If not, she proceeded to 

adjust accordingly. In addition, Lani shared that learning the basics of visual design and 

incorporating images to enhance visual appeal when creating Web sites, documents, and 

worksheets also helped her. When Lani was asked to reflect on where she was before and after 

the OITI as it related to the traditional classroom to online spectrum (Table 1), she indicated that 

she integrated technology (without integration of an LMS) prior to the OITI, with progression to 

a blended environment integrating the Blackboard Learn LMS discussion boards and some 
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portions of completely online activities with her middle school math students while also being 

comfortable teaching completely online adult enrichment culture courses. 

 Since the completion of the OITI, Lani engaged in blended and online learning related 

professional developments on occasion such as the one to two days Kamehameha Schools (KS) 

Distance Learning bi-annual instructor gatherings (one day online instructor focused training and 

sharing of lessons learned within a professional learning community) as well as annual KS 

Technology Slams (one day technology integration conference). When asked if there was 

anything else Lani wanted to share about regarding her OITI experience, she stated, “I didn’t 

realize at that time that it would be, but it’s definitely taken me to paths that I never thought I 

would be doing, so it was really nice. It was a nice springboard to doing this because I really 

enjoyed the online teaching.” Lani also enjoyed participating in a professional learning 

community (PLC) with other KS teachers in the OITI cohort and appreciated that the OITI was a 

professional development experience directly relevant to her teaching. “I actually really used 

things that I created in OITI for a while in my Math classes and I still have it linked to my blog 

now like my fractions resource.”    

Teacher 2: Kaila 

Kaila currently works part-time as an online instructor for KSDL’s Aʻo Makua online 

enrichment and Aʻo Kumu online professional development programs. She was formerly a high 

school science teacher with 12 years of teaching experience, 9 as a high school teacher and 4 as a 

part-time online instructor. 

Research Question 1.   

During analysis of Kaila’s online Google Hangout synchronous interview, several themes 

emerged when looking at how the OITI professional development experience continued to 
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impact her integration of technology into her curriculum (Appendix M). The main theme that 

surfaced was Kaila’s increased awareness of the technology that was available to her as a teacher 

and how to use it more effectively. For example, she indicated the ability to utilize the 

Blackboard Learn learning management system for all her high school science classes and 

embed lessons instead of making photocopies all the time. In addition, she was able to integrate 

the use of discussion boards with her students to encourage online collaboration. Prior to the 

OITI, Kaila shared that she had an existing Blackboard Learn account. However she did not have 

a grasp of what she could be doing with it and was not comfortable using with her students. She 

felt her classroom was much more traditional with the use of mainly paper and pencil. On 

occasion, she would integrate laptops for research, but did not dive into ethical research. After 

the OITI, Kaila thought, “Oh. I really should teach this skill and help them learn how to check 

their validity of references and websites and all of that stuff.” When asked how consistently she 

applied her knowledge gained from the OITI in her blended environment, Kaila stated, “pretty 

much across the board consistently.” She affirmed in each of her curriculum units, there was 

some component she integrated as a result of the OITI. An example was the creation of an entire 

module on how to write a lab report, developed during the OITI, that she continued to integrate 

into her classes so her students could “perpetually use it as a tutorial.” Kaila also indicated since 

her completion of the OITI, technology tools have also improved such as the ability for students 

to turn in online assignments via Dropbox or integration of the LockDown Browser to prevent 

students from opening other window browsers on their computers when taking an online test.      

When the TPACK self-assessment instrument to measure teacher comfort levels with 

technology integration was administered to Kaila (Appendix L), her mean scores ranged between 

3.83 and 5.00 (Figure 11). Scores were assigned as 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 
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(neutral), 4 (agree), and 5 (strongly agree). With five areas resulting in the highest scores 

possible (M = 5.00), the data showed that Kaila was very confident in her ability to integrate 

technology into her curriculum in a blended environment. Kaila felt most confident in 

pedagogical knowledge (PK), content knowledge (CK), pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), 

technological content knowledge (TCK), and technological pedagogical content knowledge 

(TPACK). Her confidence in PK, CK and PCK were in alignment with her 12 years of teaching 

experience, 9 of which were teaching high school science. Her confidence in TCK indicated her 

understanding of how the integration of technology impacts the content she teaches. Finally, 

Kaila’s confidence in TPACK indicated that she understood the relationships between 

technology, content and pedagogy, and was able to use her gained knowledge to integrate 

technology effectively for the students she taught. During comparison of all the TPACK 

categories, Kaila felt least confident in her technological knowledge (M = 3.83).   
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Figure 11. Kaila’s mean scores for the modified TPACK self-assessment survey (Appendix L). 
Research instrument included scores that ranged from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 
(neither agree or disagree), 4 (agree), to 5 (strongly agree). Permission to modify original 
TPACK instrument for pre-service teachers provided by Schmidt-Crawford, D.    
 

During the follow-up interview, Kaila explained that content and pedagogy were her 

most comfortable areas as a teacher because she had worked on those skills for a longer period of 

time as a traditional teacher. She also stated that although content and pedagogy change (CK and 

PK), it did not change as drastically as technology. Therefore, this decreased her comfort level 

and perception of her technological knowledge (TK). Following up on her TK explanation, Kaila 

also shared because she is no longer a full time science teacher, she felt that being out of the 

traditional classroom environment for the last five years impacted her perception of not being 
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5.00 
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able to keep up with day to day trending educational technologies. In addition, for the online 

courses she taught to adults and educators, the course curriculum was already designed. 

Therefore, she did not explore emerging technologies as often. Although Kaila rated herself 

lower in TK, she explained her higher ratings in TCK and TPACK were mainly due to the 

application of those skills in her online teaching environment. When Kaila was asked whether or 

not the curriculum covered in the OITI impacted her TPACK strengths, she stated:  

I think it helped a lot with blending how to incorporate technology with my content and 
pedagogically it helped with how to tie it all together and bring it so that it was more 
seamlessly integrated. It wasn’t like...okay, we’re going to do this technology just for the 
sake of technology but how to actually use it as a meaningful tool and not just one piece 
on its own in an isolated way. So I think that was helpful. 

 
When asked if the lack of curriculum covered in the OITI impacted any of her self-perceived 

weaknesses in her TPACK scores, she stated:  

I think OITI did a really good job of covering everything, but like I said so much changes 
over time and then, there was just so much information in a short period of time too to 
assimilate through OITI but I’m sure there were things that were covered but maybe they 
weren’t the pieces that stuck as deeply with me or I didn’t use it right away….Like we 
covered evaluation and assessment in distance learning but I don’t know…I just wasn’t at 
a place where I could implement it in the same way yet. 
 
When the ISTE Standards•T online self-assessment rubrics instrument was administered 

to Kaila (Appendix N), her mean scores ranged from 1.50 (between beginning and developing) 

to 3.00 (proficient) (Table 9). Scores were assigned as 1 (beginning), 2 (developing), 3 

(proficient), and 4 (transformative). Kaila self-assessed the highest in ISTE Teacher Standard 2 

(M = 2.50), designing and developing digital-age learning experiences and assessments. Standard 

2 focused on a teachers’ ability to provide authentic learning experiences, including assessments, 

for their students incorporating appropriate tools and resources to maximize learning while 

addressing diverse learning styles (ISTE, 2008).  Kaila self-assessed the lowest in ISTE Teacher 

Standard 5 (M = 1.50), engaging in professional growth and leadership, indicating beginning to 
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developing skills in this area. Standard 5 focused on a teachers’ ability to exhibit engagement in 

leadership and professional development as it related to the appropriate integration of digital 

tools to impact student learning (ISTE, 2008).     

Table 9. 

Kaila’s Mean Scores for ISTE Teacher Technology Standards Self-Assessment 

ISTE  
Standard 1 

ISTE 
Standard 2 

ISTE 
Standard 3 

ISTE 
Standard 4 

ISTE 
Standard 5 

2.00 2.50 
(highest mean) 

2.25 
 

2.25 1.50 
(lowest mean) 

Note. Research instrument (Appendix N) included rubric scores that ranged from 1 (beginning), 
2 (developing), 3 (proficient), to 4 (transformative). 
 

During the follow-up interview, Kaila shared that she rated herself lower in professional 

growth (ISTE Teacher Standard 5) because it was something she felt she had the most room for 

improvement. Due to her part-time vs. full time work status, she had not recently developed a 

formalized professional development plan. She further explained she felt her main source of 

exhibiting leadership currently was working part-time as an online instructor providing 

professional development to other teachers through the KS Aʻo Kumu professional development 

program serving educators. Regarding Kaila’s highest score for ISTE Teacher Standard 2  

(M = 2.50), she explained as she reflected on her blended courses, she felt she was able to 

“incorporate more and more authentic learning experiences for the students…provide different 

means of presenting and different means of reaching various types of learners and then 

continuing that into the fully online environment.” Kaila also mentioned her involvement with 

the redevelopment of Aʻo Kumu courses and Aʻo Makua curriculum on a small scale provided 

her with the opportunity to “stay on top of a lot of the tools that are out there” to continually 

integrate emerging technologies in both her own and student learning. Furthermore, Kaila 

acknowledged she tended to be “pretty self-critical” and was not the type of individual to rate 
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herself high because she felt there was always room to grow. She stated, “I’ve always though 

education, it’s kind of like parenting. It’s very easy to just do it at a basic level and exist but if 

you really want to do it at an exemplary level, it’s a continual life long process.” Lastly, Kaila 

indicated with everything constantly changing, it is difficult to reference one has mastered 

everything. These reflections were in alignment with Kaila’s self-rated ISTE scores (M ≤ 2.50), 

indicating she felt her teaching skills were beginning to developing versus proficient to 

transformative.    

During administration of the ISTE Standards•T online self-assessment rubric (Appendix 

N), Kaila provided examples of addressing technology standards through qualitative open-ended 

responses. Written responses relevant to Kaila’s integration of technology into her curriculum 

included: 

I had students use technology to research America’s health care system and develop and 
present an action plan/recommendation that could improve it. 
 
I work with students using layered curriculum learning options rooted in multiple 
intelligences to design their individualized learning plans for each unit. 
 
I try to emphasize ethical use of technology, especially issues related to cyber bullying in 
my classes. 
 
It appears the OITI had continued to meaningfully impact Kaila’s integration of 

technology into her curriculum for her students through triangulation of her TPACK quantitative 

data, ISTE quantitative and qualitative data, combined with online synchronous interview 

qualitative data.  

Research Question 2.  

 One main theme emerged during analysis of Kaila’s implementation of distance learning 

instructional strategies in an online environment during the online synchronous interview on 

Google Hangout. The theme revolved around aesthetics and design of content for online learners. 
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Kaila identified she has always been more content focused and did not pay as much attention to 

layout and design of content until she participated in the OITI. She realized in an online 

environment, the users’ experience and ability to access content is directly impacted by the 

visual appeal and layout, implying “just little changes in how it looks can make it less 

intimidating” for students. Kaila also shared “I think that [experience in the OITI] really 

enhanced my awareness and it’s something I’ve continued to be able to develop working with 

the different course.” For example, since the OITI, she focused on her announcement posts to 

make them more user friendly, along with implementation of other distance learning 

instructional strategies. When asked how consistently she applied her knowledge gained from the 

OITI for online learning, Kaila indicated ever since she began teaching online courses, she had 

consistently applied her skills “all the time.” Kaila also shared the OITI “opened my eyes to 

online teaching. I have not taught online or even taken online courses before that.”     

 During administration of the iNACOL national standards for quality online teaching self-

assessment rubrics instrument (Appendix O), Kaila’s mean scores ranged between 2.57 (between 

somewhat satisfactory to satisfactory) to 3.33 (between satisfactory and very satisfactory) (Table 

10). This indicated that Kaila was fairly confident in her ability to address all standards related to 

quality online teaching. The assigned scores for the iNACOL research instrument were 0 

(absent), 1 (unsatisfactory), 2 (somewhat satisfactory), 3 (satisfactory), and 4 (very satisfactory). 

Kaila was the most confident with iNACOL Standard A (M = 3.33), a standard related to the 

online teacher understanding basic concepts of effective online instruction to ensure student 

success (iNACOL, 2011b). She was the least confident with iNACOL Standard F (M = 2.57),. 

Standard F focused on the online teacher’s ability to address diverse student needs, including 

online accessibility and special needs accommodations (iNACOL, 2011b). In alignment with 



 

82 
 

Kaila’s ISTE Standards•T qualitative reflection of not rating herself high because she felt there 

was always room to grow, her overall scores for iNACOL teacher standards (between M = 2.57 

to M = 3.33) indicated she felt her teaching skills were somewhat satisfactory to satisfactory 

versus very satisfactory. 

Table 10. 

Kaila’s Mean Scores for iNACOL Standards for Quality Online Teaching Self-Assessment 

iNACOL Standards: 
A B C D E F G H I J K 

3.33 
(highest 
mean) 

3.00 2.89 3.20 2.80 
 

2.57 
(lowest 
mean) 

3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 
 

Note. Research instrument (Appendix O) included rating scores that ranged from 0 (absent-
component is missing), 1 (unsatisfactory-needs significant improvement), 2 (somewhat 
satisfactory-needs targeted improvements), 3 (satisfactory-discretionary improvement needed), 
to 4 (very satisfactory-no improvement needed). 
 

During the follow-up interview, Kaila  indicated that she rated herself highest (M = 3.33) 

in her ability to conduct effective online instruction to impact student success (iNACOL 

Standard A) because when she obtained feedback from her Aʻo Kumu professional development 

online course students through phone or course evaluation surveys, they shared how the courses 

she taught have impacted them in their teaching practices. In addition, Kaila’s comfort level with 

online teaching had increased since she began teaching four years ago, now with the ability to 

“build and change, and add to, and tweak things…seeing how we’ve been able to increase the 

number of students completing the courses helps feel like we’re being effective and able to 

impact them.” The iNACOL Standard A strength was also in alignment to Kaila’s ISTE Teacher 

Standard 2 strength, in which both standards were focused on the teachers’ ability to utilize 

various instructional strategies to personalize instruction to meet individual student needs, 

resulting in the impact of student learning. Regarding Kaila’s lowest score for iNACOL standard 
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F (M = 2.57), she referenced this weakness to limitations in the amount of accommodations she 

was capable of providing to her online students. She stated, “There are some accommodations to 

various learning styles and academic needs, but there’s not necessarily a lot…especially for those 

who have zero technology skills [enrolled in an online course].” Kaila also mentioned she found 

it challenging to reach learners who do not even attempt to log into her online courses.   

During administration of the iNACOL standards for quality online teaching instrument 

(Appendix O), Kaila provided qualitative open-ended responses that addressed each standard. 

Responses relevant to Kaila’s continual implementation of distance learning strategies included: 

 It [the OITI] made me much more aware of the potentials of online education and 
confident in my ability to implement and continue learning. 
 
It [the OITI] modeled techniques related to Standard D [the online teacher promotes 
student success through clear expectations, prompt responses, and regular feedback] so 
that I could experience them through the lens of a student and apply them as an 
instructor. 
 
By helping us develop DL curriculum, we were able to question our work to determine 
how accessible it would be to all learners and ways in which we could improve it in that 
respect. 
 

 Triangulation of the iNACOL online teacher standards quantitative and qualitative data, 

combined with online synchronous interview qualitative data resulted in a holistic and detailed 

perspective of how the OITI professional development experience continued to successfully 

impact Kaila and her implementation of distance learning instructional strategies.   

Research Question 3.  

Several themes materialized during analysis of Kaila’s perceived impact of her students 

as a result of her OITI professional development experience. The dominant theme that emerged 

during Kaila’s synchronous online interview was her belief that she addressed 21st century skills 

with her students “helping them to think beyond and see the larger picture and gain those skills.” 
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According to the Partnership for 21st Century Skills framework (P21, 2011), students need to 

learn essential skills such as collaboration, creativity, critical thinking and problem solving, 

knowledge producing and sharing, life and career skills, and digital and global citizenship, to 

prepare and succeed in work and life. Examples of 21st century skills mentioned by Kaila 

included, 1) global citizenship, 2) technology skills & media literacy, 3) digital citizenship, and 

4) knowledge producing and sharing. Kaila indicated as the OITI enabled her to view from a 

global perspective, she also helped her students “expand so that the world isn’t just limited to the 

classroom. They’re able to access things and resources and people that expand beyond just 

through the use of technology.” In addition, Kaila shared that as she applied her OITI skills to 

increase accessibility of online curriculum for her students, “it also helped the students to get 

used to some of that technology too so in that way in the future they’re probably going to take an 

online course and so if they had that experience during high school classes, even if it wasn’t 

totally online, at least they’ve gotten used to navigating within the system.” Furthermore, Kaila 

believed it was important for her students to not only how to use the technology, but also be 

aware of how to use it ethically. Lastly, Kaila felt her OITI experience provided her with skills to 

further differentiate her instruction with her students, allowing them opportunities to create 

products of their interest based upon multiple intelligences using a variety of technologies. She 

stated, “I think it [OITI experience] opened up some tools for my students to do some 

assessments and to show they’d met the learning objectives in a variety of ways versus… 

otherwise before it might be just compose an essay. So maybe writing an essay wasn’t their 

strength.  I had one person compose a song and she recorded it.”     
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Research Question 4.  

When Kaila was asked to reflect on what aspect of the OITI has been most impactful 

when viewing back from her current role as an online instructor during the synchronous online 

qualitative interview, several themes arose. The prevailing theme that transpired was her increase 

in technological skills and ability to implement more technologies meaningfully with her 

students. She stated, “Seeing the difference between what my student could do once I actually 

knew how to use the technology better more effectively and more deeply and meaningfully really 

helped me to see how much of a service it was to the learners to provide those opportunities for 

them.” Kaila also shared her thoughts related to her ability to keep up with changing 

technologies due to skills she obtained through the OITI, “I think some is just learning how to 

find the technologies, the research in our technologies and how to stay abreast and aware because 

it’s changing so fast…gaining those skills that you can stay on top of it is probably the most 

helpful.” Another theme that emerged was her introduction to digital citizenship, “I think some 

of the biggest change came in how I viewed issues related to copyright and students’ use of 

technology and things. I’ve never really given that much thought before OITI.” In addition to 

copyright, Kaila mentioned she is also now more attentive to instructional design components of 

her instruction. During self-reflection of where she was on the traditional classroom to online 

spectrum (Table 1) prior to and after the OITI, Kaila indicated that she was on the lower 

percentage of the Web-facilitated realm prior to the OITI. After the OITI, she progressed to a 

blended environment with her high school science students, and transitioned completely online 

when she taught online enrichment culture and professional development courses.   

Since the completion of the OITI, Kaila engaged in online learning related professional 

developments on occasion such as the one day Kamehameha Schools Distance Learning bi-
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annual instructor gatherings where she is introduced to emerging technologies, discusses online 

learning challenges, and networks professional with other online instructors. While she taught 

the Aʻo Kumu online professional development courses, Kaila also engaged in self-paced 

professional development learning to ensure she kept herself up to date on educational 

technology tools. Kaila ended her qualitative interview by sharing the following regarding her 

OITI experience, “I think on the whole, it was something that when I first signed up for it, I 

didn’t realize the impact it would have on my teaching and professional work beyond it. It’s like 

oh yes, I’m at Kamehameha now. It will be beneficial for me to learn more technologies since 

we have so much but I didn’t really give it much thought about how it really could create what 

I’m actually doing now, only online instruction.”      

Teacher 3: Jasmine   

Jasmine is a high school math teacher and department chair with 22 years of teaching 

experience. She worked part-time as an online instructor for KSDL’s Aʻo Makua online 

enrichment program prior to taking a recent leave of absence.    

Research Question 1.   

During analysis of the OITI professional development experience and how it continued to 

impact Jasmine’s integration of technology into her curriculum, several themes arose during her 

qualitative face-to-face interview (Appendix M). Since the OITI, Jasmine had used the 

Blackboard Learn LMS “basically as an everyday thing” with her math face-to-face instruction 

and continued to look for additional ways to implement blended instructional strategies. Prior to 

the OITI, Jasmine had no prior experience with the Blackboard Learn LMS. In her role as the 

math department chair, she also piloted a few technology integration strategies to implement 

within the math department. Jasmine noted, “I think I always was interested in learning new 
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technologies and things like that but I guess since then [OITI], it’s been less apprehension about 

diving into those and any kind of professional development opportunity.” When asked how 

consistently she applied her knowledge gained from the OITI as it related to technology 

integration, Jasmine stated she consistently applied her knowledge gained. She further explained, 

“It’s probably been more matched to the situation and so when there is a situation that presents 

itself, I may pull in that, but it’s not something that I’m moving to say a 100%.” Jasmine also 

shared technology access has increased since the OITI, with implementation of the 1:1 laptop. 

With technology access more convenient, Jasmine indicated, “I’m getting more teachers who 

feel like they only want to go in that direction [blended environment].” 

 During administration of the TPACK self-assessment instrument to measure teacher 

comfort levels with technology integration (Appendix L), Jasmine’s mean scores ranged between 

3.33 to 4.43 (Figure 12), indicating she was somewhat confident in her ability to integrate 

technology into her curriculum in a blended environment. Scores were assigned as 1 (strongly 

disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neutral), 4 (agree), and 5 (strongly agree).  Jasmine felt most confident 

in pedagogical knowledge (M = 4.43). She also felt confident with her content knowledge  

(M = 4.00) and pedagogical content knowledge (M = 4.00). This was in alignment with her 22 

years of teaching math teaching experience. Jasmine felt least confident in her technical 

knowledge (M = 3.33). Although her self-rated score was lower in technological knowledge 

(TK), Jasmine’s overall TPACK and technological content knowledge (TCK) scores were higher 

(M = 4.00). This implied that although Jasmine was not as confident in her technological skills, 

she was confident in her ability to integrate technology effectively with her students, including 

an understanding of how it impacted the content she taught.          
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Figure 12.  Jasmine’s mean scores for the modified TPACK self-assessment survey (Appendix 
L). Research instrument included scores that ranged from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 
(neither agree or disagree), 4 (agree), to 5 (strongly agree). Permission to modify original 
TPACK instrument for pre-service teachers provided by Schmidt-Crawford, D.    
 

During the follow-up interview, Jasmine referenced her confidence in pedagogical 

knowledge (PK) was because of her increased comfort level when focused on instructional 

strategies and approaches due to the number of years she has been teaching. Jasmine 

acknowledged she was least confident with her rating for TK (M = 3.33), based upon her 

perspective of whether or not she could teach others the technologies. She further explained, “I 

think I’m certainly able to teach myself and pick up something that I want to learn and dive into 

it, but as far as rolling it out, say, for my department and being able to get them up to speed, I 

3.33 

3.56 

4.00 

4.00 
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probably was a little apprehensive about that.” In addition, Jasmine indicated while teaching 

online adult enrichment courses, there were technical questions from participants she was not 

capable of answering and relied on additional support. Regarding Jasmine’s scores for TPACK 

(M = 4.00) and TCK (M = 4.00) despite a lower rating in TK, she stated “I think this is probably 

from OITI, having a model in my head about what it should look like probably gives me a better 

base knowledge of how to critique different programs or different resources we want to 

implement. Plus matched with my content knowledge (CK) and what I want to see teachers 

doing, I can see where pieces fit and what programs won’t be great. I think if anything, 

participating in OITI just added that extra piece for me to make those judgments.” When Jasmine 

was asked about whether or not the curriculum covered in the OITI impacted her strengths, she 

stated: 

I think if anything it just brought those things to the forefront [technology integration]. I 
don’t know that I was doing those things, but I probably didn’t know what they were as 
far as standards and about citizenship as they are talked about.  It made sense to me…it 
wasn’t anything I wasn’t familiar with, so it just brought it to the surface. 
 
When asked if the lack of curriculum covered in the OITI impacted any of her self-

perceived weaknesses, she stated: 

We had such a widespread of things that I do feel like we touched the surface of things 
that we got a broad spectrum, but I didn’t expect that program to dive deep into it for me.  
I think, for me, It was after that I dove into it myself on which things were interesting and 
that’s probably why I incorporated more some of those Adobe sessions because those 
were things that were going to be useful for me, Blackboard [LMS]. 
 

 Analysis of Jasmine’s ISTE Standards•T self-assessment rubrics instrument (Appendix 

N) revealed her mean scores ranged 1.50 to 2.50 (Table 11). Scores were assigned as 1 

(beginning), 2 (developing), 3 (proficient), and 4 (transformative). Jasmine self-assessed the 

highest in ISTE Teacher Standards 3 (M = 2.50) and 4 (M = 2.50), modeling digital-age work 

and learning and promoting and modeling digital citizenship and responsibility. Standards 3 and 
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4 focused on a teacher’s ability to communicate effectively with students utilizing appropriate 

digital technologies, including promoting proper and responsible use of technologies (ISTE, 

2008). Jasmine self-assessed the lowest in ISTE Teacher Standard 2 (M = 1.50), designing and 

developing digital-age learning experiences and assessments. Standard 2 focused on a teacher’s 

ability to design engaging curriculum for students integrating appropriate digital technologies 

(ISTE, 2008).    

Table 11. 

Jasmine’s Mean Scores for ISTE Teacher Technology Standards Self-Assessment 

ISTE  
Standard 1 

ISTE 
Standard 2 

ISTE 
Standard 3 

ISTE 
Standard 4 

ISTE 
Standard 5 

2.00 1.50 
(lowest mean) 

2.50 
(highest mean) 

2.50 
(highest mean) 

2.00 
 

Note. Research instrument (Appendix N) included rubric scores that ranged from 1 (beginning), 
2 (developing), 3 (proficient), to 4 (transformative). 
 

During the follow-up interview, Jasmine indicated rating herself lower because although 

she knew what the standards were, she was not implementing them daily. She stated, “I think I 

know and could develop and design some kind of experience and I have in the past [referencing 

ISTE Teacher Standard 2]. I don’t know that I’m doing it now. So that’s not a consistent thing.” 

Jasmine added, “It’s hard to judge…I go to these conferences and I hear about what people are 

doing and I’m certainly not in the realm [laughter]…but I’m capable in it.”   

During administration of the ISTE Standards•T self-assessment rubrics instrument 

(Appendix N), Jasmine provided examples of addressing teacher technology standards through 

qualitative open-ended responses. Written responses relevant to Jasmine’s integration of 

technology into her curriculum included:  

Implemented learning management systems (Blackboard Learn) for discussion in a 
virtual environment. I have also implemented online meeting rooms such as Elluminate 
and Adobe Connect to conduct virtual meetings and study sessions. 
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Have used Blackboard, ALEKS, Math, CL and other web based resources to provide 
formative and summative assessments to inform learning and teaching. I have 
incorporated digital tools such as student laptops, graphing calculators, and web 
resources to support student learning. 
 
Triangulation of the TPACK quantitative data, ISTE quantitative and qualitative data, 

combined with face-to-face interview qualitative data provided insight on Jasmine’s continued 

implementation of technology integration in her math instruction. 

Research Question 2.  

 Two main themes emerged from the face-to-face qualitative interview during analysis of 

Jasmine’s implementation of distance learning instructional strategies as a result of her OITI 

experience. The main theme that surfaced was Jasmine’s attempt to expand the math program to 

include online learning through a pilot that has been ongoing for three years. The online summer 

math course, developed entirely by Jasmine, began as an enrichment course to prepare students 

in the summer entering high school pre-algebra. This year, Jasmine will be working with another 

math instructor on piloting a course with additional requirements that will make it credit worthy. 

She explained, “This summer, we’re moving a little bit more into what we think those 

requirements should be although it’s not going to be fully implemented and then we’re going to 

include some things like portfolio, assessments maybe, some interviews just to get a better feel 

for the students we’re not seeing.” The second theme that arose was Jasmine’s increased 

awareness of distance learning strategies through her OITI experience. She described working 

with adults online was outside of her comfort zone, but was something she enjoyed. “You just 

get a lot more interesting conversations, so I think it’s that part I’ve pulled into my regular face-

to-face. Those interactions we would try to have through the discussion board. I’ve tried to 

model something like that with my face-to-face students and it doesn’t always work. You don’t 
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get quite the responses, but for them, it’s different from the 20 problem test they take in class.” 

When asked how consistently she applied her knowledge gained from the OITI for online 

learning, Jasmine indicated she consistently integrated her skills. “I feel like I start off the year 

really strong and at this time of the year [laughter], it’s just on the back burner. Less and less 

things get uploaded in Blackboard.” Although Jasmine was not as consistent in her face-to-face 

course, she indicated applying her skills consistently with the summer online math course. “For 

the summer one, I’m wanting to model exactly how everything’s all set up already so we’ve been 

meeting the instructor that’s going to facilitate. We’ve been building that slowly now so that it’s 

going to just be in place. In fact, I’m modeling everything from those Aʻo Makua classes as far 

as the pre-set emails.”      

 During administration the iNACOL national standards for quality online teaching self-

assessment rubrics instrument (Appendix O), Jasmine’s mean scores ranged between 2.33 

(between somewhat satisfactory and satisfactory) to 3.80 (between satisfactory and very 

satisfactory) (Table 12). This indicated Jasmine was fairly confident in her ability to address all 

standards related to quality online teaching. Scores were assigned as 0 (absent), 1 

(unsatisfactory), 2 (somewhat satisfactory), 3 (satisfactory), and 4 (every satisfactory). Jasmine 

self-assessed highest in iNACOL Standard D (M = 3.80). Standard D focused on the online 

teacher’s ability to provide clear expectations and consistent feedback to students (iNACOL, 

2011b). Kaila’s self-assessed lowest in iNACOL Standard G (M = 2.33). Standard G focused on 

the online teacher’s ability to utilize quality online assessment instruments (iNACOL, 2011b).     
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Table 12. 

Jasmine’s Mean Scores for iNACOL Standards for Quality Online Teaching Self-Assessment 

iNACOL Standards: 
A B C D E F G H I J K 

3.00 2.80 2.67 3.80 
(highest 
mean) 

3.20 
 

2.43 2.33 
(lowest 
mean) 

3.00 2.69 3.50 3.00 
 

Note. Research instrument (Appendix O) included rating scores that ranged from 0 (absent-
component is missing), 1 (unsatisfactory-needs significant improvement), 2 (somewhat 
satisfactory-needs targeted improvements), 3 (satisfactory-discretionary improvement needed), 
to 4 (very satisfactory-no improvement needed). 
 

During the follow-up interview, Jasmine indicated that she agreed with the highest score 

in iNACOL Standard D (M = 3.80). She further explained “It does have to be well-organized and 

thought out of about what you want to see from students and that certainly has been something 

I’ve increased in the last three to five years.” Regarding her lowest score in iNACOL Standard G 

(M = 2.33), Jasmine attributed it to inconsistency, similar to her explanation when ISTE 

standards were discussed. She stated, “I think I’ve done some assessments in those kinds of 

environments, but I don’t see myself using a variety where I’ve been waiting to find some 

resources that allow me to do it for Math…some of the things we did in OITI like the electronic 

portfolios and things like that, I haven’t managed to incorporate that in my Math classes.” The 

iNACOL Standard G weakness was also in alignment to Jamine’s ISTE Standard 2 weakness, in 

which both standards were focused on the teacher’s ability to develop digitally relevant 

assessments for students.  

During administration of the iNACOL standards for quality online teaching instrument 

(Appendix O), Jasmine provided qualitative open-ended responses that addressed each standard. 

Responses relevant to Jasmine’s continual implementation of distance learning strategies 

included: 
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Currently developing a tech based learning plan for using digital tools (ALEKS & 
Adaptive Learning) for an online summer course. 
 
As part of the Aʻo Makua program, as course facilitator, have had to involve students in 
opportunities to develop cultural understanding through communication with other 
students from other communities and countries. 
 

 Triangulation of Jasmine’s iNACOL online teacher standards quantitative and qualitative 

data, combined with her face-to-face qualitative data provided an in-depth perspective of how the 

OITI professional development experience continued to successfully impact her implementation 

of distance learning instructional strategies. 

Research Question 3.  

During analysis of how Jasmine perceived herself impacting her students as a result of 

completing the OITI, one dominant theme that arose was Jasmine’s ability to build better 

relationships with her students through differentiated instruction. For example, she provided 

opportunities for students to participate in synchronous online help sessions for study help or 

individual mentoring. She shared, “It’s almost as if they don’t just see me the 40 minutes or 80 

minutes and they stop thinking about me [laughter]…it feels like even the time spent within class 

is better.” In addition, Jasmine mentioned the synchronous sessions required her students to 

apply their listening and communication skills to explain their thought process. Throughout this 

process, she was also able to assess her students’ learning, in particular their understanding of 

various math terms. 

Research Question 4.  

 Several themes arose during analysis of the face-to-face interview focused on the impact 

of the OITI professional development experience as perceived by Jasmine, predominantly. The 

main themes that arose were Jasmine’s realization of how the OITI experience had enhanced her 

instruction in curriculum organization, assessments, and technology integration.  Jasmine stated: 
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The aspect of OITI that has been most impactful is the inclusion of the many applications 
and tools that were covered in the program. Being exposed to the many applications and 
different modes for assessment opened up my repertoire and my confidence in teaching 
in an online environment. It also impacted the way I communicate with my face to face 
students and the way I seek out and evaluate the use of new technologies or applications.  
Overall it made me more creative as a teacher. 
 

Jasmine also indicated, “the thing from the program I really learned is the whole organization 

piece. In online, it’s not fly by the seat of your pants…having it organized and well thought out 

ahead of time makes it more exact…there’s no guessing on what I’m assessing.” When asked 

whether or not her instructional practice changed directly as a result of her OITI experience, 

Jasmine affirmed, “I haven’t really thought about if it was a direct result of OITI, but certainly 

all the technologies I’ve been incorporating, I probably wouldn’t have dived into if I wasn’t 

comfortable with it…also we’ve had so many resources in high school and it’s pretty much an 

expectation now.” She also acknowledged that she incorporated more student to student 

interactions rather than her to the whole class. “It’s a little bit from old OITI but a little bit of 

some other things I’ve been interested in.” Upon reflection of where she was before and after the 

OITI as it related to the traditional classroom to online spectrum (Table 1), Jasmine identified 

that she was probably in the traditional classroom setting prior to the OITI, with progression to 

Web facilitated and blended environments in her high school math courses. For the summer math 

and adult enrichment courses, she was comfortable teaching online.   

 Since the completion of the OITI, Jasmine participated in various blended and online 

professional development opportunities such as the International Society for Technology in 

Education (ISTE) and Schools of the Future conferences. She was also involved with blended 

learning initiative discussions involving the high school math department. When asked if there 

was anything else she wanted to share about regarding her OITI experience, Jasmine asked, 

“When’s the next phase? [laughter]. Yeah, that was a great experience. I think the group we had 
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was really great. I learned a lot in a short period of time and I guess I never really thought about 

it, but, yeah, I did carry on a lot of things out of that.” Jasmine concluded her qualitative 

interview by sharing, “I really liked working with the cohort [Kamehameha Schools teachers] 

and that we were all from different areas. The professional learning community and 

conversations really helped...to lend some ideas.”     

Teacher 4: Tara  

Tara is currently an Academic Support Specialist and Lead Teacher supporting high 

school students to achieve academic success, with 11 years of teaching experience. She also 

works part-time as an online instructor for KSDL’s Aʻo Makua online enrichment program.  

Prior to becoming and Academic Support Specialist, Tara taught high school students English for 

four years.    

Research Question 1.   

During analysis of the OITI professional development experience and how it continued to 

impact Tara in her integration of technology into her curriculum, several themes emerged during 

the qualitative face-to-face interview (Appendix M). Tara immediately shared, “I think the OITI 

planted the seed that as teachers, we’re constantly having to evolve and that was back in 

2003…we still had computer work stations.” Tara’s focus on student engagement as a result of 

the OITI was also suggested in her response. During development of an online learning module 

focused on Hawaiian Pacific Literature, Tara worked collaboratively with another instructor on 

how to “maintain engagement with the content, but also make it relevant to their [students] 

experience and how do you get that.” In addition, Tara indicated she consistently looks at how to 

increase engagement for programs she currently oversees in her current role as an Academic 

Support Specialist. For example, she asked herself, “How can I increase engagement or why 
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didn’t the circle of knowledge that parents and caregivers have of what their students are doing 

because there’s that distance factor.” After the OITI, Tara also indicated she applied her visual 

design skills, “I think I’m always looking at what I communicate to the students either with the 

worksheet or online looking that it’s clear, it’s concise, and it’s visually appealing. So I know 

that was one aspect that OITI reinforced.” When asked how consistently she applied her 

knowledge gained from her OITI experience in her face-to-face classes, Tara identified it was 

difficult to separate because she constantly looks at instructional delivery and curriculum through 

the “OITI lens” since the completion of the OITI. Examples of technologies she has explored and 

integrated since the OITI included Blackboard, Shutterfly, Edmodo, Google Sites, Weebly, and 

WebQuest. Tara also specified she has consistently integrated use of the Blackboard Learn LMS 

since the OITI, “I think Blackboard has been a constant…I was exposed to, educated on, kind of 

guided within OITI.”  

When the TPACK self-assessment instrument to measure teacher comfort levels with 

technology integration was administered to Tara (Appendix L), her mean scores ranged between 

4.00 to 5.00 (Figure 13), indicating that Tara was confident in her ability to integrate technology 

into her instruction in a blended environment. Scores were assigned as 1 (strongly disagree), 2 

(disagree), 3 (neutral), 4 (agree), and 5 (strongly agree). Tara felt most confident in technological 

content knowledge (M = 5.00) and technological pedagogical content knowledge (M = 5.00). Her 

confidence in both TCK and TPACK indicated she was comfortable interrelating content, 

pedagogy and technology when instructing her students. During comparison of all the TPACK 

categories, Tara felt least confident in her technological knowledge (M = 4.00) and pedagogical 

content knowledge (M = 4.00).   

dohirata
Typewritten Text
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Figure 13.  Tara’s mean scores for the modified TPACK self-assessment survey (Appendix L). 
Research instrument included scores that ranged from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 
(neither agree or disagree), 4 (agree), to 5 (strongly agree). Permission to modify original 
TPACK instrument for pre-service teachers provided by Schmidt-Crawford, D.    
 

During the follow-up interview, Tara noted her perceived weakness in her technological 

skills (TK) was probably because she did not feel as up to date with various technologies due to 

the amount of time that had passed since the OITI in 2003. In addition, Tara indicated her 

schedule did not allow her to dedicate as much time to learning emerging technologies as she had 

during the OITI. Regarding her strengths in TCK and TPACK, Tara affirmed her confidence in 

integration of technology based upon her OITI experiences stating, “I’m abreast of all the current 

executive functioning skills to help students succeed and how to deliver…I think I’m able to 

4.00 

4.78 

5.00 

4.00 

4.43 4.67 

5.00 
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bring in ‘What do I want my kids to know?  How do I want to deliver it? I think that’s like a 

strength of mine, but as far as the technology, even though it’s not as strong, I think it’s there but 

I know it’s not an innate or natural as some of these students.”  When Tara was asked about 

whether or not the curriculum covered in the OITI impacted her TPACK strengths and 

weaknesses, she stated:  

Definitely I think…where technology was in 2003, I think I did increase my 
technological skills and how to deliver content online at that point in time.  I think it did 
increase and I can see why the scores would be within the 5. Perhaps if I had scored this 
back in 2003, my technological knowledge would be higher because the technology was 
different at that time.  The bar was probably lower. I can see how OITI helped me looked 
at information and how to number one, make it more appealing, make it more engaging 
whether or not it’s just visually engaging or engaging online so that you have more 
chance of success with the students. So thinking through that process.   
 
During analysis of Tara’s ISTE Standards•T self-assessment rubrics instrument 

(Appendix N), her mean scores ranged from 2.50 (between developing and proficient) to 3.50 

(between proficient and transformative) (Table 11). Scores were assigned as 1 (beginning), 2 

(developing), 3 (proficient), and 4 (transformative). Tara self-assessed the highest in ISTE 

Teacher Standard 1 (M = 3.50), facilitating and inspiring student learning and creativity, 

indicating a high confidence level with this standard. Standard 1 focused on a teacher’s ability to 

apply their knowledge to engage students and encourage creativity and innovation through 

meaningful and relevant facilitation (ISTE, 2008). Tara self-assessed the lowest in ISTE Teacher 

Standard 4 (M = 2.50), promoting and modeling digital citizenship and responsibility. Standard 4 

focused on a teacher’s ability to model and teach students to use technology in a safe and ethical 

manner (ISTE, 2008).  
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Table 13. 

Tara’s Mean Scores for ISTE Teacher Technology Standards Self-Assessment 

ISTE  
Standard 1 

ISTE 
Standard 2 

ISTE 
Standard 3 

ISTE 
Standard 4 

ISTE 
Standard 5 

3.50 
(highest mean) 

3.25 3.00 2.50 
(lowest mean) 

3.25 
 

Note. Research instrument (Appendix N) included rubric scores that ranged from 1 (beginning), 
2 (developing), 3 (proficient), to 4 (transformative). 
 

During the follow-up interview, Tara shared she rated herself highest in ISTE Teacher 

Standard 1 (facilitate and inspire student learning and creativity), probably because “OITI helped 

you look at content and delivery and try to be as creative as possible.” In addition, Tara 

acknowledged that, “if you can inspire students face to face, I think it’s a natural lens to inspire 

online because whether or not you’re looking at a great learning module or project or helping 

them devise their own, I think you will be able to do that online as well.” Regarding Tara’s self-

perceived weakness in digital citizenship (ISTE Teacher Standard 4), she explained she felt more 

comfortable addressing this topic in her curriculum as an English teacher versus in her current 

position as an Academic Support Specialist. She specified, “Promoting and modeling digital 

citizenship responsibility I think we perhaps touched upon...now it’s a little bit different because 

we talked a lot about indigenous intellectual propriety rights from indigenous perspectives, but I 

think I’m able to talk more about that in an English content.”  

During administration of the ISTE Standards•T online self-assessment rubric (Appendix 

N), Tara provided examples of addressing each teacher technology standard through qualitative 

open-ended responses. Written responses relevant to Tara’s integration of technology into her 

curriculum included: 

In the English Department, I piloted and pioneered electronic portfolios that served as a 
substitute for the paper-based collection of writing exemplars. Students were able to 
showcase their personalities adding to the authentic ownership of the portfolios. 
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In my current position at the Student Support Center, I was able to morph the idea of 
electronic portfolios from a Dreamweaver-based platform to a more user-friendly Google 
sites where teachers and students could provide feedback virtually to their individual 
sites. 
 
We are constantly trying to involve the parent or caregiver component into our program.  
Thus, we have started Shutterfly accounts that document learning and field trips 
throughout the year. Whenever we upload and add to the site, an email prompts parents 
and caregivers to join us and see what their children are experiencing and at times they 
feel comfortable enough to leave comments.  
 
OITI definitely assisted in helping to share the development of authentic assessment. In 
my English classroom, the use of iMovies based on sense of community and written 
expression was then transferred to a Blackboard course that encouraged participation and 
engagement beyond the confines of the school day. My participation in OITI allowed me 
to develop such an authentic assessment that targeted the standards and objectives of the 
course yet at the same time speaking to the authentic voices of my students.   
 
It appears the triangulation of the TPACK quantitative data, ISTE quantitative and 

qualitative data, combined with the face-to-face qualitative interview qualitative data resulted in 

a comprehensive description of how the OITI professional development experience continued to 

successfully impact Tara and her integration of technology into her instruction. 

Research Question 2.  

 One main theme emerged during analysis of the qualitative face-to-face interview as it 

related to how the OITI professional development experience continued to impact Tara 

implementing distance learning instructional strategies in an online environment. Tara 

confidently referenced relationships. She explained, “I know it seems weird to say that but I 

think OITI reinforced how well you can maximize interactions, that engagement because that I 

think, is a factor that keeps any learner regardless of age to keep coming back…So I think that 

experience with OITI whether or not we were working in pairs and responding to posts and 

trying to build a sense of community is something that I continue to perpetually implement in the 

classes that I help to facilitate currently.” When asked how consistently she applied her 
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knowledge gained from OITI for online learning, Tara stated, “I think anytime I log on, to be 

honest, every time I log on I’m constantly looking at that as far as engagement and responding to 

emails.”   

 During administration of the iNACOL national standards for quality online teaching self-

assessment rubrics instrument (Appendix O), Tara’s mean scores ranged from 2.14 to 3.67, with 

the majority of the scores (M = 3.00) fairly close to satisfactory (Table 14). The data indicated 

that Tara was fairly confident in her ability to address standards related to quality online 

teaching. Scores were assigned as 0 (absent), 1 (unsatisfactory), 2 (somewhat satisfactory), 3 

(satisfactory), and 4 (very satisfactory). Tara was the most confident with iNACOL Standard C 

(M = 3.67), a standard related to the online teacher implementing strategies to encourage student 

engagement and collaboration (iNACOL, 2011b). She was the least confident with iNACOL 

Standard F (M = 2.14). Standard F focused on the online teacher’s ability to address diverse 

learning styles in addition to accommodation of all learners’ needs, including those with special 

needs (iNACOL, 2011b).   

Table 14. 

Tara’s Mean Scores for iNACOL Standards for Quality Online Teaching Self-Assessment 

iNACOL Standards: 
A B C D E F G H I J K 

2.67 2.60 3.67 
(highest 
mean) 

3.10 3.00 2.14 
(lowest 
mean) 

2.67 3.00 3.31 3.50 3.00 

Note. Research instrument (Appendix O) included rating scores that ranged from 0 (absent-
component is missing), 1 (unsatisfactory-needs significant improvement), 2 (somewhat 
satisfactory-needs targeted improvements), 3 (satisfactory-discretionary improvement needed), 
to 4 (very satisfactory-no improvement needed). 
 

During the follow-up interview, Tara implied her highest mean score for iNACOL 

Standard C was in alignment with ISTE Teacher Standard 1, in which both standards referenced 
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utilizing instructional strategies to engage students in a collaborative learning environment. She 

further noted, “A student’s sense of belonging is so important to the success, I think, of any 

classroom. So I think that makes sense as far as why...I also think it’s just the way your words 

are delivered online as well…even if it’s a happy face or it’s an encouraging word or 

exclamation point that’s something you have the use that’s not going to be picked up in a face to 

face environment.” Regarding Tara’s iNACOL weakness, Standard F, she indicated she was 

comfortable addressing the diversity academic needs of her students, but if there was a student 

who required special needs, she did not feel as confident in the identification and use of online 

tools to address those needs in an online environment.    

 During administration of the iNACOL standards for quality online teaching instrument 

(Appendix O), Tara provided qualitative open-ended responses that addressed each standard. 

Responses relevant to Tara’s continual implementation of distance learning strategies included: 

OITI was the catalyst for me to think outside of the box – beyond the traditional 
instructional delivery methods of lecture, discussion, group projects, etc. OITI allowed 
me to incorporate online learning through various platforms. I was able to incorporate 
Blackboard into my courses and then I was able to help develop an online Literature 
course that was primarily online. 
 
I feel that the OITI experience in creating asynchronous and synchronous learning 
opportunities emphasized the importance of cultivating a sense of community. As a face-
to-face classroom teacher, this was/is one of my strengths. However, the challenge was to 
demonstrate that strength in an online environment. The OITI, through discussion board 
postings and highlighted learning activities that are highly personalized, I was able to feel 
confident that my learners will experience that same sense of community. 
 
OITI exposed many of us, as classroom teachers, to the world of technology. Yes, we 
were able to learn about basic technology skills, such as PowerPoint, formatting iMovie, 
Dreamweaver, etc. However the workshops that we went through challenged the way to 
view our content not only in an engaging, visual way but in a way to increase interaction 
between learners and facilitators.   
 
The triangulation of Tara’s iNACOL online teacher standards quantitative and qualitative 

data, combined with her face-to-face qualitative data provided a comprehensive perspective of 
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how the OITI professional development experience continued to successfully impact her 

implementation of distance learning instructional strategies.  

Research Question 3.  

One main theme arose during analysis of how Tara perceived herself impacting her 

students as a result of completing the OITI. She stressed her continued focus on meeting the 

needs of her students while trying to find a balance with the integration of technology. Tara 

affirmed, “I think the OITI helped me increase my knowledge base but I know I’m not ever 

going to be ahead because it’s not something natural for me to have access 24/7. But how can 

you maximize that access when kids have that access whether or not it be an app or if I can 

alleviate or make something a little bit easier for them if that’s what they want or expect.”  

Research Question 4.  

Tara’s insight, when asked to think about the aspect that has been most impactful of the 

OITI professional development experience, revolved around online curriculum development. She 

shared it was her experience working with another instructor to develop the online Hawaiian 

Pacific Literature curriculum that “sticks out” to her. She was particularly drawn in by the 

challenge of transitioning face-to-face content into an online learning environment without 

losing engagement and was very interested in creating learning modules “that speak” and were 

personalized and relevant for her students. She indicated, “It’s not only engagement of the 

discussion board threads or one to one emails, it’s building that sense of community and the 

content has to still be anchored and personal at least for adolescent learners.” Upon reflection of 

her challenge during development of online curriculum, she shared “even though it was tough, it 

forced me to think outside the box.” Tara also shared through the OITI, she obtained skills to 

diversify her delivery of instruction for her students, including the perspective of keeping 
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“engagement 24/7 beyond the time that you meet with the kids.” During self-reflection of where 

she was on the traditional classroom to online spectrum (Table 1) prior to and after the OITI, 

Tara noted she conducted her class in a traditional setting prior to the OITI. After the OITI, Tara 

shifted to a blended environment in her English high school teacher and Academic Support 

Specialist roles. She transitioned fully online while she taught online enrichment Hawaiian 

language courses part-time. 

Since the completion of the OITI, Tara participated in technology integration related 

professional development such as the annual Kamehameha Schools Technology Slams. When 

asked if there was anything else Tara wanted to share regarding her OITI experience, she 

concluded: 

I think the whole way it was constructed, from the beginning having teachers from the 
same school (K-12), it was after school, the way it was broken up, we received credit 
[University of Hawaiʻi educational technology course credits]. There were so many 
pluses the way it was put together because as teachers, our time is a commodity and 
number one we want to know that if this is something that we’re going to invest our time 
in, there’s going to be a payback. Payback with regards to it’s going to inform my 
instructional knowledge right away and the pluses were that yes it did. I incorporated 
immediately into my classroom with webfolios, e-portfolio and what not. I was able to 
collaborate with people around me…that professional learning community…and then 
there are opportunities to expand your professional development through contract work.  
Granted the learning curve was steep and it was high and it was hard, but you learn 
something and you’re able to incorporate it right away. 
 

Chapter Summary 

For Lani, the OITI was an intense, yet positive experience that impacted her continued 

integration of technology and implementation of distance learning strategies. Prior to the OITI, 

Lani integrated technology in her instruction inconsistently. After the OITI, she shifted her face-

to-face instruction into a blended environment, consistently utilizing the Blackboard Learn LMS 

with her 21st century middle school students. She also transitioned successfully into a part-time 

online instructor role after completion of the OITI. Analysis of Lani’s TPACK scores revealed 
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that although she self-perceived her weakness to be technological pedagogical content 

knowledge (TPACK), she was confident in her technological content knowledge (TCK), 

indicating she was comfortable in understanding appropriate technologies that could be 

integrated for learning. Analysis of Lani’s ISTE scores revealed she was confident in her ability 

to incorporate appropriate digital tools to model and promote digital-age work and learning. 

Analysis of Lani’s iNACOL scores indicated she was confident in her ability to address all 

standards related to quality online teaching, in particular applying instructional design to create 

engaging content to enhance learning for students. It appears the OITI professional development 

experience contributed to Lani’s impact on her students, resulting in increased motivation, 

engagement and transfer of knowledge. Lastly, the OITI was a catalyst that increased Lani’s 

skills sets and provided her with additional opportunities to consider, in particular, teaching 

online part-time. 

For Kaila, the OITI was an impactful professional development experience that provided 

her with the skills to integrate technology more effectively and explore the world of online 

learning. Prior to the OITI, Kaila’s classroom was on the lower spectrum of the Web facilitated 

spectrum closer to the traditional setting utilizing some technology, but mainly still focused on 

activities using paper and pencil. After the OITI, Kaila converted her science classroom to a 

blended environment and eventually transitioned online to become a part-time online instructor. 

Analysis of Kaila’s TPACK scores revealed that although she self-perceived her weakness to be 

technological knowledge (TK), she was confident in her TCK and TPACK, indicating her 

confidence in understanding the relationships between content, pedagogy, and technology to 

transform and engage her students with learning. Analysis of Kaila’s ISTE scores revealed she 

was confident in her ability to incorporate appropriate digital tools to model and promote digital-
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age work and learning. Analysis of Lani’s iNACOL scores indicated she was fairly confident in 

her ability to address all standards related to quality online teaching, in particular with 

understanding best practices and strategies for online teaching. It appears the OITI professional 

development experience attributed to Kaila’s impact on her students’ 21st century skills such as 

global and digital citizenship, technology skills and media literacy, and knowledge producing 

and sharing (P21, 2011). Lastly, the OITI contributed to Kaila’s career pathway, allowing her 

with the flexibility to continue teaching online part-time, even after resigning from her full time 

teaching position. 

For Jasmine, the OITI was a professional development experience that further improved 

her instruction by being exposed to various instructional technologies. In addition, it provided 

her with the opportunity to be more creative when communicating and evaluating her students.  

Prior to the OITI, Jasmine noted her classroom environment was fairly traditional. After the 

OITI, she confidently progressed to a blended environment with her high school math students, 

incorporating the use of the Blackboard Learn LMS consistently to engage her students. She also 

transitioned successfully into a part-time online instructor role after completion of the OITI. 

Analysis of Jasmine’s TPACK scores revealed that although she self-perceived her weakness to 

be TK, her overall TCK and TPACK scores implied she was confident in integrating technology 

effectively with her students. Analysis of Jasmine’s ISTE scores indicated she was confident in 

her ability to model and promote digital-age learning and citizenship. Analysis of Jasmine’s 

iNACOL scores implied she was fairly confident in her ability to address standards related to 

quality online teaching, in particular providing clear expectations and prompt feedback to 

students. It appears the OITI professional development experience assisted Jasmine’s ability to 

explore further differentiated instruction through the use of various instructional technologies to 
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engage and build relationships with her students. Lastly, Jasmine enjoyed participating and 

sharing with other KS teachers in a meaningful professional learning community.    

For Tara, the OITI was a challenging, yet meaningful and relevant professional 

development experience that resulted in her immediate application of blending and online 

learning skills. Prior to the OITI, Tara’s instructed in a traditional setting. After the OITI, Tara 

immediately transitioned to a blended environment for her English high school students. She also 

transitioned successfully into part-time online curriculum developer and instructor roles after 

completion of the OITI. Analysis of Tara’s TPACK scores revealed that although she self-

perceived her weakness to be TK, she was confident in her TCK and TPACK, indicating she was 

comfortable with effective integration of technology within her instruction. Analysis of Tara’s 

ISTE scores indicated she was confident in her ability to facilitate and inspire student learning 

and creativity. Analysis of Tara’s iNACOL scores suggested that she was fairly confident in her 

ability to address standards related to quality online teaching, in particular implementing 

strategies to encourage collaboration and active learning. It appears the OITI experience ascribed 

to Tara’s impact on her students, resulting in increased engagement and interactions. Lastly, the 

OITI provided many benefits, such as university course credits and professional learning 

community, which made it worthwhile despite her busy schedule. 
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Table 15. 

Individual Participant Analysis Qualitative Summary 

Participant Qualitative Themes Integrated Technologies 
for Instruction 

Lani Research Question 1 
• Consistent seamless and advanced technology 

integration 
• Prior to the OITI technology integration was 

“here and there” 
• Increase of technology access for students since 

the OITI 
 

Research Question 2 
• Awareness of DL instructional strategies 
• No online teaching experience prior  teaching 

online 
• No prior experience with Bb Learn  

consistent use of Bb Learn 
• Online curriculum development 
• Consistent integration of the OITI skills 
 
Research Question 3 
• Application of the OITI skills resulted in 

increased student engagement validated by 
student feedback 

• Students capable of demonstrating their 
learning through different technologies 
 

Research Question 4 
• Felt OITI was intense, but beneficial to learn 

technical skills 
• Attitude changed in which she was willing to 

step outside of her comfort zone with 
technology exploration 

• Learning basic visual design skills were 
beneficial 

• Professional development (PD) after the OITI: 
KS Technology Slams, KSDL Instructor 
Gatherings 

• Enjoyed PLC 
OITI was a springboard to other opportunities 

• Mathletics  
• Global Pi Day  
• Phone, Camera & 

Computer (compound 
shape photo project) 

• Blackboard Learn 
• Edmodo 
• We Video 
• KS Connect 
• EZ Grade Pro 
• QR codes 
• Pic Collage 
• Smilebox 
• Video creation tool 
• Song creation tool 
• Comic strip creation 

tool 
• Newsletter creation 

tool 
• Brochure creation 

tool 
• Handout creation tool 
• Synchronous 

communication tool 
• Asynchronous 

communication tool 
• Google Docs 
• PowerPoint 
• Padlet 
• Voice Thread 
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Participant Qualitative Themes Integrated Technologies 
for Instruction 

Kaila Research Question 1 
• Increased awareness of technologies for 

instruction  
• Consistent application of skills such as use of 

Bb Learn after the OITI for student 
collaboration (discussion board) and content 
dissemination 

• Created online lab report module 
 
Research Question 2 
• Learning aesthetic design skills were beneficial 
• Consistently applied the OITI skills for online 

teaching 
• No online teaching experience prior  teaching 

online 
 
Research Question 3 
• Ability to address 21st century skills with 

students (e.g. global citizenship, technology 
skills and media literacy, digital citizenship) 

• College preparation 
• Students engaged in ethical research 
• Students engaged in a variety of technologies to 

create products based upon multiple 
intelligences 

 
Research Question 4 
• Increase in technology skills = meaningful 

implementation for students 
• Able to keep up with emerging technologies 

after the OITI ended 
• Introduction to digital citizenship changed her 

instructional practices 
• PD after the OITI: KSDL Instructor Gatherings, 

self-paced PD, self-exploration of emerging 
technologies 

• Blackboard Learn 
• Dropbox 
• LockDown Browser 
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Participant Qualitative Themes Integrated Technologies 
for Instruction 

Jasmine Research Question 1 
• Blackboard Learn use became an “everyday 

thing” 
• Consistent integration of technology based upon 

the situation 
 
Research Question 2 
• After the OITI, developed online math course 

pilot for summer school 
• Increased awareness of DL instructional 

strategies 
• No online teaching experience prior  teaching 

online 
 
Research Question 3 
• Build better relationships with students through 

differentiated instruction using technology tools 
• Ability to assess students’ learning and assist 

students individually (e.g. synchronous 
sessions) 

 
Research Question 4 
• OITI enhanced instruction in curriculum 

organization, assessments, and technology 
integration 

• PD after the OITI: ISTE, Schools of the Future 
Conference, Blended campus discussions 

Enjoyed PLC 

• Blackboard Learn 
• Adobe Connect 
• Elluminate 
• ALEKS 
• Math CL 
• Graphic calculators 
• Adaptive Learning 

 

Tara Research Question 1 
• Increased student engagement as a result of the 

OITI 
• Development of online Hawaiian Pacific 

Literature course with another instructor 
• Visual design skills were beneficial 
• Consistent application of skills through her 

“OITI lens” 
 

• Blackboard Learn 
• Shutterfly 
• Edmodo 
• Google Sites 
• Weebly 
• Electronic portfolios 
• Dreamweaver 
• iMovies 
• PowerPoint 
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Participant Qualitative Themes Integrated Technologies 
for Instruction 

Tara 
(continued) 

Research Question 2 
• OITI skills reinforced maximizing student 

engagement and interactions online 
• No online teaching experience prior  teaching 

online 
 
Research Question 3 
• Continued focus of meeting needs of her 

students while balancing integration of 
technology 

 
Research Question 4 
• Online curriculum development of the 

Hawaiian Pacific Literature course “sticks out” 
• Enjoyed PLC and also integrated PLCs with her 

students 
• PD after the OITI: KS Technology Slams 

 

 

This chapter reported on individual analysis of the four teachers participating in this case 

study.  The next chapter takes a closer look at data across all four teacher perspectives, searching 

for common themes and differences when comparing all viewpoints holistically.    
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Chapter V 

Cross-Case Analysis 

This chapter describes the cross-case analysis amongst the four individual teacher 

perspectives to examine similarities and differences that emerged from the case study. According 

to Miles and Humberman (1994), cross-case analysis begins after individual analysis, with a 

focus of understanding patterns and explanations across cases. This type of analysis provided 

researchers with the ability to understand and “develop more sophisticated descriptions and more 

powerful explanations” (Miles & Huberman, 1194, p.172). Qualitative and quantitative data 

gathered according to each research question was analyzed in detail and presented (reference 

Table 5). Common qualitative and quantitative themes were extracted according to each 

individual research question in sequential order. To identify qualitative common themes, 

triangulation of data was applied by comparing qualitative codes for teachers sequentially 

according to the research questions. To identify quantitative common themes, triangulation of 

data was applied by comparing quantitative data of teachers using an Excel spreadsheet for the 

TPACK, ISTE, and iNACOL data.     

To address the first research question, cross-case analysis amongst the four teachers 

included exploring themes that arose from the qualitative interview, TPACK quantitative self-

assessment, and ISTE teacher technology standards quantitative self-assessment. To address the 

second research question, cross-case analysis amongst the four teachers included identification of 

themes that arose from the qualitative interview, and iNACOL quantitative online teaching 

standards self-assessment. To address the third and fourth research questions, cross-case analysis 

was conducted by compiling and comparing the four teachers’ qualitative interview data. 
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Research Question 1. 

 The cross-case analysis of how the OITI professional development experience continued 

to impact the four teachers integrating technology into their blended instruction during the 

qualitative interviews (Appendix M) resulted in four themes. The first common theme was 

related to their consistency of applying their knowledge gained from their OITI experience. All 

four teachers indicated they consistently applied their OITI knowledge into their instruction, with 

varied responses such as “always constantly looking at instructional delivery through the OITI 

lens” and “pretty much across the board, consistently.” Their approaches towards technology 

integration naturally also varied, from creating fully technology integrated units, to developing 

online tutorials, and integrating the Blackboard Learn learning management system into their 

instruction. The second common theme that emerged was the integration of the Blackboard 

Learn learning management system. All four teachers’ perspectives on the use of Blackboard 

Learn features were positive with the discussion board being the most popular tool integrated to 

engage students with collaborative discussions. The third common theme that appeared was 

related to the intent of the teachers integrating technology into their instruction. Always with a  

focus on their students, the teachers applied their OITI knowledge to excite them, engage them 

with visually appealing curriculum, prepare them for future online courses, and ensured they 

were prepared to conduct ethical research beginning with checking the validity of references and 

Web site resources. The fourth common theme that arose was the mention of technology access 

and how they adapted to it over the years. All teachers, without a designated prompt in the 

interview questions, mentioned technology access had improved over the years. They began with 

some computers in the classroom during the OITI, progressing to 1:1 laptops. They indicated 
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each student having access to a computer and the increase of instructional technology tools over 

the years made it more convenient for them to integrate technology into their instruction.   

 The cross-case analysis of the TPACK quantitative data amongst all four teachers 

provided further insight on commonalities and differences in their self-perception of strengths 

and weaknesses as it related to technology integration (Appendix L). All teachers indicated one 

or more TPACK strengths with the majority of the teachers signifying confidence in more than 

one TPACK category (Figure 14).  Kaila was very confident in five TPACK categories  

(M = 5.00), Lani in three categories (M = 5.00), Tara in two categories (M = 5.00), and Jasmine 

in one category (M = 4.43). The two most common strength TPACK categories that arose were 

pedagogical knowledge (PCK) and technological content knowledge (TCK) (Figure 15). The 

second most common strength TPACK categories were content knowledge (CK) and 

technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK). Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) 

was also indicated as a strength TPACK category. There were two TPACK categories that were 

not indicated as strengths by any of the teachers, technological knowledge (TK) and 

technological pedagogical knowledge (TPK). The data signified the majority of the teachers 

participating in the case study were most confident in their abilities to teach with a focus on 

instructional strategies and integration of technologies that would be most relevant to their 

subject specialization (M = 5.00). Three teachers self-assessed highest at M = 5.00, while 

Jasmine’s highest at M = 4.43. Overall, teachers were confident in their abilities to integrate 

technology into their instruction in a meaningful way to impact student learning.                 
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Figure 14. Lani, Kaila, Jasmine & Tara’s compiled highest mean scores for the modified 
TPACK self-assessment survey (Appendix L). Research instrument included scores that ranged 
from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neither agree or disagree), 4 (agree), to 5 (strongly 
agree). Permission to modify original TPACK instrument for pre-service teachers provided by 
Schmidt-Crawford, D.    
 

PK 
Lani (5.00) 
Kaila (5.00) 

Jasmine (4.43) 

TCK 
Lani (5.00) 
Kaila (5.00) 
Tara (5.00) 

CK 
Lani (5.00) 
Kaila (5.00) 

PCK 
Kaila (5.00) 

TPACK 
Kaila (5.00) 
Tara (5.00) 
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 Figure 15. Lani, Kaila, Jasmine & Tara’s compiled highest mean scores bar graph for the 
modified TPACK self-assessment survey (Appendix L). Some teachers had strong results in 
more than one TPACK category. 
 

The cross-case analysis of the TPACK strengths follow-up explanations during the 

qualitative interview (Appendix M) resulted in all four teachers indicating they were most 

confident in CK, PK, or both. Lani indicated she was most comfortable in CK and PK because 

these categories did not require technology while Kaila’s explanation was because she had 

focused on these two categories for a longer period of time as a traditional teacher. Jasmine, most 

confident in PK, also attributed her highest mean score to potentially the number of years she 

had been teaching. Although Tara’s quantitative results were highest in TCK and TPACK, she 

mentioned her comfort level in CK and PK during her follow-up explanation as it related to her 

strengths. Three of the four teachers’ TPACK highest mean scores also implied confidence in 

TCK. Lani explained she was comfortable with TCK, especially with technologies she has used 

and practiced prior. For all four teachers, the categories with the highest TPACK mean scores 

were related to their comfort level in teaching.   
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The cross-case analysis of the TPACK quantitative data as it related to the teachers’ self-

perceived technology integration weaknesses revealed commonalities in different TPACK 

categories (Figure 16). Lani and Tara were least confident in two TPACK categories (M = 4.00), 

and Kaila (M = 3.83) and Jasmine (M = 3.33) were least confident in one TPACK category.  The 

most common weakness TPACK category that emerged was technological knowledge (TK) 

(Figure 17). The second most common weakness TPACK category was pedagogical content 

knowledge (PCK). Technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) was also indicated 

as a weakness TPACK category. This signified the majority of the teachers participating in the 

case study were least confident in their technical skills when using technology, with scores 

ranging between neutral and agree to agree (M = 3.33, M = 3.83, and M = 4.00). Lani, the only 

teacher in the case study who did not indicate TK as her least confident TPACK category, was 

least confident in TPACK and PCK categories (M = 4.00).  Overall, the data showed that some 

teachers were less confident in their technical skills (M = 3.33), but still felt fairly confident  

with all other TPACK categories (M ≥ 4.00). The only one weaker score was Jasmine’s 

confidence as it related to technological pedagogical knowledge (M = 3.56), indicating between 

neutral and agree. 
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Figure 16. Lani, Kaila, Jasmine & Tara’s compiled lowest mean scores for the modified TPACK 
self-assessment survey (Appendix L). Research instrument included scores that ranged from 1 
(strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neither agree or disagree), 4 (agree), to 5 (strongly agree). 
Permission to modify original TPACK instrument for pre-service teachers provided by Schmidt-
Crawford, D.    
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TK 
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Figure 17. Lani, Kaila, Jasmine & Tara’s compiled lowest mean scores bar graph for the 
modified TPACK self-assessment survey (Appendix L). Some teachers had weak results in more 
than one TPACK category. 
 

The cross-case analysis of the TPACK weaknesses follow-up explanations during the 

qualitative interview (Appendix M) resulted in all four teachers confirming they were least 

confident in TK. Although Lani’s lowest mean scores were in TPACK and PCK, she mentioned 

during the explanation of her PK and CK strengths that these two categories did not require 

technology. In addition, she shared her weakness in TK was because she was not currently in a 

technology position designated to keep up to date with most current technology trends. Both 

Kaila and Tara also felt quite a bit of time had passed since the OITI and their day-to-day up 

keep in technology was not their strength. Jasmine’s explanation differed from the other three 

teachers in which she stated she was comfortable teaching herself emerging technologies she was 

interested in. However, she self-rated based upon the perspective of whether or not she felt 

confident enough as a department chair to teach and roll out the emerging technologies with all 

teachers within the department.   
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In addition to the qualitative interview and quantitative TPACK data, quantitative ISTE 

teacher standards data (Appendix N) were also analyzed to determine if there were similarities or 

differences among the four teachers as they perceived themselves addressing technology 

standards. The majority of the teachers specified one ISTE standard strength, while Jasmine 

indicated two ISTE standard strengths (Figure 18). The scores ranged from between developing 

and proficient (M = 2.50) to between proficient and transformative (M = 3.50). Two teachers, 

Lani and Jasmine, self-assessed the highest in ISTE Teacher Standard 3, modeling digital-age 

work and learning. Tara, Jasmine and Kaila self-assessed highest in ISTE Teacher Standard 1 

(facilitate and inspire student learning and creativity), ISTE Teacher Standard 2 (design and 

develop digital-age learning experiences and assessments), and ISTE Teacher Standard 4 

(promote and model digital citizenship and responsibility) respectively. No teacher indicated 

ISTE Teacher Standard 5 (engage in professional growth and leadership) as a strength. When 

comparing all teachers, Tara self-assessed the highest in ISTE Standard 1 (M = 3.50), while 

Jasmine and Kaila had lower scores (M = 2.50).   
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Figure 18. Lani, Kaila, Jasmine & Tara’s compiled highest mean scores bar graph for the ISTE 
Standards•T self-assessment rubrics (Appendix N). Scores ranged from 1 (beginning), 2 
(developing), 3 (proficient), to 4 (transformative). Some teachers had strong results in more than 
one ISTE standard. 
    

The cross-case analysis of the ISTE Standards•T strength follow-up explanations during 

the qualitative interview (Appendix M) indicated teachers were most confident and comfortable 

in diverse areas as it related to the standards. All four teachers’ follow-up explanations generally 

pointed to examples of their abilities to integrate technology into their instruction with their 

students. Overall, ISTE teacher standard strengths seemed to vary between individual teachers.      

During comparison of the ISTE teacher standards lowest mean scores (Appendix N), 

each teacher specified one ISTE teacher standard weakness, with mean scores that ranged 

between beginning and developing (M = 1.50) to between developing and proficient (M = 2.50) 

(Figure 19). Two teachers, Lani and Kaila, self-assessed the lowest in ISTE Teacher Standard 5 

(engage in professional growth and leadership). Jasmine self-assessed lowest in ISTE Teacher 

Standard 2 (design and develop digital-age learning experiences and assessments), and Tara self-
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assessed lowest in ISTE Teacher Standard 4 (promote and model digital citizenship and 

responsibility). No teachers indicated ISTE Teacher Standard 1 (facilitate and inspire student 

learning and creativity) or ISTE Teacher Standard 3 (modeling digital-age work and learning) as 

a weakness. Jasmine and Kaila self-assessed the lowest ISTE Teacher Standards 2 (M = 1.50) 

and 5 (M = 1.50).   

 
Figure 19. Lani, Kaila, Jasmine & Tara’s compiled lowest mean scores bar graph for the ISTE 
Standards•T self-assessment rubrics (Appendix N). Scores ranged from 1 (beginning), 2 
(developing), 3 (proficient), to 4 (transformative).  
 

The cross-case analysis of the ISTE Standards•T weakness follow-up explanations during 

the qualitative interview (Appendix M) indicated teachers were least confident in diverse areas 

as it related to the standards. Each individual teacher’s explanation of their weakness varied. For 

example, Lani indicated obtaining less professional development in technology leadership (ISTE 

Teacher Standard 5), Kaila felt she had the most room for improvement in technology leadership 

(ISTE Teacher Standard 5), Jasmine felt her weakness was attributed to her perspective of being 

comfortable with the standard but not incorporating technology with her students daily (ISTE 

0

1

2

3

1 2 3 4 5

N
um

be
r 

of
 T

ea
ch

er
s 

ISTE Standard 

Weakest ISTE Self-Designation by Teachers 



 

124 
 

Teacher Standard 2), and Tara thought digital citizenship was more relevant in her prior position 

as an English teacher versus her current Academic Support Specialist position (IST Teacher 

Standard 4). Similar to ISTE teacher standard strengths, their self-perceived weaknesses also 

seemed to vary amongst individual teachers.      

Research Question 2.  

The cross-case analysis of how the OITI professional development experience continued 

to impact the four teachers implementing distance learning instructional strategies during the 

qualitative interviews (Appendix M) resulted in some similarities and differences. The main 

common theme was related to their consistency of applying their knowledge gained from their 

OITI experience. Although all four teachers did not have any online teaching experience prior to 

the OITI, they all validated they consistently applied their OITI knowledge during online 

instruction with remarks such as, “every time I facilitate an online course” and “any time I log 

on.” The type of distance learning instructional strategies impacted as a result of the OITI 

differed for each teacher. They ranged from the Blackboard Learn learning management system 

skills learned serving as a foundation for teaching online courses, to the awareness of “aesthetic 

and design for online environment and how it impacts users’ experience,” and reinforcement of 

how to maximize interactions and engagement in an online environment.     

The cross-case analysis of the iNACOL standards for quality online teaching quantitative 

data (Appendix O) provided additional insight on the teachers’ self-perception of strengths and 

weaknesses as it related to addressing online teaching standards. Each teacher specified one 

iNACOL standard strength, with scores that ranged between 3.33 (between satisfactory to very 

satisfactory) to 4.00 (very satisfactory) (Figure 20). Kaila self-assessed the highest in iNACOL 

Standard A (basic foundation of effective online instruction), while Tara self-assessed the 
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highest in iNACOL Standard C (online instructional strategies). Jasmine self-assessed the 

highest in iNACOL Standard D (clear instructions and prompt feedback), and Lani self-assessed 

the highest in iNACOL Standard K (arranging media and content to help transfer knowledge in 

an online environment). In comparison to the other teachers, Lani self-assessed the highest with a 

mean score of 4.00 (very satisfactory, no improvement needed).           

 

Figure 20. Lani, Kaila, Jasmine & Tara’s compiled highest mean scores bar graph for the 
iNACOL standards for quality online teaching (Appendix O). Scores ranged from 0 (absent-
component is missing), 1 (unsatisfactory-needs significant improvement), 2 (somewhat 
satisfactory-needs targeted improvements), 3 (satisfactory-discretionary improvement needed), 
to 4 (very satisfactory-no improvement needed). 
 

The cross-case analysis of the iNACOL teacher standards strengths follow-up 

explanations during the qualitative interview (Appendix M) resulted in teachers feeling most 

confident in diverse areas. Each teacher’s strength follow-up explanation was directly related to 

the impact of online instruction on their students. Lani felt her students were able to transfer 

knowledge effectively in an online environment (iNACOL Standard A), while Jasmine felt she 
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increased her prompt responses to students over the last several years because the course had to 

be “well organized and thought of about what you want to see from students” (iNACOL 

Standard D). In addition, Tara felt a “students’ sense of belonging is so important to the 

success…of any classroom” (iNACOL Standard C), and Kaila improved her foundational skills 

in effective online instruction based upon evaluation feedback from her students over the years 

(iNACOL Standard A). Overall, iNACOL quality online teaching standard strengths varied 

greatly between individual teachers.   

During the cross-case analysis of the iNACOL standards for quality online teaching 

lowest mean scores (Appendix O), each teacher specified one iNACOL standard weakness. The 

mean scores ranged from somewhat satisfactory (M = 2.14) to satisfactory (M = 3.00) (Figure 

21). Tara and Kaila both self-assessed the lowest in iNACOL Standard F (addresses diverse 

learners, including accessibility accommodations). Lani self-assessed the lowest in iNACOL 

Standard E (digital citizenship), and Jasmine self-assessed the lowest in iNACOL Standard G 

(creating and implementing assessments). In comparison to other teachers, Tara self-assessed the 

lowest, indicating somewhat satisfactory (M = 2.14).          
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Figure 21. Lani, Kaila, Jasmine & Tara’s compiled lowest mean scores bar graph for the 
iNACOL standards for quality online teaching (Appendix O). Scores ranged from 0 (absent-
component is missing), 1 (unsatisfactory-needs significant improvement), 2 (somewhat 
satisfactory-needs targeted improvements), 3 (satisfactory-discretionary improvement needed), 
to 4 (very satisfactory-no improvement needed). 
 

The cross-case analysis of the iNACOL teacher standards weaknesses follow-up 

explanations during the qualitative interview (Appendix M) resulted in teachers feeling least 

confident in different areas based upon diverse rationalization. Two teachers, Tara and Kaila, felt 

addressing diverse learners (including addressing accessibility accommodations) in an online 

environment were a weakness for them (iNACOL Standard F). Tara indicated it was more 

difficult to address learners who were not engaged or logged into the online course, while Tara 

felt she was not aware of advanced online tools to address learners with special needs, for 

example those who had dysgraphic or were dyslexic. Lani and Jasmine’s weaknesses (iNACOL 

Standards E and G) were related to the consistency of their application of digital citizenship and 
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online assessments into their instruction. Both were aware of the skills required of an online 

instructor, but rated themselves lower in these areas due to less integration with their students. 

Research Question 3. 

The cross-case analysis of how teachers perceived themselves impacting their students as 

a result of the OITI professional development during the qualitative interview (Appendix M) 

highlighted two common themes. The dominant theme, indicated by all four teachers, was 

related to how their OITI experience provided them with skills and technology tools to 

differentiate instruction for their students. Examples included students using different technology 

tools based upon their learning styles to meet course objectives, integrating synchronous sessions 

to personalize student learning, and working with students to create electronic portfolios to 

showcase learning. The second common theme, indicated by two teachers (Lani and Jasmine), 

was focused on better teacher and student relationships as a direct result of applying their skills 

learned through the OITI training. Examples included teachers having the ability to build strong 

relationships and increase engagement through the use of tools such as the discussion board, 

email and synchronous online sessions.  

It appears teachers participating in the case study approached student impact in multiple 

ways. Lani integrated Mathletics and Global Pi Day into her curriculum, in which students 

utilized their knowledge gained from math class to compete and engage collaboratively in math 

projects with other students globally. Kaila structured her assessments by encouraging her 

students to showcase their learning based upon their multiple intelligences. For example, instead 

of writing an essay, one of her students composed and recorded a song for her science class. 

Jasmine utilized Adobe Connect, a synchronous videoconferencing tool, to engage and assess her 

students. By connecting synchronously online individually with her students, she was able to 
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assess, personalize, and differentiate instruction for her math students based upon their progress. 

Tara worked with her students to create student-centered electronic portfolios to showcase their 

collection of writing exemplars. Although each individual teacher’s instructional approach 

varied, their intent and objective was to increase student engagement and impact.  

Research Question 4.  

The cross-case analysis of what aspects teachers perceived as the most impactful from 

their OITI experiences during the qualitative interview (Appendix M) resulted in various 

commonalities and differences. The main theme, as indicated by all four teachers, was related to 

the technical skills and knowledge that was gained through their professional development 

experience. Learning emerging technologies, for these teachers, equated to new instructional 

tools that could be incorporated into their instruction to impact student learning. Terms such as 

“intense,” “challenging,” and “staying abreast,” were stated when referencing the OITI 

curriculum. These terms were usually coupled with teachers expressing their increased comfort 

level of exploring and integrating technologies, as well as instruction in a blended and online 

environment as a direct result of the OITI. All four teachers also indicated some type of change 

in instruction as a direct result of their OITI experience, whether it was being a more creative 

teacher, developing online curriculum, or stepping out of their comfort zone to try new things. 

When asked if their attitudes, beliefs, or dispositions changed directly as a result of their 

participation in the OITI, three teachers replied astoundingly with “yes,” while Lani indicated 

that although she was not sure if her attitudes changed or not, it highlighted for her how 

curriculum should be organized and delivered in an online environment.   

When teachers were asked to reflect on where on the blended and online spectrum their 

classes were before and after the OITI, it appears all four teachers had progressed successfully to 
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teaching online (Figure 22). Jasmine and Tara both progressed the most, shifting from teaching 

in a traditional classroom environment, while Lani and Kaila entered the OITI with some 

technology integration experience. All four teachers indicated they were successful in shifting 

their face-to-face classes to a blended environment after their OITI experiences, and were 

successful in shifting to an online teaching environment through their part-time online instructor 

experiences with Kamehameha Schools Distance Learning. 

Blended and Online Learning Spectrum 

 

 

 

 

Figure 22. Lani, Kaila, Jasmine & Tara’s compiled blended and online learning spectrum 
summary. This figure summarizes the teachers’instructional practice change as a result of the 
OITI (before and after). Reference Table 1 for detailed course category descriptions. 
 

 When teachers were asked to share their professional development experiences after the 

OITI that was relevant to technology integration or online learning, the two common events that 

surfaced included the bi-annual one day KSDL part-time online instructor gatherings and the 

annual one to two days KS Technology Slams. The KSDL part-time online instructor gatherings 
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provided teachers with the opportunity to connect with other online instructors as well as obtain 

feedback, skills and knowledge to continually improve their online instruction. The KS 

Technology Slams were in-service professional development days formatted similarly to a mini-

conference with breakout sessions focused specifically on technology integration and digital 

learning. Other professional development opportunities mentioned included self-exploration of 

technology tools, conferences hosted by external organizations such as the ISTE and Schools of 

the Future Conference, and engagement in KS organizational blended and online discussions. 

 Towards the end of the qualitative interview, the four teachers were asked if they wanted 

to share about anything else regarding their OITI experience. Two dominant themes that arose 

were the satisfaction of the professional learning community (PLC) formed in the OITI, and not 

initially being aware that the OITI would be a “springboard” to other opportunities. Teachers 

appreciated the cohort style set-up in the OITI, with numerous opportunities to network, connect, 

and share with their peers. They also felt it was a bonus having the capability to improve their 

teaching while receiving university professional development credits, and having the opportunity 

to become an online instructor afterwards. 

Chapter Summary. 

A thorough cross-analysis of the four teachers as it tied directly to each research question 

for this case study resulted in numerous similarities and differences (Table 15).   
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Table 16. 

Cross-Case Analysis Summary  

Research Question Similarities Differences 

1. How does the 
OITI professional 
development 
experience 
continue to 
impact teachers 
and their 
integration of 
technology into 
their curriculum? 

• Consistent in applying 
knowledge gained from OITI 
experiences for blended 
environment 

• Integration of Blackboard 
Learn LMS with positive 
perception 

• Technology integration intent 
with a focus on students 

• Teachers felt technology 
access improved over the years 

• Two most common TPACK 
strengths: PCK and TCK 

• Most common TPACK 
weakness: TK 

• Application of OITI 
knowledge varied  

• Blackboard Learn LMS 
tools varied 

• Technology integration 
approach with students 
varied 

• ISTE teacher standards 
strengths varied 

• ISTE teacher standards 
weaknesses varied 

2. How does the 
OITI professional 
development 
experience 
continue to 
impact teachers 
implementing 
distance learning 
instructional 
strategies? 

• No online teaching experience 
prior to the OITI 

• Consistent in applying 
knowledge gained from OITI 
experiences for online 
environment 

 

• Application of distance 
learning instructional 
strategies varied 

• iNACOL standards for 
quality online teaching 
strengths varied 

• iNACOL standards for 
quality online teaching 
weaknesses varied 

3. How do teachers 
who completed 
the OITI perceive 
themselves 
impacting their 
students as a 
result of the 
professional 
development 
training? 

• OITI experience provided 
skills and technology tools to 
differentiate instruction for 
students 

• Better teacher and student 
relationships as a direct result 
of applying OITI skills 
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Table 15. (Continued) Cross-Case Analysis Summary 
 

Research Question Similarities Differences 

4. What is the 
impact of the 
professional 
development 
experience as 
perceived by 
teachers who 
completed the 
OITI and are now 
online 
instructors? 

• Learning emerging 
technologies = new 
instructional tools to impact 
student learning 

• Teachers expressed although 
challenging, the OITI 
increased their comfort level of 
exploring and integrating 
technologies into instruction 
for blended and online 
environments 

• Attitudes, beliefs and 
dispositions changed as a 
result of the OITI 

• Shifted successfully on the 
blended and online instruction 
spectrum to become online 
instructors 

• After completing the OITI, 
KSDL part-time online 
instructor gatherings and KS 
Technology Slam professional 
development offerings were 
common 

• Teachers were satisfied with 
the OITI professional learning 
community 

• Teachers were initially not 
aware the OITI would be a 
springboard to other 
opportunities  

• Prior to the OITI, two 
teachers began with 
traditional (face-to-face) 
instruction and two 
teachers began with a 
some technology 
integration 

• Professional development 
experiences related to 
technology integration or 
online learning after the 
OITI varied   

 

The next and final chapter presents conclusions drawn from the case study, recommendations for 

training online instructors, implications for future research, and closing thoughts.   
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Chapter VI 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 In the previous chapters, the rationale for the case study of online instructors who 

participated in the Kamehameha Schools Online Instructor Training Institute (OITI) seven to ten 

years ago was outlined. Four research questions that guided this study were developed. The 

questions focused on taking an in-depth look at how four teachers continued to integrate 

technology into their instruction, implemented distance learning instructional strategies, their 

perceived impact on students, and their perceived impact of the OITI professional development 

experience. An extensive literature review was conducted on topics relevant to distance learning 

and professional development of K-12 online instructors. With a limited selection of research 

focused specifically on professional development for K-12 online instructors, the rationale for 

this study was validated. The two theoretical frameworks that guided the case study were the 

Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) framework (Mishra & Koehler, 2006) 

and Thomas Guskey’s model for evaluating professional development (Guskey, 2000). In 

designing and implementing the case study, I utilized research design and methods suggested by 

researchers such as Yin (2003), Creswell (2007), Merriam (1998), Fraenkel & Wallen (2006), 

and Patton (2002).   

This final chapter synthesizes the key findings and presents discussion of the results 

according to the research questions developed for this case study. Following the discussion of 

results, I indicate limitations of the study followed by providing recommendations for future 

research as it relates to the larger field of distance learning and educational technology prior to 

concluding my research.  
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Discussion of Results 

 These findings corresponded to and were organized around the research questions that 

guided this case study: 

1. How does the OITI professional development experience continue to impact teachers and 

their integration of technology into their curriculum in a blended environment? 

2. How does the OITI professional development experience continue to impact teachers 

implementing distance learning instructional strategies in an online environment? 

3. How do teachers who completed the OITI perceive themselves impacting their students 

as a result of the professional development training? 

4. What is the impact of the professional development experience as perceived by teachers 

who completed the OITI and are now online instructors? 

The key findings included verification of teachers consistently applying their knowledge gained 

from the OITI integrating technology in their classrooms and implementing distance learning 

instructional strategies when teaching online. In addition, teachers perceived themselves 

impacting their students utilizing various methods. It also seemed as if the OITI was a 

professional development experience that impacted their perceptions and attitudes towards online 

teaching positively.      

Integration of Technology after the OITI. 

 In addressing the first research question, it seems as if all four teachers in this case study 

integrated technology consistently, applying what they have learned, even seven to ten years 

after their OITI professional development experience. With newer technologies over the years 

and transition to 1:1 environments, teachers continued to focus on students and progress with 

exploring and integrating technologies that would engage their students in a blended 
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environment. This quote from Kaila highlights the impact of the OITI as it related to integration 

of technology, “I think it [OITI] helped a lot with blending how to incorporate technology with 

my content and pedagogically it helped with how to tie it all together and bring it so that it was 

more seamlessly integrated.”     

   The quantitative analysis of the TPACK self-assessment further strengthened how the 

OITI continued to impact teachers and their integration of technology in a blended environment.  

As it related to the TPACK framework (Mishra & Koehler, 2006), the teachers generally 

reported positive agreement for all the TPACK categories, indicating teachers were confident in 

with the overlapping relationships between content, pedagogy, and technology to transform 

learning through good teaching. Even though the rubric data showed the technological skills 

(TK) as the lowest of the TPACK categories, the teachers explained in the interviews that OITI 

strengthened teachers’ technological skills. Lani stated, “I think if I didn’t do OITI, the pink 

bubble (TK) would be way lower.”  

There were many similarities when comparing this case study’s TPACK mean scores to 

Archambault and Oh-Young’s (2009) study of 596 K-12 online teachers. Arhchambault and Oh-

Young reported teachers self-assessed the highest in pedagogical knowledge (PK), content 

knowledge (CK), and pedagogical content knowledge (PCK). They were confident about their 

content knowledge and ability to use a variety of teaching strategies with their students. They 

were less confident with their technical skills (TK) when troubleshooting computer hardware or 

software challenges. However, their confidence increased when technology was combined with 

content (TCK) or pedagogy (TPK). In this case study, the overall strengths of the four teachers 

included PK, CK, and TCK. Overall, their self-assessed weakness was their technical skills (TK). 

The strengths of PK and CK were not surprising since traditional teachers naturally needed to 
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continually improve upon their pedagogical and content skills. In addition, many pre-service 

teacher preparation programs focus heavily on pedagogy and content in comparison to 

educational technology skills, with beginning teachers not feeling prepared to effectively 

integrate technology into their classrooms (Tondeur, et al., 2012). The TCK scores, based upon 

qualitative interview follow-up responses, indicated teachers self-assessed high in this area as a 

direct result of the OITI experience due to their comfort level in which technologies would best 

display the content in multiple representations for their students.   

 The ISTE teacher standards self-assessment quantitative data also indicated how teachers 

were impacted with their integration of technology after the OITI, in particular as it related to 

ISTE Teachers Standard 3, modeling digital age work and learning (ISTE, 2008). When 

comparing all five teacher standards, the descriptors of ISTE Teacher Standard 3 seemed to 

correlate with the OITI curriculum the most, focusing on teachers “demonstrating fluency in 

technology systems and the transfer of current knowledge to new technologies and situations,” 

and “communicating relevant information and ideas effectively…using a variety of digital age 

media and formats” (ISTE, 2008). All four teachers generally reported they were proficient or 

developing their skills as it related to the ISTE standards.     

 Given the continuously evolving technologies and the teachers’ ability to adapt and 

continually integrate newer technologies into their instruction (e.g. QR codes, Glogster, 

Blackboard Learn, Edmodo, Smilebox, etc.), it appears the OITI continued to impact teachers 

and their integration of technology into their curriculum in a blended environment years later. 

Implementation of Distance Learning Instructional Strategies after the OITI. 

 In addressing the second research question, all four teachers in this case study built upon 

and utilized their technology integration skills in a blended environment as a foundational 
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stepping stone for online instruction. Lani shared, “I truly do feel that OITI did prepare me to use 

a variety of mediums in different contexts, gave me the know-how and courage to try and 

explore new tools and test their applicability…OITI helped me better understand what it meant 

to be an online instructor.” The interview data suggest that the teachers applied what they learned 

consistently, implementing distance learning instructional strategies in an online environment. 

Tara affirmed as an online instructor, “To be honest, every time I log on, I’m constantly looking 

at that [what she learned] as far as engagement and responding to emails.” With limited 

professional development opportunities the teachers engaged in since the OITI that were relevant 

to technology integration or online learning, and none specifically focused on foundational skills 

for online teaching, responses from the teachers suggest that the OITI provided a solid 

foundation for teachers to transition to online teaching.     

The tool teachers were introduced to during the OITI, which they continued to utilize 

when implementing of distance learning instructional strategies was Blackboard Learn, a 

learning management system (LMS). All four teachers, with positive perceptions, indicated 

Blackboard Learn as a tool they have continued to rely upon when engaging their online 

students. Analysis of their qualitative comments confirmed the significance of integrating LMS 

training as a foundation skill for training online instructors.   

 The quantitative analysis of the iNACOL standards for quality online teaching self-

assessment further strengthened how the OITI continued to impact teachers implementing 

distance learning instructional strategies in an online environment. The majority of the mean 

scores for all iNACOL standards ranged between somewhat satisfactory to satisfactory  

(M = 2.57) and very satisfactory (M = 4.00). The only two lower scores that were closer to the 

somewhat satisfactory range were Standard G for Jasmine (M = 2.14) and Standard F for Tara 
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(M = 2.33). iNACOL Standard F was the most common self-assessed weakness, with Tara and 

Kaila sharing they both felt challenged if they were responsible in addressing accommodations 

of students with disabilities in an online environment. This indicated weakness is not surprising 

since the OITI curriculum did not cover assistive technologies.       

 With all four teachers not having online teaching experience prior to the OITI, but 

evolving to becoming part-time online teachers with five to six years of online teaching 

experience, it appears the OITI professional development experience resulted in concrete skills 

that prepared teachers to transition smoothly into an online teaching environment.   

Teachers’ Perception of Their Impact on Students. 

 In addressing the third research question, it seemed as if all four teachers in this case 

study perceived themselves impacting their students as a result of the OITI. The qualitative 

analysis provided concrete examples of how teachers integrated a variety of technology tools to 

differentiate instruction and personalize learning for their students. By applying the skills they 

learned in the OITI, teachers were also successful in building better relationships with their 

students, which resulted in their perception of increased engagement. Although teachers 

approached student impact through application of diverse methods, it appears their assessments 

of students through global student collaboration and competition, multiple intelligence-based 

projects, personalized synchronous sessions, and electronic portfolios resulted in an impact on 

their student learning.     

According to Carol Ann Tomlinson (2014, p. 4), an expert in differentiated instruction, 

“teachers who differentiate provide specific alternatives for individuals to learn as deeply as 

possible and as quickly as possible, without assuming one students’ road map for learning is 

identical to anyone else’s.” Engagement of students individually is important because it leads to 
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student achievement. As quoted in Tomlinson’s book (2014, p. 12) of Lasley & Matczynski 

(2002), “only teachers who utilize a variety of instructional models will be successful in 

maximizing the achievement of all students.  

OITI Impact from an Online Instructor Perspective. 

 In addressing the fourth and last research question, all four teachers shared insightful 

perspectives on what they felt were most impactful from their OITI experiences, which 

addressed elements of the research quesion. The qualitative analysis resulted in meaningful 

themes that could be incorporated into recommendations for future professional development in 

training online instructors. All teachers felt learning emerging technologies through the OITI 

increase their technical skills, resulting in increased comfort levels of integrating technologies 

into their blended and online teaching. The analysis also suggest that teachers felt their attitudes 

and behaviors toward technology integration and online learning were positively impacted 

through participation in the OITI. They believed the relevance of the curriculum, modeling of 

strategies by the instructor and immediate application of their knowledge increased their skills 

and comfort level. This feedback from the teachers were in direct alignment to Thomas Guskey’s 

(2002) model for evaluating professional development beginning with ensuring participants’ 

reactions to their professional development experience were positive (Level 1), followed by 

participants acquiring intended knowledge and skills resulting in a change in participants’ 

attitudes, beliefs, or dispositions (Level 2).        

It is also important to highlight in this case study of what teachers learned, internalized 

and implemented varied by individual. For example, it appears teachers approached student 

impact in diverse ways, as evidenced in their qualitative interview responses. This reaffirmed the 

theory of motivational engagement as mentioned in the National Educational Technology Plan 
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(U.S. D.O.E., 2010, p. x), “We learn and remember what attracts our interest and attention, and 

what attracts interest and attention can vary by learner. Therefore, the most effective learning 

experiences are not only individualized in terms of pacing and differentiated to fit the learning 

needs of particular learners, but also personalized in the sense that they are flexible in content or 

theme to fit the interests of particular learners.” 

Limitations of the Study 

During reflection of this study, there were several limitations noted.  First and foremost, 

when reviewing the methodology, the data collection is from a teacher self-reported perspective. 

In my initial thought process, I was thinking of integrating classroom observation data in my 

qualitative data and methodological triangulation. However, due to my former role as the OITI 

instructor and logistical challenges with schedule coordination, I felt keeping the study’s main 

focus of capturing teacher perspectives would be the best way to ensure quality and credibility. 

Furthermore, studies have verified that “teachers’ beliefs are strongly connected to teaching 

practices” (Kim, Kim, Lee, Spector, & DeMeester, 2013, p. 82). For future studies conducted 

with another researcher who is not tied directly to the OITI, it may be beneficial to integrate 

blended and online class observations.    

Secondly, during the qualitative interview session, Jasmine explained she answered the 

quantitative self-assessments based upon her perspective as a department chair and whether or 

not she could “roll out” what she learned with her department colleagues, resulting in generally 

lower mean scores. Her sharing indicated to me that each individual teacher’s perspective when 

answering the quantitative self-assessments may have varied to some extent. In future studies, 

providing additional clarification in the online instructors for the quantitative self-assessments 

help to improve the research instruments. For this case study, this limitation did not impact the 
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overall results since explanations of the quantitative scores were clarified in the qualitative 

interview session.  

Thirdly, the TPACK framework, ISTE standards and iNACOL standards were developed 

after the implementation of the OITI. Therefore, the OITI curriculum was not directly aligned to 

the quantitative self-assessments. Although the OITI curriculum was aligned to an earlier 2000 

version of the ISTE teacher standards, the revised 2008 standards were quite different when 

comparing both sets of standards. To address this limitation in future studies, the 

recommendation would be to incorporate these framework and standards into future online 

teacher training curriculum, which would provide more direct alignment of data for future 

studies.     

Lastly, due to a limited number of teachers participating in this case study, the small 

sample size could have potentially skewed my results. In addition, the sample size limits the 

results from being generalized. 

Recommendations for Training Online Instructors 

Based upon the findings in this study, there are several proposed recommendations for 

training online instructions. It appears in this case study teachers varied in what they learned, 

internalized and implemented in their blended and online teaching environments. This reaffirmed 

the need to not only personalize instruction for students (U.S. D.O.E., 2010), but also understand 

it is important to personalize instruction for teachers in online instructor training professional 

development programs. Interestingly, many recent articles supporting personalized learning for 

educators highlight the significance of teachers also requiring personal, relevant, and engaging 

professional development (Vega, 2013; Lange, 2014; Quattrochi, 2014).       
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Another recommendation based upon this case study’s findings is to ensure highly skilled 

facilitators or trainers are capable of modeling effective online teaching strategies, creating 

relevance, and building relationships with teachers while focusing on foundational online 

teaching skills. This allows teachers to grow professionally through gaining confidence and 

becoming comfortable with shifting to an online teaching environment. It is important when 

designing online teacher professional development programs to take an in-depth look at what 

would be considered foundational online teaching skills. Examples to take into consideration 

include prior technology integration and blended and online skills teachers may come with when 

entering the professional development training. Their skills as it relates to technology integration 

will probably continue to change as new generation of teachers are trained and enter the work 

force. This study confirmed that foundational skills in technology integration is a necessary first 

step in becoming successful online instructors as evidenced through teachers’ testimonials on the 

OITI building their confidence and comfort levels in technology, which enabled them to progress 

from blended to online teaching. Referencing Thomas Guskey’s (2000) model for evaluating 

professional development will provide a solid foundation when designing relevant and 

meaningful professional development experiences that would “stick” for teachers and ensure 

improvement in student performance and achievement. In this study, it appeared the teachers’ 

consistently applied their OITI knowledge and skills and changed their instructional practice 

(Guskey’s Level 4). Teachers’ perspective on their impact on students also began to address 

Guskey’s Level 5 focus on student learning outcomes. In addition, referencing foundational 

characteristics of professional development of online instructors is needed. For example, findings 

from digital and online learning focused organizations such as ISTE and iNACOL, alongside the 

limited research focused on professional development of online instructors, such as the case 
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study of PBS Teacherline (Storandt et al., 2012), will be valuable. Furthermore, based upon 

teacher responses during the interview regarding not being as comfortable addressing special 

needs students, it would be beneficial to incorporate universal design learning (UDL), a 

framework that assists educators in creating curricula that addresses the needs of all learners 

(National Center on Universal Design for Learning, 2014), in future training curriculum.          

Teachers in this study also mentioned the OITI professional learning community (PLC) 

was an enjoyable experience, allowing them to connect, build relationships, and share teaching 

practices with each other. Therefore, another recommendation when training online instructors 

would be to thoroughly research PLCs, determining which type of instructional strategies could 

be incorporated to ensure meaningful, relevant and long lasting PLCs. It is also essential to 

model and encourage teachers to incorporate PLCs with their students, similar to how Tara felt 

confident her learners would experience the same sense of community she experienced in the 

OITI.  

Lastly, there is a lot of content to cover to ensure teachers gain skills essential for online 

teaching. From this study, teachers indicated the increase in their technological skills through 

exploration of technology tools was beneficial, hence necessary as a foundation skill for blended 

and online teaching. The recommendation is to be selective in the technology tools introduced, 

determining which tools would be foundational, easy to learn, and serve multiple purposes in 

engaging students and increasing student impact and achievement.     

Recommendations for Future Research 

The findings of this study provided insight on recommendations for future research. First, 

it would be beneficial to study the new generation of teachers and research their confidence 

levels as it relates to the TPACK framework, ISTE teacher standard, and iNACOL standards for 



 

145 
 

quality online teaching. Knowing what technological and pedagogical skills are being taught in 

pre-service versus in-service professional development trainings for online teacher preparation 

would be important for the field of distance learning. In addition, if a study included conducting 

pre and post self-assessments of online teachers related to the TPACK framework, ISTE teacher 

standards and iNACOL standards for quality online teaching, research findings would also 

contribute to learning more about skills and topics future online trainings should include. 

 Secondly, I suggest conducting another case study of the OITI, but modifying the criteria 

to study those who participated in the OITI, but did not become online instructors or those who 

became online instructors and decided to explore other career endeavors. Studying where they 

are now in their careers and what impacted them the most from the OITI, in comparison to those 

who became online instructors as a result of the OITI, would further strengthen additional 

professional development offerings.  

 Thirdly, given all the teachers in this case study did not have prior online teaching 

experiences, I believe conducting additional research on how to seamlessly connect pre-service 

teacher trainings with in-service K-12 professional development opportunities to increase the 

pool of competent K-12 online instructors is needed to ensure quality online learning for students 

as K-12 online learning continues to expand. According to researchers (Barbour, Siko, Gross & 

Waddell, 2013, p. 60), “At present, there are few examples of the preparation of teachers for the 

online environment in teacher education. Even more unfortunate is less than 40% of all online 

teachers in the United States reported receiving any professional development before they began 

teaching online.”   

 My remaining recommendations for future research would include conducting additional 

studies focused on professional learning community models determining what would be most 
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effective for online teachers. I would also recommend researching types of LMS tools that would 

engage students and impact learning given teachers mentioned learning Bb tools helped them 

engage their students. Lastly, I would recommend expanding and incorporating additional 

perspectives from students, parents and administers on the impact of student learning and 

achievement as a result of the OITI.  

Conclusion 

 This case study provided insights on the long term impact of the Kamehameha Schools 

Online Instructor Training Institute professional development experience on educators who 

became distance learning instructors. Building on the limited current knowledge of training K-12 

online instructors, this research study contributes to the body of knowledge in the field of 

distance learning, showcasing how four Kamehameha Schools teachers continued to be impacted 

by the OITI seven to ten years later. Even with the completion of this study, there is a need to 

continue conducting additional research on various aspects of training and sustaining competent 

online instructors. Professionally, I have gained a more in-depth perspective, based upon the 

findings, on how to approach program design and planning for future online professional 

development trainings for instructors. By conducting this case study, I have also learned a lot 

from the research process. I am now more confident and excited to continue additional research 

as it relates to online learning.  
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Online Instructor Training Institute 
Course Descriptions 

 

• Title: Introduction to Technology Integration for Educators  
(Hands-on training for “Technology for Teachers” worth 2 B-Credits) 
Description: Provide potential distance learning instructors with hands-on opportunities 
to familiarize themselves with a variety of technologies for integration into the 
classroom. 

 
• Title: Technology For Teachers (3 College Credits)  

Description: Introduction to application of educational technology in teaching and 
learning using strategies in design, selection, development, integration, and evaluation. 

 
• Title: Introduction to Distance Learning Technologies  

(Hands-on training for “Development of Online Courses worth 2 B-Credits) 
Description: Provide potential distance learning instructors with hands-on opportunities 
to familiarize themselves with a variety of distance learning technologies.  

 
• Title: Development of Online Courses (3 College Credits) 

Description: Planning, design, and development of online instruction for educational and 
training settings. Implementation of online course elements such as student interaction, 
course management, testing, and content delivery using an authoring environment such as 
Web course tools or equivalent 
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Appendix B 

International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) 
National Educational Technology Standards (NETS) for Teachers - 2000 
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Online Instructor Training Institute Preliminary Evaluations
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Appendix D 

The History of Distance Learning Infographic via Charlie Osborne, ZDNet.com 
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Appendix E 

Blended Learning Models 
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Staker & Horn (2012). Classifying K-12 Blended Learning. MA: Innosight Institute. Figure 4. 
Retrieved April 9, 2013, from http://www.innosightinstitute.org/innosight/wp-
content/uploads/2012/05/Classifying-K-12-blended-learning2.pdf.  
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Appendix F 

Keeping Pace with K-12 Online & Blended Learning 2013 
State-supported Supplemental Option:  

Program Type and Enrollments Relative to High School Population 
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Watson, J., Murin, A., Vashaw, L., Gemin, B., Rapp, C. (2013). Keeping Pace with K-12 

Online & Blended Learning: An Annual Review of Policy and Practice. Retrieved 
September 26, 2014, from http://kpk12.com/cms/wp-content/uploads/EEG_KP2013-lr.pdf. 

 

Permission available via http://kpk12com/reports/.   
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Thomas Guskey’s Five Levels of Professional Development Evaluation 
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Appendix H 

Kamehameha Schools A‘o Makua and A‘o Kumu Distance Learning Programs 
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A‘o Makua Distance Learning Program 
http://ksdl.ksbe.edu/adult  
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A‘o Kumu Distance Learning Program 
http://ksdl.ksbe.edu/aokumu 
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UH Human Subjects Research Form 
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Appendix J 

Agreement to Participate Consent Form 
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AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE IN 
A Case Study of the Kamehameha Schools Online Instructor Training Institute (OITI):  
Preparing Teachers to Become Distance Learning Instructors Six to Nine Years Later 

 
By Dorothy Hirata 

Email: dso@hawaii.edu, Telephone: (808) 729-2802 
 

Mahalo nui for volunteering to participate in this research project. The purpose of my 
study is to conduct a mixed-method case study to research long term impacts of the OITI 
professional development experience to improve future K-12 programs preparing online 
teachers. You have been selected to participate in this study due to your fulfillment of the 
following criteria: 1) successfully completed OITI, 2) currently involved with development or 
facilitation of online curriculum, 3) willing to fully complete this case study research. There 
are approximately 3-5 participants in this study. This research will involve surveys, self-
assessments, and a face-to-face or online interview (audio recorded and stored on my computer 
until project completion). Time will vary between one to two-hour time frames periodically 
throughout a span of three to five months. All of the information provided will be confidential 
and will be used as a part of my Doctoral dissertation research project and will be deleted 
(including audio recordings) upon the completion of my degree. During this research project, I 
will keep all data from the interviews in a secure location. Only I will have access to the data, 
although legally authorized agencies, including the University of Hawai'i Human Studies 
Program, have the right to review research records.  

 
I truly appreciate your time and effort. I believe there are no direct benefits to you for 

participating in my research project. You are at no risk when participating in this study. 
Participation in this research project is voluntary. You can choose freely to participate or not to 
participate. In addition, at any point during this project, you can withdraw your permission 
without any penalty or loss of benefits. If you have any questions regarding your rights as a 
research participant, you may contact the UH Human Studies Program by emailing 
uhirb@hawaii.edu or calling 956-5007. 
 
 
 
 I certify that I have been given satisfactory answers to my inquiries concerning project 
procedures and other matters. I have been advised that I am free to withdraw my consent and to 
discontinue participation in the project or activity at any time without prejudice. 
 
 I herewith give my consent to participate in this project with the understanding that 
such consent does not waive any of my legal rights, nor does it release the Principal 
Investigator or the institution or any employee or agent thereof from liability for negligence. 
 

 I agree and consent to be audio recorded during this research project.  
 
 
  
                  Signature of Participant      Date 

 

mailto:dso@hawaii.edu
mailto:uhirb@hawaii.edu
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Appendix K 

Participant Demographics Survey 
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Appendix L 

Technological, Pedagogical, Content & Knowledge (TPACK) Survey Instrument 
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Technological, Pedagogical, Content and Knowledge (TPACK) Survey 
(Modified with permission from TPACK co-author Dr. Denise Schmidt) 

Original TPACK survey is located at http://www.tpack.org.  

 
 

  

http://www.tpack.org/


 

195 
 

 
 



 

196 
 

 



 

197 
 

 



 

198 
 

 



 

199 
 

 

 

 

 

Appendix M 

Open-Ended Qualitative Interview Instrument 
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Case Study Qualitative Interview Questions 

1. Please explain how your OITI experience continues to impact your integration of 
technology into your curriculum in a blended environment. 

a. How consistently do you apply your knowledge gained from the OITI? 
b. What was your classroom environment like prior to OITI?  After OITI? 
c. Follow up with additional details as needed. 

 
2. Please explain how your OITI experience continues to impact your implementation of 

distance learning instructional strategies in an online environment. 
a. How consistently do you apply your knowledge gained from the OITI?  
b. Follow up with additional details as needed. 

 
3. How do you perceive yourself impacting your students as a result of completing the 

OITI? 
 

4. From your perception, what aspect of the OITI has been most impactful when viewing 
back from your current role as an online instructor? 
 

5. Did your attitudes, beliefs, or dispositions change as a direct result of your participation 
in the OITI? 

a. Why or why not? 
 

6. Did your instructional practice change directly as a result of the OITI? Please explain. 
a. Where were you before and after OITI on this spectrum? 

 
 

  

Face-to-
face 

Technology 
Integration Blended Online 
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7. Following up to the TPACK survey, your perceived strengths and weaknesses were… 
(provide details based upon individual case study participant responses). Could you 
provide additional explanation or context to your quantitative responses? 

a. Do you think the curriculum covered in the OITI impacted your strengths? 
i. Why or why not? 

b. Do you think the lack of curriculum covered in the OITI impacted your 
weaknesses? 

i. Why or why not? 
 

8. Following up to your ISTE self-assessment, your perceived strengths and weaknesses 
were… (provide details based upon individual case study participant responses). Could 
you provide additional explanation or context to your quantitative responses? 

a. Do you think the curriculum covered in the OITI impacted your strengths? 
i. Why or why not? 

b. Do you think the lack of curriculum covered in the OITI impacted your 
weaknesses? 

i. Why or why not? 
 

9. Following up to the iNACOL self-assessment, your perceived strengths and weaknesses 
were… (provide details based upon individual case study participant responses). Could 
you provide additional explanation or context to your quantitative responses? 

a. Do you think the curriculum covered in the OITI impacted your strengths? 
i. Why or why not? 

b. Do you think the lack of curriculum covered in the OITI impacted your 
weaknesses? 

i. Why or why not? 
 

10. What types of professional development opportunities have you engaged in since the 
completion of the OITI that were relevant to technology integration or online learning? 
 

11. Is there anything else you’d like to share with me regarding your OITI experience? 
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International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) Teacher Technology Standards 
National Educational Technology Standards (NETS) for Teachers – 2008 Instrument 
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International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE).  (2008).  National Educational 
Technology Standards for Teachers. Retrieved April 24, 2013, from 
http://www.iste.org/docs/pdfs/nets-t-standards.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 
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International Association for K-12 Online Learning (iNACOL) 
Standards for Quality Online Teaching Instrument 
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Introduction 
 
The mission of the International Association for K-12 Online Learning (iNACOL) is to ensure all 
students have access to a world-class education and quality online learning opportunities that 
prepare them for a lifetime of success. National  Standards for Quality Online Teaching is designed to 
provide states, districts, online programs, and other organizations with a set of quality guidelines for 
online teaching. 

 
The original initiative in Version 1 of the standards began with a thorough literature review of the 
existing online teaching quality standards, then conducted a cross-reference of standards, followed 
by a survey completed by representatives of the iNACOL network to ensure the efficacy of the 
standards adopted. As a result of the research review, iNACOL chose to fully endorse the work of 
the Southern Regional Education Board  (SREB) Standards for Quality Online Teaching and Online 
Teaching Evaluation for State Virtual Schools as a comprehensive set of criteria. The standards 
as identified by SREB were already in use by sixteen SREB states; they proved to be the most 
comprehensive among those reviewed and included guidelines set forth in the other criteria from 
the literature review. 

 
iNACOL organized a team of experts consisting of online teachers, professional developers, 
instructional designers, researchers, course developers, and administrators to review these new 
standards and the new literature on the topic. They determined that there was a need to refresh 
Version 1 of the iNACOL standards. The same process was used in developing Version 2 of the 
standards, in addition to having Version 1 as a starting point in the development of the new version. 

 
Over the past three years, iNACOL has received feedback from organizations using these standards 
for the development of professional development and evaluation of online teachers. In this new 
version of the standards, the indicators have been divided between what the online teachers should 
know and understand and what the online teachers should be able to do for evaluation purposes. 

 
These guidelines should be implemented and monitored by each district or organization, as they 
reserve the right to apply the guidelines according to the best interest of the population for which 
they serve. 



 

 

The National Standards for Quality Online Teaching are identified on the following pages: 
 

 
Rating Scale 

 

0  Absent—component is missing 
1  Unsatisfactory—needs significant improvement 
2  Somewhat satisfactory—needs targeted improvements 
3  Satisfactory—discretionary improvement needed 
4  Very satisfactory—no improvement needed 

 
 

Standard A 
 

The online teacher knows the primary concepts and structures of effective online instruction and is 
able to create learning experiences to enable student success. 

 
 

Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
the current best practices and strategies 
for online teaching and learning and their 
implementation in online education. 

 
The online teacher is able to apply the 
current best practices and strategies 
in online teaching to create rich and 
meaningful experiences for students. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the role of online learning in preparing 
students for the global community they live 
in, both now and in the future. 

 
The online teacher is able to build learner 
capacity for collaboration in face-to-face, 
blended, and online environments and 
encourages students to participate as 
global citizens. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the instructional delivery continuum (e.g., 
fully online to blended to face-to-face). 

 
[This indicator can only be evaluated in the 
context of instructor(s) having the ability 
to modify the course.] The online teacher 
is able to construct flexible, digital, and 
interactive learning experiences that are 
useful in a variety of delivery modes. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the need for continuing to update 
academic knowledge, pedagogy, and skills. 

 
The online teacher is able to meet the 
state’s professional teaching standards or 
has academic credentials in the field in 
which he or she is teaching. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the subject area and age group they are 
teaching. 

 
The online teacher is able to provide 
evidence of credentials in the field of study 
to be taught. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the professional responsibility to contribute 
to the effectiveness, vitality, and self- 
renewal of the teaching profession, as well 
as to their online school and community. 

  



 

 

Standard B 
 
The online teacher understands and is able to use a range of technologies, both existing and 
emerging, that effectively support student learning and engagement in the online environment. 

 
 

Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
the use of an array of grade-appropriate 
online tools for communication, 
productivity, collaboration, analysis, 
presentation, research, and content 
delivery. 

 
The online teacher is able to select and use 
a variety of online tools for communication, 
productivity, collaboration, analysis, 
presentation, research, and online content 
delivery as appropriate to the content area 
and student needs. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the use of emerging technologies in a 
variety of mediums for teaching and 
learning, based on student needs. 

 
The online teacher is able to effectively use 
and incorporate subject-specific and 
developmentally appropriate technologies, 
tools, and resources. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the importance of interaction in an 
online course and the role of varied 
communication tools in supporting 
interaction. 

 
The online teacher is able to use 
communication technologies in a variety 
of mediums and contexts for teaching and 
learning. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
basic troubleshooting skills and the 
responsibility to address basic technical 
issues online students may have. 

 
The online teacher is able to apply 
troubleshooting skills (e.g., change 
passwords, download plug-ins, etc.). 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the need to continuously update their 
knowledge and skills for using the evolving 
technology tools that support online 
learning. 

 
The online teacher is able to identify 
and explore new tools and test their 
applicability to their content areas and 
students. 

 



 

 

Standard C 
 

The online teacher plans, designs, and incorporates strategies to encourage active learning, 
application, interaction, participation, and collaboration in the online environment. 

 
 

Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
the techniques and applications of  online 
instructional strategies, based on current 
research and practice (e.g., discussion, 
student-directed learning, collaborative 
learning, lecture, project-based learning, 
forum, small group work). 

 
The online teacher is able to use student- 
centered instructional strategies that are 
connected to real-world applications to 
engage students in learning (e.g., peer- 
based learning, inquiry-based activities, 
collaborative learning, discussion groups, 
self-directed learning,  case studies, small 
group work, and guided design). 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the process for facilitating, monitoring, and 
establishing expectations for appropriate 
interaction among students. 

 
The online teacher is able to facilitate and 
monitor appropriate interaction among 
students. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the techniques for developing a community 
among the participants. 

 
The online teacher is able to apply effective 
facilitation skills by creating a relationship 
of trust; establish consistent and reliable 
expectations; and support and encourage 
independence and creativity that promotes 
the development of a sense of community 
among the participants. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the process for facilitating and monitoring 
online instruction groups that are goal- 
oriented, focused, project-based, and 
inquiry-oriented to promote learning 
through group interaction. 

 
The online teacher is able to facilitate 
and monitor online instruction groups to 
promote learning through higher-order 
thinking and group interaction. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
techniques to adjust communications to 
diverse perspectives. 

 
The online teacher is able to respond 
appropriately to the diverse backgrounds 
and learning needs of the students. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
differentiated instruction based on 
students’ learning styles. 

 
The online teacher is able to use 
differentiated strategies in conveying 
ideas and information, and is able to assist 
students in assimilating information to gain 
understanding and knowledge. 

 



 

 

 

Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
techniques to create an environment that 
will engage, welcome, and reach each 
individual learner. 

 
The online teacher is able to apply 
strategies for engagement in online 
learning environments, e.g., asking 
questions to stimulate discussion. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the participation in an online course from a 
student-centered approach. 

 
The online teacher is able to apply 
experiences  as an online student and/or 
group to demonstrate the development 
and implementation of successful strategies 
for online teaching environments and to 
anticipate challenges and problems in the 
online classroom. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the need to establish and maintain ongoing 
and frequent teacher-student interaction, 
student-student interaction, teacher-parent 
interaction, and teacher-mentor interaction. 

 
The online teacher is able to provide a 
variety of ongoing and frequent 
teacher-student interaction, student- 
student interaction, and teacher-parent 
interaction, and teacher-mentor interaction 
opportunities. 

 

 
 
 

Standard D 
 
The online teacher promotes student success through clear expectations, prompt responses, and 
regular feedback. 

 
 

Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
techniques to maintain strong and regular 
communication with students, using a 
variety of tools. 

 
The online teacher is able to use effective 
communication skills with students. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
techniques for using appropriate 
communications in support of student 
engagement through prompt and regular 
feedback, and setting and communicating 
high expectations. 

 
The online teacher is able to provide 
prompt feedback, communicate high 
expectations, and respect diverse talents 
and learning styles. 

 



INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION  FOR K-12 ONLINE LEARNING 

 

 

 

Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
the need to create and explain objectives, 
concepts, and learning outcomes in 
a clearly written, concise format and 
to explain the course organization to 
students. 

 
The online teacher is able to provide 
clear definitions of objectives, concepts, 
and learning outcomes and the course 
organization to students. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the need to define the terms of class 
interaction for both teacher and students. 

 
The online teacher is able to establish and 
provide clear expectations of class 
interaction for both teacher and students. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the need to define the assessment criteria 
for the course. 

 
The online teacher is able to provide a clear 
explanation of the assessment criteria for 
the course to students. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the need to provide clear expectations for 
teacher response time to student queries. 

 
The online teacher is able to provide a clear 
explanation of the expectations of teacher 
response time to student queries. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the need to establish criteria for 
appropriate online behavior for both 
teacher and students. 

 
The online teacher is able to establish and 
implement criteria for appropriate online 
behavior for both teacher and students. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the need for timely, constructive, 
personalized feedback to students about 
assignments and questions. 

 
The online teacher is able to use student 
data to inform instruction, guide and 
monitor students’ management of their 
time, monitor learner progress with 
available tools, and develop an intervention 
plan for unsuccessful learners. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
a variety of methods and tools to reach 
and engage students who are struggling. 

 
The online teacher is able to use a variety 
of methods and tools to reach and engage 
students who are struggling. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the process for aligning teacher and 
student expectations for the course, in 
general. 

 
The online teacher is able to orient 
students to teacher’s instructional methods 
and goals and invite students to provide 
feedback on their perceptions of how they 
are learning in a course. 

 



INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION  FOR K-12 ONLINE LEARNING 

 

 

Standard E 
 
The online teacher models, guides, and encourages legal, ethical, and safe behavior related to 
technology use. 

 
 

Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
the responsibilities of digital citizenship 
and techniques to facilitate student 
investigations of the legal and ethical issues 
related to technology and society. 

 
The online teacher is able to establish 
standards for student behavior that are 
designed to ensure academic integrity and 
appropriate use of the Internet and online 
written communication; teach students 
that copyright laws are created for a 
reason. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
how the use of technology may lead to 
instances of academic dishonesty. 

 
The online teacher is able to identify the 
risks and intervene in incidents of academic 
dishonesty for students. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
resources and techniques for implementing 
Acceptable Use Policies (AUP). 

 
The online teacher is able to model and 
comply with intellectual property policies 
and fair use standards and reinforce their 
use with students. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
techniques for recognizing and addressing 
the inappropriate use of electronically 
accessed data or information. 

 
The online teacher is able to provide 
resources for students related to intellectual 
property and plagiarism. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
privacy standards about other students 
and their posting and performance that 
are outlined in FERPA or other similar 
guidelines. 

 
The online teacher is able to incorporate 
and comply with FERPA or other similar 
guidelines in AUP and course design 
and communicate privacy guidelines to 
students. 

 



INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION  FOR K-12 ONLINE LEARNING 

 

 

Standard F 
 

The online teacher is cognizant of the diversity of student academic needs and incorporates 
accommodations into the online environment. 

 
 

Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
legal mandates stipulated by the Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA), the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the 
Assistive Technology Act, and Section 508 
or other similar guidelines/requirements for 
accessibility. 

 
The online teacher is able to monitor 
student progress and apply activities and 
tools that are relevant to the needs of all 
students, including those with learning or 
physical disabilities, in collaboration with 
appropriate staff or resources. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
that students have varied talents and skills 
and make appropriate accommodations 
designed to include all students. 

 
The online teacher is able to address 
learning styles, needs for accommodations, 
and create multiple paths to address 
diverse learning styles and abilities. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
appropriate tools and technologies to make 
accommodations to meet student needs. 

 
The online teacher is able to use 
appropriate tools and technologies to make 
accommodations to meet student needs. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
how adaptive/assistive technologies are 
used to help people who have disabilities 
gain access to information that might 
otherwise be inaccessible. 

 
The online teacher is able to apply adaptive 
and assistive technologies in the online 
classroom where appropriate in the 
instruction to meet student needs. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
options to expand student thinking, 
address styles of learning, and provide 
avenues for enrichment or intervention. 

 
The online teacher is able to identify 
students who are struggling with various 
learning obstacles, such as ELL or literacy 
issues, and apply appropriate strategies 
to support student thinking, address 
styles of learning, and provide avenues for 
enrichment or intervention when needed. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the process for connecting with local 
support personnel to verify student’s IEP 
requirements or 504 accommodations 
needed for student success. 

 
The online teacher is able to communicate 
with the appropriate school staff regarding 
specific accommodations, modifications, 
or needs as listed in a student’s IEP or 
504 accommodations, and work in 
collaboration with others to address 
student needs. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the diversity of student learning needs, 
languages, and backgrounds. 

 
The online teacher is able to demonstrate 
awareness of different learning 
preferences, diversity, and universal design 
principles. 

 



INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION  FOR K-12 ONLINE LEARNING 

 

 

Standard G 
 
The online teacher demonstrates competencies in creating and implementing assessments in online 
learning environments in ways that ensure validity and reliability of the instruments and procedures. 

 
 

Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
adequate and appropriate assessment 
instruments to measure online learning 
that reflect sufficient content validity (i.e., 
that adequately cover the content they 
are designed to measure), reliability, and 
consistency over time. 

 
The online teacher is able to create and 
implement assessments in online learning 
environments in ways that ensure validity 
and reliability of the instruments and 
procedures. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the implementation of online assessment 
measures and materials in ways that ensure 
instrument validity and reliability. 

 
The online teacher is able to develop and 
deliver assessments, projects, and 
assignments that meet standards-based 
learning goals and assess learning progress 
by measuring student achievement of 
learning goals. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
multiple strategies for ensuring the security 
of online student assessments, academic 
integrity, and assessment data. 

 
The online teacher is able to implement 
a variety of assessments that ensure the 
security of student assessment data and 
accurate measures of student ability. 

 



INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION  FOR K-12 ONLINE LEARNING 

 

 

Standard H 
 

The online teacher develops and delivers assessments, projects, and assignments that meet 
standards-based learning goals and assesses learning progress by measuring student achievement of 
the learning goals. 

 
 

Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
the reach of authentic assessments 
(i.e., the opportunity to demonstrate 
understanding of acquired knowledge and 
skills, as opposed to testing isolated skills 
or retained facts) are part of the evaluation 
process. 

 
The online teacher is able to apply 
authentic assessments as part of the 
evaluation process, assess student 
knowledge in a forum beyond traditional 
assessments, and monitor academic 
integrity with assessments. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the process of continuous evaluation 
of students to include formative and 
summative assessments and student 
feedback, including polls and surveys 
that reflect student learning progress 
throughout the course. 

 
The online teacher is able to create or 
select and implement a variety of formative 
and summative assessments that assess 
student learning progress and utilize 
student feedback to improve the online 
learning experience. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the relationships between the assignments, 
assessments, and standards-based learning 
goals. 

 
The online teacher is able to create, select, 
and organize the appropriate assignments 
and assessments, and align curricular 
content with associated and standards- 
based learning goals. 
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Standard I 
 
The online teacher demonstrates competency in using data from assessments and other data 
sources to modify content and to guide student learning. 

 
 

Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
techniques to plan individualized 
instruction incorporating student data. 

 
The online teacher is able to use student 
data to plan instruction. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
how data is used to modify the content, 
instruction, and assessment to meet 
student needs. 

 
The online teacher is able to use 
observational data (e.g., tracking data in 
electronic courses, Web logs, e-mail) to 
monitor course progress and effectiveness. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
how instruction is based on assessment 
data. 

 
The online teacher is able to customize 
instruction, based on assessment data, 
in order to personalize the learning 
experience per student needs and 
performance. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the importance of self-reflection or 
assessment of teaching effectiveness. 

 
The online teacher is able to create 
opportunities for self-reflection or 
assessment of teaching effectiveness 
within the online environment (e.g., 
classroom assessment techniques, teacher 
evaluations, teacher-peer reviews). 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
varied assessment strategies that address 
levels of ability through a variety of 
alternative interventions. 

 
The online teacher is able to address levels 
of ability through a variety of alternative 
interventions. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the use of effective learning strategies 
data for an individual student to formulate 
detail-specific changes in future instruction, 
based on assessment results and research 
study (data-driven and research-based). 

 
The online teacher is able to evaluate 
instructional strategies to determine their 
accuracy and usefulness for presenting 
specific ideas and concepts. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the process for maintaining records of 
relevant communications. 
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Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
effective time management strategies. 

 
The online teacher is able to provide 
consistent feedback and course materials 
in a timely manner, and use online tool 
functionality to improve instructional 
efficiency. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
online course management tasks. 

 
The online teacher is able to track student 
enrollments, communication logs, 
attendance records, etc. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
ways for teacher and students to assess 
student readiness for course content and 
method of delivery. 

 
The online teacher is able to employ ways 
to assess student readiness for course 
content and method of delivery. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
that student success (e.g., grade,  level 
of participation, mastery of content, 
completion percentage) is an important 
measure of teaching and course success. 

 
The online teacher is able to employ ways 
for students to effectively evaluate and 
assess their own readiness for course 
content and method of delivery. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the importance of student self-assessment. 

 
The online teacher is able to create 
opportunities for student self-assessment 
within courses. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the role of student empowerment in online 
learning. 

 
The online teacher is able to empower 
students to independently define short- 
and long-term learning goals and monitor 
their personal progress. 
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Standard J 
 
The online teacher interacts in a professional, effective manner with colleagues, parents, and other 
members of the community to support students’ success. 

 
 

Teacher Knowledge and 
Understanding 

 
 

Teacher Abilities 

 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands 
the need for professional activity and 
collaboration beyond school (e.g., 
professional learning communities) to 
update academic skills and knowledge and 
collaborate with other educators. 

 
The online teacher is able to engage in 
professional development activities and 
collaboration beyond school. 

 

 
The online teacher knows and understands 
the need to coordinate learning 
experiences with with other adults involved 
in providing support to the student (e.g., 
parents, local school contacts, mentors) to 
support student learning. 

 
The online teacher is able to provide 
ongoing communication with parents or 
guardians concerning student learning. 
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Instructional Design 
The following section outlines standards for instructional design skills for the online teacher of 
record, where applicable.  These standards are considered optional, as instructional design does not 
always fall under online teaching responsibilities. 

 
 

Standard K 
 

The online teacher arranges media and content to help students and teachers transfer knowledge 
most effectively in the online environment. 

 
 

Teacher Knowledge and Understanding 
 

Rating 
 

The online teacher knows and understands critical digital literacies and 21st century skills.  

 
The online teacher knows and understands appropriate use of technologies to enhance 
learning. 

 

 

Teacher Abilities   

 
The online teacher is able to modify and add content and assessment, using an online 
Learning Management System (LMS). 

 

 
The online teacher is able to create and modify engaging content and appropriate 
assessments in an online environment. 

 

 
The online teacher is able to incorporate multimedia and visual resources into an online 
module. 

 

 
The online teacher is able to use and incorporate subject-specific and developmentally 
appropriate software in an online learning module. 

 

 
The online teacher is able to review materials and Web resources for their alignment 
with course objectives and state and local standards and for their appropriateness on a 
continuing basis. 

 

 
The online teacher is able to create assignments, projects, and assessments that are aligned 
with students’ different visual, auditory, and hands-on ways of learning. 

 

 
The online teacher is able to arrange media and content to help transfer knowledge most 
effectively in the online environment. 
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Appendix P 

Janet Salmon’s E-Interview Research Framework 
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Salmons, J. (2011). Designing and Conducting Research with Online Interviews. SAGE 
Publications. Retrieved January 31, 2013, from http://www.sagepub.com/upm-
data/43888_1.pdf. 

 

Permission obtained via email in February 2012. 
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Appendix Q 

Data Collection & Analysis Plan Checklist 
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Data Collection & Analysis Plan Checklist 

Completed Tasks Date 

 Invite 3 educational technology professionals and 
provide 3-4 weeks for them to review research 
instruments 

October 2013 

 Send participants: 
1. Agreement to participate form 
2. Demographics survey 

Provide 3-4 weeks for completion 

October 2013 

 Revise and finalize research instruments based upon 
educational technology professionals feedback 

November 2013 

 Familiarize with quantitative data collection tool 
(Qualtrics) 

November 2013 

 Recheck and ensure research instruments 
address/answer research questions 

November 2013 

 Seek and obtain permission to use survey instruments: 
1. Technology Pedagogical Content Knowledge 

(TPACK) 
2. International Society for Technology in 

Education (ISTE) 
3. International Association for K-12 Online 

Learning (iNACOL) 

Prior to use of 
research instruments 

 Reminder emails for agreement to participate form and 
demographics survey 

December 2013 

 Create online research instruments (using Qualtrics) December 2013 

 TPACK survey dissemination to participants December 2013 

 TPACK reminder emails to participants who did not 
complete 

January 2014 

 ISTE self-assessment dissemination to participants January 2014 

 ISTE reminder emails to participants who did not 
complete 

January 2014 

 iNACOL self-assessment dissemination to participants February 2014 

 iNACOL reminder emails to participants who did not 
complete 

February 2014 

 Coordinate and schedule face-to-face or online 
interviews 

February 2014 
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Completed Tasks Date 

 Prepare for face-to-face or online interviews: 
1. Initial data analysis (average mean for TPACK, 

ISTE & iNACOL) 
2. Complete interview preparation document for 

participant reference during interview 
3. Test audio recording software 
4. Ensure audio recording back up is available 
5. Test online videoconferencing technology (for 

online interviews) 
6. Send participants interview preparation 

document, which includes: 
a. Case study research questions 
b. Summary of topics covered in the OITI 
c. Individual participant TPACK, ISTE, 

and iNACOL data from Qualtrics 
reports 

d. Blended to online learning spectrum 
graphic & definitions 

e. TPACK graphic with individualized 
results 

f. Individual summarized ISTE highest 
and lowest mean scores 

g. Individual summarized iNACOL 
highest and lowest mean scores 

February 2014 

 Conduct face-to-face or online interviews (4) 
• Include reminder to validate and review online 

survey responses (TPACK, ISTE, iNACOL). 

March 2014 

 Face-to-face or online interview follow-up: 
1. Audio recording back up 
2. Thank you email to participants 

March 2014 

 Transcribe interviews by sending to transcription 
service 

March 2014 

 Finalize transcriptions by double checking prior to 
importing into qualitative software 

April 2014 

 Begin data analysis April 2014 

 Verified coding sample with 2 educational technology 
professionals  

May 2014 

 Conducted member check of individual data analysis 
write up (chapter 4) with each case study participant 

August 2014 
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