
To the Graduate Council:

I am submitting herewith a dissertation written by Frederic
William Patterson entitled "A Study of the Perceptions of
Teachers, Principals, and Supervisors About the Present
Practice and the Ideal Practice of Instructional Supervision
in the Public Schools of Tennessee." I have examined the
final copy of this dissertation for form and content and
recommend that it be accepted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Education, with a
major in Educational Administration and Supervision.

Norma T. Mertz, M^or Professor

We have read this dissertation
and recommend its acceptance:

Accepted for the Council:

Vice Provost

and Dean of the Graduate School



A STUDY OF THE PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, AND

SUPERVISORS ABOUT THE PRESENT PRACTICE AND

THE IDEAL PRACTICE OF INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION

IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF TENNESSEE

A Dissertation

Presented for the

Doctor of Education

Degree

The University of Tennessee, Knoxville

Frederic William Patterson

August, 1990



DEDICATION

This dissertation is dedicated to my wife, Irene, and
%

my son Damon. Their longsuffering, patience, understanding,

and love have made the completion of this graduate program

possible. They have made numerous sacrifices of time and

resources in order to allow me the opportunity to pursue

this endeavor. I will be eternally grateful.

1



1

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Several people have provided the assistance and support

that have made the completion of this project possible.

Sincere appreciation is expressed to the writer's

doctoral committee who have individually and collectively

been willing to make opportunities possible: to Dr. Mary

Jane Connelly, department chairperson, for her thoughtful

comments and encouragement; to Dr. Gary Ubben for his

contributions and his willingness to be flexible in meeting

deadlines; to Dr. Ron Taylor for his reasoned contributions

to the research and writing; and especially to Dr. Norma

Mertz, major professor, for her tireless guidance of this

dissertation and tutelage of its author. She has become a

true friend and mentor.

Ill



ABSTRACT

This Study was undertaken in order to investigate the

perceptions of teachers, principals, and supervisors about

the present practice and the ideal practice of instructional

supervision in the public schools of Tennessee.

Furthermore, comparisons of the perceptions of the

participants in this study were made with similar groups

studied in 1976 in an effort to determine if perceptions had

changed over time.

The investigation involved a survey of 277 teachers,

215 principals, and 171 supervisors for a total of 663

participants. The overall response rate was 74 percent.

Major findings of the study revealed that;

1. Teachers, principals, and supervisors differed

significantly in their perceptions of the present practice

of instructional supervision. Most teachers perceived that

they did not receive the supervisory support services about

which they were asked, while most principals and supervisors

perceived that they were providing the services.

2. The responses of teachers, principals, and

supervisors in this study tended to agree with the

perceptions of like groups in the 1976 study. In both

studies, teachers perceived they were not receiving adequate
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supervisory support, while principals and supervisors

perceived they were providing adequate support.

3. The Comprehensive Education Reform Act (CERA, 1985)

prompted a significant increase in the number and length of

classroom observations and conferences conducted by

principals and supervisors. However, the 1990 teachers did

not perceive such observations and conferences to be helpful

any more than did the teachers in the 1976 study.

4. Significant differences existed in the perceptions

of teachers compared with the perceptions principals and

supervisors in regard to what they felt the ideal practice

of supervision should be.
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CHAPTER I

OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

Introduction

Deciding what is essential for effective supervisory

practice is a continuing concern in education. The emphases

of supervision have changed throughout history from the

practice of inspection of the teacher, to supervision that

examined pupil progress along with teacher inspection, to

supervision that focused once again on teacher behaviors and

how they affect student outcomes. These models of

supervision have evolved into modern supervision of the

twentieth century that includes management by objectives

supervision, clinical supervision, human relations

supervision, developmental supervision, and peer

supervision. But as Zahorik (1978) points out, "Regardless

of its type or style, all supervision has the same basic

purpose: to improve instruction" (p.667). Instructional

supeirvision has the practical goal of helping improve

instruction at the classroom level with its focus being the

educational attainment of young people. This attainment is

logically affected by the quality of instruction and the

supervisor is ideally perceived as one who functions to
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affect the renewal and maintenance of teacher competence to

assure the improvement of instruction.

Current literature and studies of supervisory practices

(Karant, 1989; Pino, 1988; Glickman and Rogers, 1988;

Reynolds and Martin-Reynolds, 1988) indicate that

supervision is needed, desirable, and performing a valuable

function in education. Along with the need for supervision,

there is a need for the continued study of supervision by

researchers in the field to determine the effectiveness of

practices and the need for changes to improve practices.

Even those researchers of the 1970's who felt that studies

dealing with the perceptions of supervision by teachers had

been overdone agreed that the need persisted for such

studies when quality was emphasized. Some have argued for

even more basic research in supervision, such as Saxe (1972)

who stated:

...hopefully others will deal more carefully with
the problems of supervision. Among these problems
are such fundamental issues as these: 1. What is
supervision? 2. Who are supervisors? 3. What
do they do? We have never had satisfactory
answers to these questions. Answers are still
needed, perhaps more than ever before. (p.654).

Due to practices of supervision that were often

regulatory in nature, supervisors have frequently been

regarded with suspicion by the teachers with whom they work.

Despite the efforts of many contemporary authorities and

practitioners to overcome the image of the supervisor as an

inspector or enforcer of regulations, the fact remains that
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even today, teachers sometimes experience anxiety in dealing

with the "snoopervisor". Guss (1961), Neville (1966), and

Jackson (1968) reported that teachers do, in fact, consider

supervisors as threats. Bohnert and MacNaughton (1978)

state that such findings in the literature may be

interpreted to mean that supervision is ineffective. But

they go on to say that it could also indicate that

supervision in its "fullest and most intimate sense has

seldom been tried" (p.96). It is significant that practices

such as having a student pass from teacher to teacher with a

red notebook, or some other signal that the supervisor is on

campus, still prevail in an era when supervision purports to

be an important part of instructional improvement. Such

practices point to the ongoing need to determine effective

supervisory procedures that work to improve instruction

without alienating the instructor. Apparently, the

practices of supervision do not meet the expectations of

teachers if they still perceive that the supervisor is in

the role of inspector rather than helper.

The literature indicates that there are two distinct

aspects of the role expectations for supervisors. These

aspects have been identified as descriptive and

prescriptive. The descriptive role deals with a dimension

of reality, that is, what "is". This refers to the actual

behavior of the individual in the performance of

responsibilities. The prescriptive deals with the dimension
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of the ideal, or, "ought". The behaviors of this dimension

include behaviors and traits to which one aspires

(Blankenship and Irvine, p.337). In other words, for

supervisors, as for many other leaders, there are

perceptions of supervisors and of others as to what the role

presently is and what the role ought to be.

What has plagued educators for decades is the notion of

how the role of the supervisor should be characterized to be

most effective. Based on the literature, we know,

historically, how supervision has been characterized

throughout various periods in American education. Through

retrospection, we can see that supervision has been a

function of the organization primarily designed to achieve

organizational goals. Working within a school structure

that is typically bureaucratic in nature, decisions about

what supervisors should be doing have been top-down

decisions and have rested on the assumption that those in

leadership positions know what is best for teachers in the

classrooms. In the early days of public education in the

United States, it could be argued that the leaders, who were

generally better educated than the teachers, may, in fact,

have had a better idea about what teachers should know and

what they should do in the classroom to be most effective.

This attitude within the development of public

education seems to have significance when viewed in light of

Hersey and Blanchard's Theory of Situational Leadership.
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Loosely paraphrased, the idea of Situational Leadership

indicates that the leader must be aware of the maturity

level of the individuals or groups being led. In order to

be most effective, the leader (supervisor in this case)

needs to adjust the techniques and attitudes brought to bear

on the situation based on the current level of maturity of

the individual or group members. Furthermore, as the

maturity level of the followers increases, the leader

adjusts the emphasis from task accomplishment to more

emphasis on relationship behavior. This shift of emphasis

places more responsibility for leadership on the teachers as

they become more mature in the task.

This maturity level may also be thought of as the

degree of professionalism exhibited by teachers. As stated

previously, in the early days, one of the primary tasks of

the supervisor was to complete the education of the teacher

in the techniques and methodology of teaching. Today, we

see teachers in the classrooms who are highly educated and

who exhibit a degree of professionalism never before seen in

public education. Frequently, situations can be found in

which the teachers being supervised are better educated than

those attempting to provide supervisory services. If we

apply the Situational Leadership Theory, then we must begin

to look differently at teachers today based on their degree

of professional maturity and determine what type of

supervision will be most effective to meet their needs. It
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just may be possible that the long-standing tradition of

top-down decision-making as to what is best for these

workers may no longer be appropriate to meet the needs.

Recent developments in education have caused a new look

at what educators do, and as a result, what supervisors

should do. As Glickman (1989) describes it

The...recent reform movement is entitled
empowerment, and the banner that flies over it
reads restructuring schools, (p. 6)

He goes on to indicate that this movement recognizes the

teachers and administrators at the local school as solutions

to school problems rather than sources of the problems. He

further states that

If the function of supervision is to empower
rather than to enforce compliance of teachers, we
must be fully aware of the revolutionary changes
necessary in the ways we think about ourselves,
teachers, and schools. We also need to consider
the transition steps in moving from external
control and uniformity of practice to internal
control and divergence of practice, (p. 6)

We need to know how supervision can best be

characterized in the new decade of the Nineties. Since

societies change over time, and the emphases of education

change over time, it could be argued that supervision of

instruction should change to meet the challenges of

education for contemporary society.

We now need to know what changes, if any, in

supervision will best meet the needs of teachers in the

classroom as efforts are made to influence instruction. As

Cawelti (1990) stated in the ASCD;Update. "The movement to
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change teachers' roles to increase their professional

autonomy... has compelled a rethinking of what supervisors

do" (p.2). It seems reasonable then that an important
%

activity leading to the rethinking of what supervisors do is

assessment of the perceptions of these professionals

regarding the present practice of supervision as well as

their perceptions regarding the ideal practice of

supervision. Data from such perceptions can be the basis

for the evaluation of the effectiveness of practices and the

need for changes.

A review of the literature and research revealed

little information to indicate that researchers have given

much attention to the opinions of teachers about what

supervisory support they feel would best meet their needs.

If we are, in fact, moving toward greater autonomy for the

school unit or empowerment for the teacher, it seems

reasonable that the teachers, principals, and supervisors

need to be asked to give their insights into the present and

desired practice of supervision. Although there may always

be a need for directive, authoritarian supervision in some

cases, very likely, the older, traditional models of

supervision that rely on top-down decision-making will no

longer be effective for all teachers in every situation.

Previous research (Evans, 1975; Beach, 1976; Perrine,

1978) has shown that the perceptions of supervisors have

been different from perceptions of teachers as to the
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practice of supeirvision. Furthermore, while the perceptions

of principals have been shown to be similar to the

perceptions of supervisors, they have differed from the

perceptions of teachers regarding the practice of

supervision. It is speculated by the researcher that the

differences in perceptions of teachers, principals, and

supervisors are frequently discrepancies between the "is"

and the "ought" rather than merely differences of opinion as

to the performance of the roles by the supervisor. As Evans

(1975) reported, "There was significant disagreement in the

task expectations for the elementary supervisor role

expressed by...elementary teachers and supervisors" (4902-

A). He goes on to explain that supervisors gave greater

importance to tasks such as organizing for instruction and

evaluating instruction. Teachers, on the other hand, gave

greater importance to curriculiam development and providing

materials tasks.

Differences in perceptions such as these could be

possible sources of conflict because of the differences in

goals among the groups. There is a need to identify these

differences in perceptions so that educators can work to

ameliorate the differences and therefore focus their

energies on improvement of instruction with the resultant

benefit of improved learning for students.

There is a need to monitor the differences in

perceptions among the various groups of educators in an
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ongoing effort to lessen the gap and improve the

relationship between the supervisor and the supervisee. If,

as has been shown in the literature, the purpose of

supervision is the improvement of instruction, then it seems

reasonable that supervisors and teachers need to have some

common ground of understanding on which to build a positive

working relationship. In order to develop this common

ground, it is necessary to determine what the perceptions of

teachers, principals, and supervisors are regarding what

supervision is at present. Furthermore, these professionals

have insights and opinions regarding what they perceive

instructional supervision should be. If these perceptions

of what supervision "ought" to be are divergent, as the

perceptions of the "is" have been found to be, then there is

a need to close the gap and bring supervisors and teachers

closer together in agreement regarding the goals of

education.

In spite of the fact that much has been written

describing what supervisors do, periodic assessment is

necessary to determine if what they do is, in fact, what

they should do. Recent work by a special task force of the

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development

(ASCD) has begun the task of defining standards of practice

for school supervision. One goal of this task force is the

creation of measures to assess supervisory proficiency and

the development of a training program based on the
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competencies. These concepts are presented in their report

entitled "Identification of Supervisory Proficiencies

Project" (Pajak, 1989). These efforts are designed to not

only describe what supervision is at the present time, but

also to define what effective supervision should be and how

it can be taught to others.

What is lacking in the literature are studies dealing

more directly with what the role of the supervisor or the

nature of supervision "ought" to be. Data from such studies

would allow comparisons to be made of the perceptions of

those most directly affected by supervision as to what they

feel the practice of supervision "is" and what they feel

supervision "ought" to be. The discrepancies, if any,

between these two aspects of role expectations for

supervisors are possible sources of dissatisfaction with

services received and therefore color the perceptions of the

value of and need for supervisory support services. These

perceptions of the value of supervision seem to have

important implications for the effectiveness of supervisory

practices.
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statement of the Problem

A considerable body of literature has explored the

perceptions of teachers, principals, and supervisors as to

the actual practice of supervision (Boucree, 1981; Capper,

1981; Brande, 1980; Douglass, 1980; Sullivan, 1980; Davis,

1979; Roberson, 1979; Provence, 1978; Brown, 1975; and

Evans, 1975). Few studies, however, have been done to

determine what teachers, principals, and supervisors feel

should be the focus of supervision, in other words, what

supervision "ought" to be. In light of the recent reform

movements designed to give greater autonomy to the teacher

and if, as Cawelti (1990) pointed out, the movement to

increase the professional autonomy of teachers compels a

rethinking of what supervisors do (p.2), then it seems

reasonable that the opinions and perceptions of the

professional teacher, principal and supervisor are of

significance to any study of instructional supervision for

the purpose of instructional improvement.

Therefore, a study needed to be done that would not

only assess the current practice of supeirvision, but also

attempt to describe the profile of what supervision should

look like in the opinion of the professionals in the

schools.
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Statement of the Purpose

The purpose of this research was to investigate the

perceptions of teachers, principals, and supervisors in

public schools about the present practice and the ideal

practice of instructional supervision in Tennessee, and the

degree of congruence between the two aspects.

A study focused on teachers, principals, and

supervisors in Tennessee had merit for a number of reasons.

First, in the mid-1970's researchers examined

perceptions of these groups regarding the practice of

supervision (Lovell and Phelps, 1976; Beach, 1976; and

Hendrix, 1976). These studies of "what is" allow

comparisons in findings over a period of time.

Second, in the years since the studies mentioned,

Tennessee has undergone major educational reform

(Comprehensive Educational Reform Act - CERA, 1984) which

includes clearly defined instructional expectations for

teachers. These expectations include a model for

instruction in the classroom that is entitled the Tennessee

Instructional Model (TIM). This model attempts to identify

and promote the use of teacher behaviors that the designers

feel will ensure appropriate instructional interaction in

the classroom. The standardized procedures used within the

model have serious implications for the way supervisors

approach the task of instructional improvement and the
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evaluation of teachers for employment and advancement

purposes. Phelps (1987) surveyed central office

instructional supervisors in an effort to determine their

opinion of the impact of CERA on the practice of supervision

in Tennessee. However, school principals and classroom

teachers were not included in her study as they were in the

studies conducted in the mid-seventies. By looking at the

current perceptions of "what is", comparisons can be made

with prior perceptions and a measurement of the effect of

changes, such as CERA, made.

Finally, a study in Tennessee was desirable because the

population was readily accessible. A list of names of

teachers, principals, and supervisors was available from

which random samples were drawn and to which follow-up on

the research was addressed.

Research Questions

The research was guided by the following questions:

1. What are the perceptions of teachers,

principals, and supervisors of current

supervisory practice?

2. How do these perceptions of current

practice compare with those of similar

groups studied in 1976?
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3. How do the teachers', principals', and

supervisors' perceptions compare for

current practice and what practice

should be?

Importance of the Studv

Studies specific to the examination of the practice of

supervision have been conducted for several decades in

American education. One aspect of this research study was

the assessment of current practice in supervision. It

seemed to the researcher that a periodic excimination was

warranted as a "pulse check" for the purpose of determining

"what we're doing" in the field. This study provides

longitudinal data and serves to update information on the

practice of supervision. The data generated allow the

examination of changes in practice over time. Such evidence

can only be provided when studies are conducted

periodically.

A second aspect of this research was an attempt to

describe the profile of what supervision should be in the

opinion of teachers, principals, and supervisors currently

working in the field. This information is important in the

identification of differences in perceptions between groups

that may contribute to possible sources of conflict in

goals. When the discrepancies are known, then steps can be



15

taken to lessen the discrepancies and a more unified effort

to improve instruction implemented.

Furthermore, this study has practical application as

educators continue to seek information with which to develop

methodology that will foster instructional improvement.

While the study was limited to the teachers,

principals, and supervisors in the state of Tennessee, the

results may have implications for other states. It was felt

that if the discrepancies between the perceptions of

teachers and supervisors regarding the practice of

supervision as it is and as it should be can be shown, then

educators anywhere could profit from such information as

they seek to identify and implement practices that work to

improve instruction.

Beyond implications for other educational

organizations, this study provides information to

supervisors in the state regarding the current status of

supervision or "how we're doing". Furthermore, the study

has significance for school systems in Tennessee in the way

instructional supervisory personnel are utilized to provide

the best possible services for the teachers in the

classrooms. Perceptions that are revealed to be

significantly divergent between teachers and supervisors

will allow school systems to evaluate practices currently at

work in their systems and identify practices deemed most

desirable for implementation.
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Also, this study has significance for professional

organizations such as TASCD, who are concerned with

promoting effective supervisory services, by providing

follow-up information to studies previously sponsored by the

organization regarding the effectiveness of practices.

Additionally, the study provides information about

present supervisory practices and ideals of practice to

colleges of education who are involved in the training of

potential supervisors. Such information could have

implications for the revision or implementation of

curriculum designed to train supervisory personnel. As

Stover (1990) points out, critics have attacked university

preparation programs with "the irrelevance of the

coursework" being one of the major complaints (p. 19). He

goes on to quote Scott Thomson, recent past executive

director of the National Association of Secondary School

Principals (N.A.S.S.P.), who stated "A critical question is

what direction should preparatory programs go. And that's

where there's no consensus" (p. 19).

Delimitations of the Study

Delimitations of the study include;

a. This study includes only teachers who have

responsibility for regular classroom instruction.

b. This study includes only instructional supervisors
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who have responsibility for direct services to classroom

teachers.

c. To delimit the range of potential responses,

respondents were asked to react only to those questions

appearing on the questionnaire.

d. This study did not include state career ladder

evaluators because it was determined that they did not fit

the description of instructional supervisor.

Definition of Terms

Classroom Conference. A supervisory activity characterized

by an arranged meeting with a staff member for purposes of

discussing and/or planning a course of action.

Classroom observation. Those operations by which

individuals make a careful survey of the events and

activities occurring during classroom instruction in order

to systematically analyze the various factors affecting the

teaching-learning situation.

Instructional Supervision. Supervision is set of activities

designed to improve the teaching-learning process (Hoy and

Forsyth, 1986).

Instructional Supervisorv Support Services. The
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comprehensive set of services provided and processes used to

help teachers facilitate their own professional development

so that the goals of the school district or the school might

be better attained (Glatthorn, 1990, p. 84).

Supervisor. A professional staff member who devotes

himself/herself primarily to the activities of the

supervision of instructional programs. Many titles refer to

those who are supervisors. They include; director,

consultant, coordinator, specialist, supervisor, and

assistant superintendent (Harris, p. 545).

Teacher. A person employed in an official capacity to guide

and direct the learning experiences of pupils in an

educational institution (Good, 1959, p. 410).

Procedures

Information and data were gathered through the use of

closed, survey questionnaires. Survey research methodology

was used to address the research questions from the

randomly-selected sample of teachers, principals, and

supervisors selected from the total population of these

educators across the state of Tennessee. The questionnaire

consisted of demographic questions, questions regarding who

provided supervisory services, questions regarding
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observations and conferences, and questions regarding the

amount and frequency of supervisory support services.

Respondents were asked to mark boxes corresponding to a

Likert-type scale. Each question had two separate scales

designed to measure the present practice of supervision and

the respondent's perception of the ideal practice.

The survey yielded nominal data. The SAS computer

program was used for all statistical analyses.

Organization of the Study

There are five chapters in this study. The first

chapter presents the introduction, statement of the problem,

the purpose, assumptions, importance of the study,

limitations and delimitations, and definition of terms. The

second chapter is a review of related literature. The third

chapter provides the description of the methodology and

procedures used in the study. The fourth chapter is the

presentation and analysis of the collected data. The fifth

chapter contains the siimmary, findings, conclusions and

recommendations.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

Introduction

This literature review deals with supervision in

American public schools. The first section focuses on the

historical as well as current developments in supervision as

it has been practiced in various periods throughout the

history of American education.

In the next section, attention is given to writings in

the literature about the roles of supervision and, because

of the importance of interactive contact between the

supervisor and supervisee, some attention is given to

observation and conferencing as a particular role of the

supervisory process. Following that, perceptions about

supervision as it is practiced and as it should be practiced

are examined.

Historical Perspectives on Supervision

American education has always included some form of

supervision as a part of the structure. The literature

contains numerous descriptions of the practices of
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supervision and the developmental progression of supervisory

emphases. These descriptions provide a view of supervision

as it was perceived to be in various periods of its history.

Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries

Some of the earliest records include writing

concerning the proper supervision of the teaching and

learning process.

The Governor and Company of Massachusetts Bay
showed concern for the affairs of the community by
indicating that those people chosen as town
officers should give, among other things, some of
their time to the parents and the schoolmasters as
well as their children. This expectation, insofar
as supervisory purposes were concerned, was to
give attention to the calling and employment of
the children of the community, especially with
respect to their ability to read, to develop
religiosity, and to obey the laws of the country.
(Eye, 1975, p.14)

Elsbree (1939), in his book The American Teacher,

indicates that "Teachers in American Schools financed

partially or wholly at public expense have never been

completely free from supervision and control" (p.71).

Teachers in the early colonies were chosen by the public

through town meetings or some form of town committee, and

were subject to supervision by the committee or even the

minister of the town. These committees determined the

curriculum rather than leaving such decisions to the

teacher, and much effort was made to see that the teacher

lived up to the expectations of the town.

Withall and Wood (1979) describe this practice as
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follows:

Educators in North America have been supervised
since the 17th century and the beginnings of the
common public school. In those early days,
influential community leaders made quick visits to
see how teachers were serving their learners and
what merits or demerits should be awarded the
schoolmaster. There were heavy overtones then -
overtones which persist today - of having an
"inspector" pass judgement for good or ill. (p.
55)

The town selectmen were instructed to visit the schools

and make reports to the town. The purpose of supervision

was to determine whether the children were being given

instruction as required by law (Tanner and Tanner, p.5).

For example, the writings of one selectman in 1668, in

Billerican, Massachusetts, show his proposal to the school

committee that they "appoint the next day to go the rounds

to excimine the teaching of children and youth according to

law" (Tanner and Tanner, p.6).

This concept of lay supervision was revealed to be

common practice a number of years later when, in 1709, the

Commission of Boston called for a citizens' committee to

scrutinize teaching methods and the proficiency of the

children. The expectation was for frequent and direct

"inspections". Interestingly, the schoolmaster was to be

advised in advance as to when the committee would be

visiting, and when there, the members of the committee were

compelled "to consult and advise regarding the progress of

teaching and learning in the school" (Eye, p.14).

The primary purpose of school visitation was to
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determine if, in fact, the children were being given the

education required by law. In order to make such a

determination, some form of examination was needed to assess

pupil progress since such assessment was the principal means

of assessing teacher performance. Lacking standardized

achievement tests, the committee frequently attended the

last day of school at which an examination was administered.

The schoolmaster would exhibit written and oral work done by

the pupils and the visiting committee would ask their own

questions of the learners.

While pupil progress was a central focus of the

committee visitation, attention was also given to the

improvement of teaching. In 1714, in Connecticut, school

visitors were "required to give such directions as they find

needful to render schools most serviceable to the increase

of that knowledge, civility, and religion which is designed

in the erecting of them..." (Small, 1914, p.334). Further

evidence is provided by Eye who states that the lay

committee was "to give stimulation to the teacher to want to

improve teaching practice, so that the learning of the

students might be greatly improved" (p.14).

The nature of supervision in these early days is

clearly illustrated by the following incident cited by Brown

(1911):

Upon one occasion the "visitor observing the
scholars shooting at marks with guns had them
called together and admonished and ordered them
not to bring guns to school again and also in
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their presence order the master to have strict
attention to them in their playtime/ and to punish
any who shall be catched contrary to this order.
At the same time "observing most of the scholars
pronounce badly" they "order the master to be
particularly attentive to make them express their
words and syllables as distinct and clear as
possible" and they "advise and admonish the
scholars to use their utmost endeavors to break
themselves of the bad habit which they have
heretofore contracted in uttering their words in a
thick and confused manner." (p.15)

The character of supervision changed little in the

years after the Revolutionary War. School boards and lay

committees continued to supeirvise teachers and pupils in the

same manner as before the war. As shown earlier, the

tradition of lay supervision was well established. As

Tanner and Tanner stated, "A new and distinctively American

system of educational thought and practice was in the

making, but the quality of supervision would not improve

appreciably between 1776 and 1865" (p.10).

Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries

What began to occur in the early nineteenth century

that was of significance was the change from supervision by

lay committees to the concept of the individual,

professional supervisor. This change occurred primarily in

large cities where the need for someone to coordinate or

replace the work of lay committees led to the establishment

of the position of superintendent. As Tanner and Tanner

describe it.

In the days when education was extremely limited.
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lay committees were able to administer the schools
directly. But new improvements meant new duties
that made boards of education increasingly
helpless. For example, new subjects were being
added to the curriculum, which were more difficult
than spelling and arithmetic for untrained ♦
committeemen to supervise. And teachers were
using new and different methods. There was no one
to aid or advise any teacher who was pursuing, or
who wished to pursue, a new instructional method.
There was no one to recruit well-trained teachers
in the first place. The most critical problems
contributing to the establishment of the
superintendency centered on the teacher and
teaching, (p. 22)

They go on to say that most superintendents spent the

majority of their time visiting in schools. Given that

these early superintendents were probably responsible for

the supervision of as many as 900 teachers, the probability

that they were highly effective is low. But, as Elsbree

(1939) points out, there were some positive influences that

directly resulted from these early supervisory efforts. He

explains the situation by saying:

With supervisors so poorly equipped by preparation
for the task as were the superintendents, it seems
highly improbable that the technique of teaching
was vastly improved during this period. On the
other hand, intelligent superintendents learned a
great deal from their observations, which
contributed to the ultimate improvement of
instruction. Outstanding achievements of teachers
were brought to the attention of those who were
less successful and the whole problem of method
became a subject of study and discussion, (p. 71)

Lovell and Wiles (1983) indicate that as school systems

became larger with more and more teachers scattered widely

across the district, superintendents were unable to meet the

expectations of supervision of the instructional program.
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As a result, additional staff members were added who became

the general supervisors. Further, with the addition of

certain new subjects to the curriculum that required special

expertise that many teachers did not have, "special

teachers" were hired to teach these subjects. On occasion,

these special teachers became traveling teachers in order to

teach the special subjects in different schools on different

days. This role seems to have evolved into one of advising

and working with the regular teachers, and eventually into

that of a special supervisor (p.29).

Tanner and Tanner reiterate this view of the

development of the professional supervisor by indicating

that there was an increased emphasis on supervision which

was the result of an increased complexity in the whole

process of education. When education was very limited, the

lay committees were able to administer the schools directly.

But new improvements brought corresponding duties that made

the committees more and more ineffective. New subjects

entered the curriculum, teachers were using new and

different methods and there was no one to advise or help a

teacher who desired to attempt a new methodology. For these

reasons, the superintendency was established to provide

assistance to the teacher and the process of teaching. The

superintendent, however, was soon to find that the task of

instructional improvement demanded more attention than he

could provide alone. As a result, additional staff members
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were required to assist the superintendent. These

additional staff members eventually became general, and then

special subject supervisors.

As the supervision of teachers and schools changed from

that of lay committees to the professional supervisor, the

focus of supervision changed as well. In the early days,

the emphasis of supervision was on regulation and

enforcement of regulations. In the intervening years,

emphases of supervision changed and frequently the focus of

supervision was based on current thought in management

theory.

Scientific management was developed as the method by

which factories could be operated efficiently and

effectively without a lot of waste. This theory of

management found its way into the field of education.

Franklin Bobbitt (1913), who was a professor of

educational administration at the University of Chicago,

typified the attitudes of experts during this period. He

stated "Scientific Management finds the methods of procedure

which are most efficient for actual conditions, and secures

their use on the part of the workers (p. 51)." Bobbitt was

linking the operation of schools with scientific management.

He was concerned with eliminating waste, making workers more

efficient, and using facilities on a continuous basis.

Accordingly, the "workers" he referred to were the teachers

and the "managers" of this factory-type school were the
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supervisors who were to measure the methods of teaching in

terms of productivity (student outcomes). The manager would

then evaluate the teaching methods, select the best ones,

and see that the workers used them (Tanner and Tanner,

p.50). The top-down nature of this arrangement is clearly

based on the idea that the organization knew what the worker

(teacher) needed better than the teachers themselves. As

Bobbitt said it, "The burden of finding the best methods is

too large and too complicated to be laid on the shoulders of

the teachers (p. 52)."

As Level1 and Wiles (1983) point out.

In the 1910's and 1920's, the writing in the field
of supervision recommended directing and telling
people what to do and then checking to see whether
people had done as they were directed. It is easy
to see one reason for this emphasis. Teachers
were not trained then as they are now. Some
started teaching as soon as they had left high
school, with very little preservice education, (p.
2)

However, it was soon realized that what worked very

well in some manufacturing situations did not have the same

relevance for the complex process of education.

As early as 1857, the analogy between business and

industry and the educational process was recognized as

suspect. The uniformity of responsibilities and job

activities in the manufacturing industry made efficient

supervision easy. However, supervision of teachers was

recognized as something far more complex.

A teacher, on the other hand, who deserves the
name, is to some extent an original; that is to
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say, he views and explains subjects in a way
peculiar to himself and the natural working of his
own mind.... To require him to surrender his
individuality, and to do his work after some
favorite method of ours, is easy, and as
preposterous as easy. To see that he does his
work well, whatever be the mode, or if he does it
ill, to show him where the defect is, and how to
remedy it, and yet allow him the freedom so
essential-requires more soundness of judgment, and
delicacy of discrimination than are always at
command. (Tanner and Tanner, p.22)

During this same era, an important position of great

impact on the supervision of schools came into being - the

school principal. As originally conceived, the principal

was to be the lead teacher in the school. "As schools

became larger and it was necessary to have multiple

teachers, one teacher would often be singled out as the

'principal' teacher and would be assigned certain managerial

functions" (Lovell and Wiles, p.29). This meant that his

responsibilities included not only teaching children

directly but also aiding other teachers in pedagogy.

Gradually, administrative duties were added to his

responsibilities until finally the principalship was, for

the most part, separated from teaching of classes. The

expectation continued to be that the principal was an expert

on curriculum and teaching methodology and was responsible

for the improvement of instruction. This was especially

significant in the early days of the principalship when it

was impossible to find trained teachers. In this regard,

the role of the principal was teacher training. Elsbree and

Reutter (1954) described the situation as "the principal was
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looked upon as a kind of foreman who through close

supervision helped to compensate for ignorance and lack of

skill of his subordinates" (p.231). And they point out that

until the 1920's, it was the responsibility of the principal

"to take over classes on occasion, and to demonstrate to the

teacher exactly how the job should be done" (p.231).

This method of supervision seems to have had its

origins in scientific management theory even though there

was somewhat less emphasis on the division of management and

labor. This theory of management sharply contrasted with

the work of other educational experts who promoted a more

democratic emphasis in ideals and practices in schools.

About the same time Bobbitt was promoting scientific

management, Dewey was developing a theoretical basis for the

democractic way of thinking. In his Democracv and Education

(1916). he began what would eventually become a vast body of

research and literature that focused on democratic-

participative principles for schools. He felt that the

democratic way of working eliminated the gap between what he

described as "the social factor" and individuality. He

pointed out that the schools suffered from the absence of a

social motive for learning while offering little opportunity

for individual variation (Tanner and Tanner, p. 153).

According to some educators of this period, democratic

practices in schools meant that the teachers, supervisors,

and even students, worked together to determine appropriate
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curriculum and methodology. The older notion of "management

vs worker" was supposed to be eliminated in favor of a more

collegial governance, which meant that the supervisor would

no longer operate as a foreman who made certain that the

workers were performing in the prescibed manner.

Supervision would become a collegial activity that

functioned to provide expertise and material with which the

teacher and student could design and perform projects that

would educate the student.

This approach described a role that provided for

teacher indentification of their needs and the needs of

their students. Such an approach was a definite departure

from the more traditional top-down process of the

organization determining the needs of the employees.

But the ideals of democratic participation, as

perceived by many experts, failed to be fully realized. As

Caswell (1942) stated.

There can be little doubt that many plans of
school government violate elementary principles of
democratic procedure. Not infrequently teachers
are dominated by principals, and children by
teachers. Many plans of grouping and regulating
progress violate the principle of equalization of
educational opportunity, a fundamental American
concept.

The effort should be to develop types of
organization which recognize the principles of
democratic action and which foster democratic
values. Participation of all members of the
school staff should be recognized as essential in
the formulation of educational policies, and the
individual school should be made the operational
unit in program development, (pp. 65, 308)

Again, Lovell and Wiles provide a summary description
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of democratic supervision when they stated,

A survey of the literature reveals, however, that
this term (democratic supervision) meant different
things to different people. To some it meant a
type of manipulation in which teachers were to be
treated kindly and maneuvered into doing what the
supervisor wanted to do all along. To others it
meant a hands-off approach where teachers could do
as they please. But to others it meant involving
teachers in cooperative instructional improvement,
(p. 2)

The ideals of democratic supervision continued to find

support in public education until the mid 1950's when, as a

result of Sputnik, the government became interested in

improving the quality of education. Of particular interest

were the areas of the sciences, mathematics, and foreign

languages. As a result of governmental alarm, a more

directive form of supervision was re-emphasized in an effort

to promote national programs. Curriculiam projects were

developed at the national level and subject area supervisors

at the local level were given the function of improving

performance of students in the fields mentioned. "Many

(supeirvisors) conceived their task to be convincing teachers

to adopt a national program and to develop the information

and skills necessary to implement the program (Lovell and

Wiles, p. 2)."

The emphasis of supervision in the latter part of the

twentieth century saw the pendulum of theory swing once

again to less directive, more collegial, ideals. Human

resource supervision is an approach to supervision that

promotes a proactive relationship between supervisor and
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supervisee. It is based on the concept that, together, the

supervisor and teacher seek improvement, development and

increased effectiveness based on a shared perception of

individual strengths, talents, and interests. This approach

is presented in the work of Sergiovanni and Starratt (1983)

who stated.

Human resource supervision assumes a dynamic
environment. Unlike supervisozry practices, which
focus on control and fitting people into
prepackaged job specifications, human resources
supervision is aimed at the human and professional
growth of the people in the school, (p. 354)

They go on to explain that, ultimately, the improvement

and growth of individuals will contribute to and in some

ways be directed by the overall program goals. For this

reason, the supervisor needs to keep larger program goals in

mind when working with individuals, groups and departments

to develop staff development programs.

The twentieth century also saw those involved in

supervision develop a greater concern for curriculum

development as well as teacher management/development. As

the focus on curricul\im changed in various periods, it meant

that the supervisor had to have some grasp of curriculum

development and implementation as well as teaching

methodology.

The "project method" developed by Dewey, the further

development of a project-oriented method by Kilpatrick, the

core curriculum development, and various methods for

individualized instruction all affected the manner in which
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the supervisor worked to improve instruction. In each case,

the supervisor had to learn the curricular process promoted

and then take responsibility for working with in-service

teachers to educate them in the currently popular

curriculxom.

During this period, new approaches to teacher in-

service, such as the workshop, were developed to meet the

demands for training teachers in new methodology and

pedagogy.

The project method conceived by Dewey involved the

student in activities that required thinking as well as

doing. The teacher's responsibility was to "look ahead and

see whether one stage of achievement will suggest something

else to be looked into and done (Dewey, 1910, p. 219)."

This method implied that the teacher (and the supervisor)

functioned as a resource and guide as the student "thought"

his/her way through a project. The supervisor further was

expected to make sure the teacher had an appropriate grasp

of the methodology and was providing proper guidance to the

learners.

However, the most popularized method of project

learning was promoted by Kilpatrick who was a student of

Dewey. Surprisingly, his project method was centered around

"the purposeful act" rather than the thinking process as

espoused by Dewey (Tanner and Tanner, p. 39). As a result,

anything the student chose to pursue as a project was
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considered legitimate regardless of the amount of thought

involved. This was clearly a departure from Dewey's

philosophy and bore only some resemblance to his project

method.

Even though Kilpatrick's project method "often involved

mere doing without concerted thought and could not be

expected to develop thinking power (Tanner and Tanner, p.

39)," supervisors of the period were very enthusiastic about

the method. Unfortunately, this enthusiasm resulted from

an apparent misconception that the method was promoted as

exemplifying Dewey's theory when, in fact, it fell far short

of Dewey's ideals. Supervisors functioned to influence

implementation of the method because of

the need to "prevent endless duplication (of
projects) without throttling child initiative" and
the need to help teachers "understand that
projects in enjoyment, appreciation, problem
solving, and development of skill, if they be
purposeful, are as much projects as making a dress
or building a sailboat. (Tanner and Tanner, p. 40)

In other words, the supervisor was expected to monitor the

teachers' implementation of the method that had been decided

upon by the organization. This type of supervision was

reminiscent of scientific management and it is ironic to

find it promoted within a "democratic" curriculum method.

The core curriculum movement, which was an innovation

at the secondary school level, was based on a school-wide

theme or social issue which served as the basis for areas of

investigation and problem-solving by students. Frequently,
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the educational program was planned by the students and

teachers cooperatively. Significantly, evaluations

conducted during the Progressive Education Association's

Eight-Year Study (Chamberlain et al, p. 209), indicated that

the schools that took the most advantage of assistance from

the district's supervisors made the most significant

curriculum changes (Tanner and Tanner, p. 41).

Individualized instruction came into being as educators

realized that children varied in their rates of progress and

in the time they required of the teacher. Self-paced

instruction has been called by a variety of names: The Burk

Plan, The Winnetka Plan, and mastery learning to name a few.

What is noteworthy is that, no matter what the name,

individualized instruction requires adaptation on the part

of the teachers as they develop curriculum to match

individual differences. This, in turn, requires different

support from the supervisor who may suggest group activities

where every youngster works at his or her level, or

differing techniques for self-paced instruction such as

learning packets and learning centers. As Tanner and Tanner

state, "The point is that concern for the problems related

to teaching children who are vastly (and gratifyingly)

different individuals, rather than the imposition of

mechanical devices, must characterize supervision (p. 46)."

As has been shown, the practices of supervision in the

mid to late twentieth century have, at various times, been
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characterized by terms such as "democratic," "human resource

development," and "individualization." These terms have

been applied "in an effort to show that present-day

supervision is a far cry from the autocracy supposedly

exhibited by the early twentieth-century administrator and

supervisor" (Neagley and Evans, 1980).

More recently, educators have encouraged those involved

in supervision to move toward a developmental emphasis. In

developmental supervision,

the learning environment of the school and the
learning process are regarded as emergent - in
recognition that the environing conditions in life
are emergent rather than static or established.
In the same vein, the curriculum is regarded as
emergent, requiring continuous development.
Teachers are engaged continuously in curriculxim
development, working cooperatively with
curricularists, supervisors, administrators, and
students. (Tanner and Tanner, p. 187).

This emphasis is seen in the work of Glickman (1985)

who used the term developmental supervision to denote

different styles of supervisory leadership for the

iniprovement of instruction. He suggested that supervisors

use different leadership styles with different teachers and

in view of different circumstances.

This approach can be compared to contingency leadership

based on Kersey and Blanchard's Situational Theory (Hoy and

Miskel, 1987, p. 302) in which the supervisor adjusts the

leadership style to meet the needs of the individual or

group. Glickman would employ any of three leadership styles

with teachers; directive, collaborative, and nondirective.
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The use of each leadership style would be based on the

teacher's degree of coininitment and abstract-thinking

ability. Or, as Hersey and Blanchard would describe it, on

the degree of maturity of the teacher in the given

situation.

Glickman (1985) indicates that his

...supervisory platform is based on the premise
that hiiman development is the aim of education.
Therefore, supervision should be eclectic in
practice, directed toward the goal of
nondirective, existentialist supervision. My goal
as a supervisor is eventually to return control to
the teaching faculty to decide on collective,
instructional improvements....The supervisor may
never allow total autonomy, but moving in that
direction is worth the effort. My platform is,
therefore, one of collaborative experimentalism
striving toward nondirective existentialism, (p.
85)

This attitude is reflected by Hoy and Forsyth (1986) who

state:

In stark contrast to the industrial notion of
overseeing, directing, and controlling workers, we
see supervision as a collaborative effort.
Supervision of instruction is the set of
activities designed to improve the teaching-
learning process. The purpose of supervision is
neither to make judgments about the competence of
teachers nor to control them but rather to work
cooperatively with them. (p. 3)

Siimmary

The literature indicates that the concept of

supervision has changed as it has evolved through time. As

can be seen from this brief history, from the early days of

supervision by school committees, the practice has evolved

into supervision that is conducted primarily by professional
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educators. Supervision has been variously characterized as

teaching of teachers, supervision as scientific management,

supervision as a clinical practice, and supervision as a

collaborative effort and has used a variety of approaches

such as the scientific approach, the democratic approach,

the human resource approach, and the developmental approach.

What is of particular significance is the realization

that throughout the history of supervision, decision-making

about what is best for teachers and what supervisors should

be doing has been a top-down process. In a typically

bureaucratic fashion, the needs of the worker (teacher) have

been determined by those in managerial positions.

Even in recent years, efforts to influence supervision

toward something that is more collaborative or developmental

in nature have focused on getting the supervisors themselves

to change or getting their superiors, who are deemed to have

the power, to make the necessary changes. While it may be

granted that those in charge do, in fact, have the power to

make changes, it does not necessarily hold true that the

changes made are appropriate for the needs of teachers, nor

that the changes will be lasting.

This top-down thread is still being seen in today's

literature as Glickman (1989) stated, "...the legislated

learning and academic excellence reform was primarily a top-

down (philosophically essentialist) movement that viewed

teachers and administrators as the problem of poor schools
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(p. 6).

Further evidence of the current top-down prescription

of supervisory duties is provided by Pajak (1989) who wrote:

...an alarming fact is that legislatures and
courts in some states have taken the initiative in
defining these duties and functions with little
consultation from educators, (p.l)

Clearly, the latest waves of top-down, school reform

and state involvement in determining educational duties and

functions have precedence in the history of American

Education.

Roles of Supervision

In examining the literature on the roles of

supervision, one theme emerges over and over: much confusion

exists.

During the 1970's and the 1980's, the role of the
supervisor has become increasingly confused. The
supervisors with a specific mission to perform
have seen themselves as directing the process of
change, and their primary question has been one of
strategy. Other supervisors, those who see
themselves as helping professional people solve
their instructional and curricular problems, have
continued to work for improvement in the process
of decision making, decision sharing, curricular
change, and instructional improvement. (Lovell and
Wiles, 1983, p. 2)

These authors go on to indicate that the confusion is

further caused by a growing variety of positions in

educational organizations that are labeled as supervisor.

Often titles such as general supervisor, consultant,

director, coordinator, assistant superintendent in charge of
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instruction, and others are given to those persons who

occupy positions of instructional supervision. However, the

roles and responsibilities associated with various positions

vary in different organizations.

Krajewski (1977) indicated that the term supeirvisor "is

difficult, if not impossible to define (p. 5)." He goes on

to point out that the fact that several individuals within

the organization often act as instructional supervisors

contributes to the lack of clarity and the presence of

confusion in the literature.

Additional confusion is added by the differences in

expectation held for the supervisor.

The administration may expect the supervisor to
direct, control, and monitor the behavior of
teachers. Teachers, on the other hand, may expect
help and warm encouragement, free of threat. An
administrator may expect the supervisor to work in
the central office making applications for
governmental projects or doing other
administrative chores. Teachers may expect
readily available help, service, and support for
their teaching performance. (Lovell and Wiles, p.
3)

Hoy and Forsyth (1986) describe the supervisory role

with the following:

Supervisors are staff - master teachers. They are
expected to provide advice and support to
colleagues, not to discipline them. The staff
position has little formal authority; authority is
primarily informal and earned - arising from the
supervisor's expertise and personal skills.
Teachers must have confidence in those to whom
they turn for help, and trust can more readily be
built when status distinctions among supervisors
and teachers are limited, (p. 9)

However, at the same time, the organization frequently



42

expects the supervisor to evaluate teachers for employment

purposes which further deliniates the distinctions among

supervisors and teachers.

Sergiovanni and Starratt (1975) state that confusion in

role definition still plagues the field and uncertainty

exists in determining who supervisors are, what the key

components of their jobs are, how much authority they should

have and whether supervision is a special role or a process

component of several roles (p. 9).

This confusion is further complicated by statements

such as the one made by Reynolds and Martin-Reynolds (1988)

who argue "The primary focus of the supervisory activity,

whether developmental or judgmental, is teacher evaluation

and the improvement of instruction (p. 2)."

Glickman and Tamashiro (1980) point out that.

Unfortunately the experts in supervision are of
little help in suggesting the most effective model
of supervision. In a recent study of graduate
institutions offering doctoral work in
supervision, there were 36 different books being
used. Furthermore, the results of a survey of
professors of supervision concluded that "there
still exists little agreement as to what
instructional supervision is..." (pp. 74 - 75)

Experts have suggested the use of a variety of methods

whereby the supervisory role may be defined and performed.

Anderson, McPhail and Reavis (1978) have suggested the

use of clinical supervision in conjunction with a

decentralization of supervisory staff. They indicate that

the usual practice of housing supervisors at the central
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office actually complicates the relationship between

supervisors and building principals and teachers (p. 43).

They desribe team clinical supervision which wou^d

require that supervisors work with teaching staffs in the

schools they serve. This would be accomplished through the

use of clusters of schools with similar geographic,

demographic and other similar characteristics. Central

office supervisors would then be assigned to each cluster to

meet with principals, department heads and any others with

notable supervisory responsibilities to develop strategies

for accomplishing clinical supervision (p. 46).

In the late 1970's and early 1980's. Management by

Objectives was promoted as a desired method of supervision.

Newton (1980) stated.

Management by objectives is a process whereby
superior and subordinate managers of an
organization jointly identify common goals, define
each subordinate's major areas of responsibility
in terms of the results expected, and use these
intended outcomes as guidelines for implementation
and periodic evaluation of the subordinate and the
unit within the organization, (p. 39)

He further indicated that his experience suggested:

a simplified management-by-objectives model can be
analogously and usefully applied to the
supervisory tasks of educational organizations,
and that supervision in an individual school is
comprised of three basic manager-subordinate
relationships: principal-department chairperson;
department chairperson-teacher; teacher-student.
(p. 40)

Interestingly, at the same time, Glickman (1980)

promoted a developmental approach to supervision that
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attempted to recognize and make provisions for the

individual needs of teachers. He pointed out that there was

a need to consider the maturational levels of teachers and

the career-specific stages of a teacher's development.

He suggested that, similar to the emphases in the

literature on situational leadership, various approaches to

supervision should be used based on the maturational level

of the teacher and matched to the teachers stage of growth.

He stated:

It is apparent that a supervisor might better
serve his or her staff by responding to individual
needs instead of using a single, uniform
approach...At times a staff will have common needs
and can be approached as one group. In most
cases, however, the professional supervisor should
use varying approaches to treat teachers as
individuals. (p. 180)

Other authors have offered suggestions ranging from the

elimination of the preobservation conference (Hunter, 1986),

to using research-based processes designed to help

principals assist teachers in developing questioning skills

(Roberts and Zody, 1989).

The literature on supervisory roles may best be

characterized as the search for identity on the part of the

supervisor. Some of what have frequently been called the

roles of supervision might better be called tasks performed

by supervisors. These tasks have been discussed by various

writers in an attempt to delineate what supervision is all

about.

Glickman (1990) divides his description of supervision
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into two basic categories, tasks and technical skills.

Tasks of Supervision include:

1. direct assistance to teachers
2. staff development
3. curriculum development
4. group development
5. action research

and the technical skills of supervision identified as:

1. assessing
2. planning
3. observing
4. research

5. evaluation (pp. vi-viii).

Harris (1975) presents ten tasks of supervision:

1. developing curriculum
2. organizing for instruction
3. providing staff
4. providing facilities
5. providing materials
6. arranging for in-service education
7. orienting staff members
8. relating special pupil services
9. developing public relations
10. evaluating instruction (pp. 11-12).

Blankenship and Irvine (1985) suggest that these tasks

defined by Harris present additional variables which

contribute to a complex profile of the instructional

supervisor - task diffuseness and task diversity (p. 337).

Pajak (1989), in a study conducted in cooperation with

the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development

(ASCD), identified the following twelve dimensions as

characteristic of supervisory practice:

1. community relations
2. staff development
3. planning and change
4. communication
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5. curriculum

6. instructional program
7. service to teachers

8. observation and conferencing
9. problem solving and decision making
10. research and program evaluation
11. motivating and organizing
12. personal development (p. 5).

While there are some differences in the lists of tasks,

there are also many similarities. Each of the lists

presented includes some form of curriculum development,

instructional program development, staff development, and

evaluation.

It is interesting to note that a number of the tasks

that supervisors have been identified as performing have

little to do with direct involvement in instruction. For

example, curriculum development, staff development,

planning, research, public relations efforts, facilities

planning, providing materials, and arranging in-service

education can all be accomplished without any direct contact

with teachers.

It can certainly be argued that many of these tasks

provide the necessary supplies, equipment, facilities and

environment for instruction, but the supervisor's time is

consumed with tasks that do not involve direct contact with

teachers. These tasks are, however, important to efficiency

in a bureaucracy.

The divergence of these tasks leads naturally to a

dilemma that many supervisors find themselves in as they

attempt to define their role. The demands of the
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organization are frequently different than the demands of

the needs expressed by the teachers in the schools.

Davis (1979) conducted a literature study of five basic

sources as well as ERIC documents covering a period of ten

years (1968 - 1978). He attempted to identify commonly

approved and accepted practices of the urban instructional

supervisor.

Davis identified "recognized authorities" in the field

as suggested by the Executive Director of the Association

for Supervision and Curriculum Development. Those

identified were requested to identify literature sources in

instructional supervision considered to be most informative.

Each source was examined to determine those practices

mentioned. The criteria he used to identify an approved

practice was its appearance in at least three of the five

basic sources. Additional literature beyond the ten year

limitation was included where it substantially supported

existing data.

Davis wrote that the results of this study indicated

agreement in a conception of the purpose of supervision as

improvement of instruction resulting from behaviors that

facilitate the learning process and enhance the teaching-

learning climate through positive change in teacher

behavior. He goes on to indicate, however, that the

conclusions from his study show "that the confusion existing

in the field is related to the many perceptions and
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interpretations of purpose in relation to the identification

of specific tasks and behaviors (p. 6499-A)."

Furthermore, he explained that the study indicated the

confusion was compounded by the variety of institutions and

groups who directly influence the supervisor: state

departments of education, preparatory institutions, school

systems, professional organizations, and instructional

supervisors themselves, (p. 6499-A)

Douglass (1979), conducted a study of the role of

instructional supervisors in Alabama. He studied the

perceptions of supervisors and superintendents about the

purposes of supervision and tried to establish and clarify

the role of the instructional supervisor.

A 58 item questionnaire was sent to 83 superintendents

and 269 instructional supervisors. In the section of the

survey instrviment entitled "Identification of Instructional

Supervisory Roles," Douglass analyzed 52 supervisory

activities. Chi-square tests were calculated between

superintendents' and instructional supervisors' perceptions

about instructional supervisors' actual role and between

superintendents' and instructional supervisors' perceptions

about instructional supeirvisors' ideal role.

Douglass found, among other things that,

1. Superintendents and supervisors agreed that the
primary purpose(s) of supervision was instructional
improvement.

2. Superintendents and instructional supervisors
reported significantly different perceptions of the
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frequency with which supervisors performed and should
perform activities related to curriculum development,
provision of assistance, and coordination of effort.

3. These same respondents differed significantly in
their perceptions of the frequency with which instructional
supervisors should perform supervisory activities focusing
on hviman relations - communication, coordination of effort,
provision of leadership, and provision of assistance, (p.
5414-A)

Based on these findings, he concluded that "Role

diffusion was a significant problem for instructional

supervisors...The possibility of misunderstanding in on-the-

job situations increases because of varying role

expectations... (p. 5414-A)."

This is supported by Blankenship and Irvin (1985) who

indicate that:

Instructional supervisors have conflicting and
competitive job responsibilities that often do not
permit them to focus on the classroom activities
of teachers. There is little congruence between
research studies' descriptions of what is actually
occurring in supervision...and the prescription
for supervision espoused by scholars. (p. 338)

The search for role identity raises a basic question:

Is the supervisor's primary responsibility to the goals of

the organization, or to the students and teachers in the

schools? The answer is not easy or obvious.

One particularly striking example of this dichotomous

dilemma is the whole idea of the supervisor's involvement in

evaluation. If, as has been stated earlier, the primary

function of supervision is the improvement of instruction,

then as Blumberg (1974) asks.

How can a supervisor be expected to develop
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an open, supportive, and trusting interpersonal
climate when he is also expected to evaluate the
teacher? (p. 139)

He goes on to indicate that the duality of a

supervisor's role is not peculiar to schools.

It is pretty much a fact of life in all
organizations where the holders of various
hierarchical positions are responsible, not only
for the growth and development of others but also
for the evaluation of their performance...What
seems to happen, in most cases, is that
supervisors talk about the problem among
themselves and then shrug their shoulders; the
game will be played. Teachers also talk about the
problem and play their own, often elaborate gcime.
It is another supervisory problem that typically
gets dealt with by being avoided, (p. 139)

Blumberg further elaborates that the conflict the

supervisor encounters as an evaluator and helper stem from

the organization's demands on that role. The supervisor is

dealing with the fact that teachers need his/her help but

that need for help conflicts with the need to be seen as

competent and evaluated favorably.

It is little wonder, then, that teachers frequently

report that supejrvision is less than satisfying in its

attempts to meet the teachers' needs. Once again, Blvimberg

points out.

So, we seem to be caught in a curious type of
bind...It is this. Teachers tend to say they find
their supervision of little value. Supervisors
say their work has a lot of value. Supervisors
seem to be saying that they want to spend more
time doing what their clients (teachers) consider
to be relatively useless, (p. 13)

Experts in the field of education have frequently added

to the confusion in their attempts to clarify the role of
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the supervisor. This confusion comes in the form of a

variety of approaches to supervision that are promoted by

the experts as the way the role of supervision should be

performed. As a result of the many approaches promoted, no

single approach is sanctioned and different approaches are

being used. This forces the questioning supervisor to

decide if the approach currently being used is most

appropriate for the situation, or if a different approach

would better serve the instructional program.

Glatthorn (1990) describes five current approaches in

the field of supervision.

1. Organizational supervision - which is a term
used to...emphasize the importance of the
organization and...supervision as directly linked
to organizational goals...best representative of
this group is Thomas Sergiovanni. (p. 91)

2. Individual supervision - which emphasizes
supervisory approaches that are centrally
concerned with responding to individual
differences...Glickman, McGreal, and Glatthorn are
considered individualistic in their basic
approach. (p. 93)

3. Skill-focused supervision - which is primarily
concerned with the development of the teacher's
skills...best exemplified in the work of Madeline
Hunter. (p.95)

4. Cognitive-based supervision - which is a term
used to describe two different approaches that are
both concerned with teachers'thinking. Costa and
Garmston advocate cognitive coaching. Garman is
one of several in the field advocating reflective
supervision. (p. 96)

5. Artistic supervision - which emphasizes
supervision as connoisseurship and criticism.
Elliot Eisner best exemplifies this approach but
he cites sources such as Dewey and Langer. (p.
97)
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Holder (1977), did a task analysis of persons

identified as responsible for instructional supervision in

selected school systems in Georgia. Using a 93 item survey

instrument, she gathered data in three major areas:

demographic data, duties and responsibilities of

instructional leaders and/or curriculum leaders, and

perceptions of what the instructional supervisors and/or

curriculiim leaders should be doing. Of the 675

questionnaires mailed to instructional supeirvisors and/or

curriculum leaders, 256 (37.92) returned the survey.

Her findings indicate that

1. The emphasis on program planning, instruction,
resources, and evaluation suggest that
professional leaders continue to have major
responsibility in this area of the field.

2. The expectation that instructional supervisors
are not teachers of teachers, but are brokers for
staff development activities which are done on a
cooperative basis, leads to the conclusion that
professional leaders must involve teachers on a
more collegial basis in addressing staff
development needs.

3. The increase in emphasis on tasks of
administration and personnel which has occurred in
Georgia, is not in keeping with national emphasis
on these tasks within the literature during the
past 10 years (1967-1977). It seems that
administrators may be encouraging instructional
leaders to perform duties outside their primary
role. (p. 4546-A)

Holder's findings illustrate the bureaucratic "squeeze" in

which many supervisors find themselves. The results of her

research led her to write:

It is likely that professional leaders in Georgia
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perceive their time as being limited due to
increased non-supervisory duties and lack of
additional personnel with whom responsibilities
may be shared. (p. 4546-A)

The role confusion experienced by the supervisor •is

compounded by a possible difference in perceptions of what

the supervisor does and what the supervisor should do as

held by various professionals in the field.

Johns (1984), conducted a study to determine whether

supervisors were performing according to what the literature

established as the "ideal" supervisory model. This "ideal"

model of supervision was established from the recurring

themes in the literature and consisted of the following six

supervisory tasks;

1. organizing for instruction

2. evaluating instruction

3. arranging for in-service education

4. disseminating information

5. providing materials

6. developing curriculvun.

Seventy-two of ninety educational specialists in the

elementary schools of the Baltimore City Public School

System participated as the sample in the study.

Her findings revealed that the supervisors rated

organizing for instruction as the most important task, but

the data did not support a conclusion that supervisors were

spending more time performing the tasks they rated as the

most important task. She indicated that the supervisors
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spent more time disseminating information than on any of the

other five tasks. Johns therefore concluded:

The study did find sufficient support that
supervisors are performing the tasks outlined in
the ideal supervisory model. However, the amount
of time supervisors spend performing the tasks is
not congruent with the order of importance rated
by the supervisors. (p. 600-A)

Classroom Observation and Conferencing

According to Adams and Dickey (1953), one of the oldest

and most useful aspects of supervision is the observational

visit made by the supervisor to the classroom. Through the

process of observation and actual contact with the

situation, the supervisor can identify and analyze the

various factors affecting the teaching-learning situation.

He/she is able to view the specific teaching methods and

techniques which the teacher employs and with which he or

she may desire assistance. Making good use of this

observational analysis, the supervisor builds, with the

teacher, a sound program for improving instruction (p. 107).

As the literature has demonstrated, supervision,

whether by lay committee or professional supervisor, has

generally used in-school visitation as the primary method of

data collection for the purpose of evaluation of and

improvement of the instructional program.

The process of in-class visitation has been promoted in

a variety of ways, but the most recent and widely accepted

methodology is taken from the tenets of clinical
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supervision. This methodology is composed of clearly

defined steps for conducting the pre-conference with the

teacher, the classroom observation, and the post-conference

and is designed to improve instruction without the threat of

evaluation for employment purposes.

According to Pigford (1988), a great portion of the

effective supervisor's role includes classroom observations

and conferences with teachers. She states that, "In an

increasing effort to emphasize their role as instructional

leaders, growing numbers of administrators are spending more

and more time in teachers' classrooms" (p. 30).

While several other functions of supervision have been

identified, such as curriculum development, materials

development, facilities design, program evaluation and

research, in-service education, goal-setting and planning,

and staffing, none more directly affects the education of

young people than instructional improvement. Direct

observation in the classroom and conferences with the

teacher regarding pedagogy and methodology are of central

importance in the supervisor's attempts to promote

instructional improvement.

Voorhies (1967) reported on his study that attempted to

determine if the representative sample of 695 Indiana

teachers perceived supervisory activities as being planned,

organized, implemented, and evaluated cooperatively by the

supervisor and the classroom teacher (supervisor-teacher
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centered - STC) or by the supervisor (supervisor-centered -

SC). His findings revealed that the number of teachers who

perceived faculty meetings and classroom observations as

being SC was significantly greater than the n\imber who

perceived them as being STC. Conversely, the number of

teachers who perceived individual conferences and workshops

as being STC was significantly greater than the number

perceiving them as SC.

These results led Voorhies to conclude that.

The findings appear to indicate that a teacher's
positive perception of a supervisor-teacher
activity was related to the amount of supervisor-
teacher contact necessary for the activity to take
place. Thus is was possible to place the five
activities studied on a continuum from the most
positive to the least positive: individual
conference, workshops, teacher visitations,
classroom observations, and faculty meetings, (p.
2032-2033)

Valentine (1978) wrote that "In the hectic pace into

which principals are continually thrust, one very important

responsibility is their supervisory responsibility -

including classroom observation and the follow-up conference

(p. 55)."

Writing about their recommendation for a systematic

approach to improving conference skills, Kindsvatter and

Wilen (1981) state "Of all the skills that contribute to a

supervisor's effectiveness, none are more crucial than those

related to conducting conferences (p. 525)."

As Reyes (1986) pointed out, "Evaluating teachers'

behaviors and activities for instructional improvement
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purposes is a time-consxuning task. The administrator must

necessarily spend significant amounts of time in the

classroom observing and otherwise working with teachers (p.

258) "

In 1960, Malone studied teacher attitudes toward

supervisory services provided by building principals. Some

of the teachers' attitudes speak directly to classroom

visitation. His study's findings indicated that;

1. Teachers and principals agreed that
classroom visitation is necessary to
effective supervision.

2. Teachers were evenly divided on desiring
principal visits on announced or
unannounced basis.

3. Principals should visit each teacher 1-6
times per year, depending on individual
needs of teachers.

4. Beginning teachers should have more
supervision than experienced teachers
who have demonstrated their competency.

5. Most visits should last about one hour.

6. Every visit should be followed by an
evaluation conference, (p. 3327-3328)

Puckett (1962) studied school systems in the North

Central Association and found that teachers desired more

help from supervisors in the form of "more classroom

visitations and constructive criticism, and more assistance

in the location and use of instructional materials" (p.

2758) .

Predictions of significant change in the way

observations would be practiced were made by some
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researchers and practitioners in the mid-seventies. For

example, Broadbelt (1972) stated that the older concept of

classroom observation techniques would be largely replaced

by a more systematic technique of analysis, perhaps

utilizing video-taping as the major technique in improving

teacher behavior (pp.55-56).

While the predictions of increased use of technology

have not necessarily been realized, the literature indicates

that classroom observations and conferences still constitute

a part of the instructional supervisory support services in

public schools of America. The perceived value of such

observations and conferences is affected by the relationship

between the principal, the supervisor, and the teacher, the

amount of involvement of the teacher in their planning and

follow-up, and the skills, training, and philosophy of the

person conducting them (Beach, p. 47).

Summary

The literature illustrates that the role of supervision

is not easily described. Even after all the research

leading to the development of theories and the

identification of tasks, differences in the perceptions of

what supervisors do continue to plague the field.

Considerable confusion is exhibited in manner in which

the role of the supervisor is defined by and for

supervisors. This is apparently, at least in part, a



59

function of the differences in expectations of the

supervisor as held by the organization, the supervisor, and

the teachers they serve.
%

It is apparent from the literature that educators

perceive the importance of observation and conferencing and

that supervisors must accept the responsibility of visiting

classrooms and conducting conferences in a systematic and

comprehensive manner in order to fulfill the goals of a

meaningful program of supervision.
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Perceptions of Present Supervisory Practice

Teacher Perceptions

In their book. Tanner and Tanner (1987) quote Newlon,

who addressed the NEA in 1923, "The success of America's

great experiment in public education will be determined to a

large extent by the attitude of the classroom teacher toward

supervision" (p. 49).

Kuzsman and Harte (1985) report that a study done by

Wiles in 1967 revealed that only 1.5 percent of the 2,500

teachers studied perceived that their supervision was a

source of help. In a follow-up study that used a similar

questionnaire and spanned a period of time from 1972-1982,

Kuzsman surveyed 10,000 teachers in 87 school districts from

Florida to Newfoundland and found only a marginal

improvement in the attitudes of teachers toward supervision.

This study revealed that only 4 percent of the 8,630

respondents felt that there was improvement in their

teaching as a result of supervision (p. 30).

It seems as though it would go without saying that

teachers need to feel comfortable and confident that the

supervision they receive is worthwhile and effective.

However, the literature indicates that the qualities of

worthiness and effectiveness have not always been ascribed

by teachers to the supervisory process.

Further evidence of teacher perceptions of supervision
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is provided by Young and Hiechberger (1975), who conducted a

study of effective supervision. They surveyed elementary

teachers in rural and suburban New York, as well as graduate

students in a course in Supervision of Instruction at a

western New York State college. Their findings indicated

that 82 percent of those studied felt that there was a real

need for supervision in their schools. However, 70 percent

of the Scune group indicated that they often saw supervision

and evaluation as dangerous. According to these authors,

these responses seemed to imply that the respondents wanted

supervision, but they wanted it provided by non-

administrative personnel.

In his book Supervisors and Teachers; A Private Cold

War. Blumberg (1974), revealed teacher attitudes toward

supervision that cast the supervisor as one who is out of

touch with the classroom. Teachers he studied felt that

much of what supervisors communicated was trivial and that

supervisors avoid teachers, which makes them think

supervisors are insecure or that supervisors simply don't

like people (pp. 15-16). These attitudes, together with the

attitudes of supervisors, who feel that they are meeting the

needs of teachers, led Blumberg to write.

The character of the relationships between
teachers as a group and supervisors as a group can
be described as somewhat of a cold war. Neither
side trusts the other and each side is convinced
of the correctness of its position. Supervisors
seem to be saying, "If thev would just listen to
us, things would really get better." Teachers
seem to be saying, "What thev give us doesn't
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help.*. It would be better if they left us alone."
(p. 2)

A similar attitude is reflected in the comments

collected by Reavis (1976) in an informal survey of the

students in his supervision classes. One of the students

remarked, "We neither fear nor look fojrward to the

supervisor's observations; it is just something else that

interrupts the day like a fire drill" (p. 362). Reavis goes

on to describe this line of thinking in that no practicing

teachers indicated they actually expected that their

instruction would be improved as a result of the

supervisor's observation (p. 362).

Further evidence of teachers' perception of

instructional supervision is indicated in a study by Lovell

and Phelps (1976), sponsored by the Tennessee Association

for Supervision and Curriculum Development (TASCD). From

the total populations in Tennessee, the responses of samples

of teachers (215) and principals (181) and the total

population of supervisors (179) were analyzed. The

researchers used a questionnaire to gather perceptions of

these groups about the instructional support system

provided. Specifically, they wanted to know if the teachers

were receiving services when needed and whether or not they

would like an increase in the services.

They found, among other things, that more than 50

percent of the teachers felt that the principal was the most

important source of instructional conferences and classroom
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observations, but they did not feel that instructional

supervisory support services were provided when needed.

More than seventy percent of the teachers indicated a desire

for an increase in all of the services listed on the

questionnaire. The researchers concluded:

Teachers perceived inadequate provision of
services which included direct support in
planning, implementing and evaluating instruction
and services which involved the teachers in the
decision-making and change process. Consequently
it was concluded that a need existed for

supervisory personnel to become more intimately
involved with the instructional program. (p. 33)

Beach (1976) studied teachers, principals, and

supervisors in Tennessee in an effort to determine the

perceptions of these groups about whether or not the

supervisory support services were being provided when

needed, if they should be increased and the perceptions of

these groups as to who provided them. He found that of the

215 teacher respondents (of 381 queried), the majority (82

percent) indicated that the principal was perceived as

providing most of the classroom observations and

conferences.

Additionally, of the twenty-one supervisory support

services included on the survey (listed below), 51 percent

of the teachers reported that sixteen (identified with an *)

were not usually provided when needed. Furthermore, 70

percent of the teachers reported a desire for an increase in

all twenty-one of the instructional supervisory support

services about which they were questioned.
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Supervisory Support Services Identified by Beach were:

1. Providing instructional materials.
*2. Involving teachers in system-wide instructional

programs.

*3. Assisting in developing effective disciplinary
techniques.

4. Planning in-service activities.
*5. Evaluating teachers.
*6. Providing teaching demonstrations.
*7. Consulting with teachers on instructional

problems.
8. Dispensing information.
*9. Serving as a two way communications link with the

central office.

*10. Helping describe and analyze instructional
processes.

*11. Helping define instructional objectives.
*12. Helping select appropriate instructional

activities.
*13. Helping choose methods for evaluating student

progress.

14. Informing teachers of professional growth
activities.

*15. Aiding in development of curricula.
*16. Conducting or directing research.
17. Facilitating good human relations within the

school and community.
*18. Acting as a change agent.
*19. Providing psychological support.
*20. Suggesting new ideas and approaches for

instruction.
*21. Assisting in classroom organization and

arrangement.

As a result of the statistical analyses, Beach found "A

statistically significant difference existed between

teachers' perceptions of the practice of supervision in

Tennessee and those of principals, supervisors, and a panel

of state leaders (p. 206)."

These findings led Beach to conclude:

The currently used system of delivering
instructional supervisory support services to
teachers in the public schools of Tennessee had
failed and was incapable of optimum results
without modification, (p. 207)
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It seems the perceptions of many teachers may well be

characterized by the conclusions of Glickman and Rogers

(1988), who detailed the results of a study in which 595 (of
%  *

1,357) teachers in elementary, middle, and secondary schools

in 15 school districts in 12 states were studied. They

found that direct supervisory services to help teachers

improve instruction were available to the overwhelming

majority of teachers, but teachers' use of the services was

low. Also, teacher satisfaction with supervision services

was related to the degree of match between request and

receipt of service. Most interestingly, in almost all

cases, teachers were satisfied with a low rate of request

and receipt. This led them to conclude:

It may be that in many schools there exists a
tacit understanding among teachers and supervisors
to the effect that "I won't ask for help and you
won't give help, and we'll live happily together."

The results as a whole suggest, at the
simplest level, that having services and personnel
available for supervision does not ensure that
teachers will request or receive that help.
Perhaps it's more important for each school and
district to determine the types of assistance that
teachers need in their day-to-day work and then to
prioritize ways to provide it. (p. 24)

Supervisors' Perceptions

The literature points out that the early emphasis of

supervision was on regulation, and classroom inspections

were for the sake of control. However, supervisory

practices in the various historical periods have frequently

placed responsibility for lack of educational attainment
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upon the weaknesses of the teacher. As Davis and Thomas

(1989) describe it:

...when a teacher is performing poorly,
administrators tend to blame the teacher for
either lack of ability or lack of effort. In
fact, one very real reason for the poor
performance is inadequate supervision - a failure
to take corrective action early in a teacher's
career, (p. 160)

This tendency to "blame the teacher" for the lack of

educational attainment may be the result of a difference in

perceptions of the role of the supervisor as perceived by

the supejrvisor (including principals) and the teacher. It

may well be that the supervisor perceives that he/she is

providing the needed services while the teacher, as shown

earlier, does not.

In 1975, the Tennessee Association for Supeirvision and

Curriculum Development (TASCD) Special Task Force Committee

began a study of the status of instructional supervision in

the state of Tennessee. This resulted from general concern

that the program of supervision was not meeting the needs of

teachers. However, no hard data existed that would either

substantiate this concern or identify specific areas of

need. This committee, which consisted of supervisors,

principals, teachers. State Department of Education

personnel, a superintendent, two assistant superintendents,

and higher education personnel, identified areas of

instructional supervision with which it should concern

itself. These areas of concern became the focus of a study:
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1. To determine the number and length of
classroom observations and instructional
conferences in Tennessee schools.

2. To determine which professional staff members
participated in observations and conferences.

3. To determine the perceptions of teachers,
principals, and supervisors regarding conferences
and observations.

4. To determine the perceptions of teachers,
principals, and supervisors regarding the
availability of supervisory services and their
desire for increased services.

As a result of a special arrangement, in which a group

of graduate students worked cooperatively to gather data

from a state-wide population, work by some of the

researchers involved in the TASCD study developed into

individual investigations that attempted to address some of

these areas of concern.

Beach (1976) collected the perceptions of teachers,

principals and supervisors regarding the supervisory support

services being provided by instructional supervisors (which

included school principals) across the state. The findings

indicated that there was disagreement in perceptions between

teachers and supervisors as to the actual practice of

supervision.

According to Beach, (as reported in the previous

section on teachers' perceptions, p. 63) teachers perceived

that sixteen of twenty—one supervisory support services

(listed on page 64) were not usually provided when needed.

Conversely, a majority of principals and a majority of
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supervisors reported that, when needed, they usually

provided the nineteen services (listed below) about which

they were asked.

1. Providing instructional materials
2. Involving teachers in district-wide instructional

programs

3. Assisting in developing effective disciplinary
techniques

4. Planning in-service activities
5. Evaluating teachers
6. Consulting with teachers on instructional problems
7. Dispensing information
8. Serving as a two-way communications link with the

central office

9. Helping describe and analyze instructional
processes

10. Helping define instructional objectives
11. Helping select appropriate instructional activites
12. Helping choose methods for evaluating student

progress
13. Informing teachers of professional growth

activities
14. Aiding in development of curricula
15. Facilitating good human relations within the

school and community
16. Acting as a change agent
17. Providing psychological support
18. Suggesting new ideas and approaches for

instruction
19. Assisting in classroom organization and

arrangement.

Additionally, a majority of teachers (56 percent)

indicated that the observations and conferences were not

usually helpful, while majorities of principals (83 percent)

and supervisors (91 percent) perceived that their

observations and conferences with the teachers were helpful.

The collected perceptions led Beach (1976) to conclude

that:

1. The currently used system of delivering
instructional supervisory support services to
teachers in the public schools of Tennessee had
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failed and was incapable of optimum results
without modification.

2. Matters other than instructional improvement
had a high priority with principals and
supervisors in the public schools of Tennessee.

3. Tennessee teachers did not perceive well-
planned and executed classroom observation and
conferences as necessary in resolving
instructional problems.

4. Instructional planning in Tennessee's public
schools was teacher to teacher, rather than
principal or supervisor to teacher.

5. Principals and supervisors needed to become
more involved in the instructional program of
their schools and districts.

6. Tennessee supervisors had a role
identification problem in that they placed a
higher priority on their administrative role than
on their instructional role.

8. The state mandate of teacher evaluation, while
increasing the number of classroom observations,
resulted in increased emphasis by principals on
evaluation for personnel decisions (tenure,
dismissal, continuing contract) and reduced
emphasis on instructional improvement.

9. Tennessee supervisors and principals did not
perceive the value for instructional improvement
of well-planned and executed classroom
observations and conferences... (pp.207-208).

Hendrix (1976), focused on the practice of observations

and conferences as they were conducted in specific school

system sizes and in urban or rural settings of the public

schools of Tennessee. Through the use of a questionnaire

designed to gather, from the same sample of participants

used by Beach, the perceptions of teachers, principals, and

supervisors about observations and conferences, he found

that teachers were not as convinced as principals and
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supervisors that the observations and conferences were

usually helpful to them.

He stated in the conclusions that.

Teachers in Tennessee were not sufficiently
involved in the planning and initiation of
classroom observation and conference procedures
during the 1974-75 school year. Efforts to inform
teachers of the purpose and objective of classroom
visits were apparently so vague that most of them
could not recognize that any such preplanning had
actually taken place.

By the same token, the follow-up procedures
were not effective to the extent that teachers
could recall that they had been completed with
them. From the point of view of the teachers, the
conferences which were completed did not relate to
comments about the actual instruction taking place
in the classroom. The majority of the conferences
with teachers took the form of short visits and
the delivery of services other than those related
to the observation of instruction. (pp 159-160)

The negative perceptions of the teachers in this study

may well be the result of the fact that, as Hendrix reports,

the observations performed by principals and supervisors

were not complete and did not include an entire class

sessions. Teachers simply felt that the comments of the

principal or supervisor could not accurately reflect a true

or complete picture of what actually took place during the

class period.

Phelps (1987) conducted a study of instructional

supervisors which was designed to determine the impact of

Tennessee's Comprehensive Education Reform Act (CERA, 1984)

on the practice of instructional supervision in Tennessee

(see discussion of CERA, pp. 82 - 84). The study was

limited to those supervisory activities performed by central
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office personnel having major responsibilities for

instructional support and leadership in the regular program.

A two page survey instrximent based on the 1974 TASCD

Supervisor's Survey was mailed to 229 instructional

supervisors whose names appeared in the 1986-87 Directory of

Public Schools published by the Tennessee Department of

Education. From the 151 responses, data were compiled and

analyzed and compared with those of the 1974 study (p. 2).

Phelps examined seventeen items describing activities

which supervisors have traditionally performed in Tennessee.

She found that in 1974, the activities which half or more

reported having done six or more times were;

1. Having input in teacher evaluation (79
percent).

2. Having input in the hiring of teachers (76
percent).

3. Having personal contact with each teacher (69
percent).

4. Giving teacher demonstrations (64 percent).

5. Conferring with a single teacher about
instruction without having a classroom obsejrvation
(63 percent).

6. Meeting with parents and community leaders to
explain and promote school programs (61 percent).

7. Visiting each assigned building (51 percent).

8. Conferring with a small group of teachers
about instruction without having a classroom
observation (51 percent).

9. Conferring with principals about their
instructional programs (50 percent), (pp. 3-4)

In 1987, the activities which half or more reported
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having done six or more times were:

1. Visiting each assigned building (86 percent).

2. Conferring with principals about their
instructional programs (85 percent).

3. Conducting classroom observations (82
percent).

4. Bringing information and/or materials to a
teacher (80 percent).

5. Having input in teacher evaluation (74
percent).

6. Helping with selection of instructional
materials for schools (73 percent).

7. Conferring with a single teacher about
instruction without having a classroom observation
(72 percent).

8. Conducting a post-observation conference (71
percent).

9. Conducting a pre-observation conference (68
percent).

10. Conferring with a small group of teachers
about instruction without having a classroom
observation (64 percent).

11. Having input in the hiring of teachers (53
percent).

12. Planning teacher inservice programs (52
percent).

13. Spending extra time working with new teachers
(52 percent), (pp. 3-4)

Phelps wrote that;

The most notable conclusion from the current data
and its comparison with the 1974 data is that
supervisors have been delegated increased
responsibility and role expectations as a direct
result of CERA. (p. 8)

According to the information provided by Phelps,
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supervisors' perceptions of the is indicated that they

believed they were more actively involved in instructional

improvement than did the supervisors surveyed in 1974.

In addition to the studies cited by Beach, Hendrix, and

Phelps, studies by other researchers have also looked at the

"is" aspect of the supervisor's role from the perspective of

the supervisors themselves, and from those directly affected

by the activities of supervision, that is, teachers. The

findings from these studies offer evidence that supervisors

generally perceived that they were fulfilling their role as

supervisor even though teachers frequently, but not

exclusively, have not perceived that to be true.

Brande (1980), conducted a study that was concerned

with supervisory behaviors which were perceived as improving

classroom instruction. Using the Perception of

Instructional Supervision Questionnaire (PISQ), perceptions

were gathered from teachers and supervisors who were

randomly selected from three New York City community school

districts.

The premise of the study was that supervision of

instruction can be identified with one or both of two types

of supervisory behavior; formative and stimmative. Brande

indicated that formative behaviors (product formative,

process formative and context formative) feed information

back into the instructional program on an ongoing basis.

Summative behaviors (product summative, process summative
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and context summative) are used to effect an end-of-cycle

assessment of the program's success. This study attempted

to identify the category which teachers and supervisors

perceived to be the most contributive to the improvement of

instruction.

The following results were presented:

1. Both teachers and supervisors perceived
formative behaviors as contributing more to the
improvement of instruction than summative
behaviors.

2. Neither teachers nor supervisors perceived the
process formative type of behaviors as
contributing the most to the improvement of
instruction.

3. Both teachers and supervisors perceived
context formative as being the most feasibly
implemented type of instructional supervisory
behavior.

Brande concluded, based on these results, that "one

particular type of formative behavior--context formative--

was seen as the most feasible for actual implementation"

therefore, "what teachers and supervisors perceived as being

the most feasible was also what they perceived as

contributing the most to the improvement of instruction (p.

4898-A)." This seemed to indicate that for the context

formative behaviors, teachers and supervisors tended to

agree on the "is" of supervision, that is, the practice of

supervision as perceived by each group.

Boucree (1979) conducted a study that had as its

purpose the determination of role perceptions and

expectations of central instructional supervisory personnel
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as perceived by principals and teachers. She surveyed a

random sample of principals, teachers, and central

instructional supervisory personnel in Tennessee by use of a

14-item Likert-type instrument. Respondents were asked to

indicate on a scale of 1-5 the extent to which they expected

the central instructional supervisory personnel to perform

identified tasks and responsibilities. They were also asked

to indicate the extent to which they perceived these tasks

and responsibilities were actually performed by the central

instructional supervisory personnel.

These tasks, as listed on the survey instrument, were

reduced to four subscales with titles and descriptions as

follows:

1. The Curriculum Development and Programming subscale
defines tasks in establishing goals in curriculum and
instruction, adhering to the established goals, monitoring
programs for quality control, and implementing programs on a
system-wide basis.

2. The Teacher Support Activities subscale defines
tasks that provide direct services to individual teachers in
their classrooms in the areas of classroom management and
classroom methodology.

3. The Staff Development Activities subscale defines
tasks and responsibilities that relate to the areas of
sharing research, writing proposals, and performing
inservice in large and small group meetings.

4. The Evaluation and Consultation Activities subscale
defines tasks and responsibilities of the evaluation process
of teachers and the evaluation of instructional materials in
the schools.

Statistical analysis revealed the following findings:

1. There was no significant difference in the
interaction effects between the groups and the
repeated measures in any of the four subscales.
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It can be concluded that the three groups have
similar perceptions of the role tasks and
responsibilities of the central instructional
supervisory personnel.

2. In the three subscales. Curriculum Development
and Programming, Teacher Support, and Staff
Development, the analysis of variance indicated
that the respondents perceived that the
supervisory personnel were expected to perform
these tasks, but were not actually performing
these tasks, (p. 4221-A)

Similar to the study by Brande (pp. 73-74), this study

seemed to suggest that teachers and supervisors tended to

agree on the tasks and responsibilities of instructional

supervisors, that is, the "is" aspect of supervision.

However, this study also seemed to suggest that there was

disagreement between the groups in regard to the actual

performance of the tasks. Teachers perceived that

supervisors were not, in fact, performing the tasks that

both groups had agreed were appropriate for supervisors.

Summary

This section of the review of the literature

illustrates that there is some discrepancy between teachers

and supervisors regarding their perceptions of the practice

of supervision. The literature indicates that teachers view

supervisors as neither helping nor hurting the process of

instruction. Supervisors (including principals) are

generally perceived to be performing tasks that are more

administrative than instructional in nature. As Brande

(1980) stated, "...instructional supervisors (principals

and, by extension, assistant principals) often allocate a
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less than ideal amount of time to classroom instruction and,

as teachers perceive, to its improvement (p. 4897-A)."

Interestingly, at the same time, supervisors to

perceive that the tasks they are performing are important

functions and have a positive effect on instruction.

Supervisors indicate that they think the tasks they are

performing are of benefit to teachers. This difference in

perceptions may be explained in part by the fact that the

supervisor is busy fulfilling the expectations of the

organization which are assumed to be of positive influence

on the instructional process.

It is also possible that supervisors have chosen the

comfortable route by tending to those tasks that keep

him/her from having direct contact with teachers and thereby

avoiding potential conflict when deficiencies are found.

This attitude is addressed by Anderson, McPhail and Reavis

(1978) who wrote:

Lack of success in dealing with people often
produces an internal fear that tempts supervisors
to become "clerks of the works" rather than
"people workers." Budgets, reports, meetings, the
previewing of materials, and such items
conveniently begin to take precedence over being
in the classrooms and working directly with
teachers. (pp. 42-43)

Perceptions Of Desired Suoervisorv Practice

Evans (1975), studied elementary supervisors in all of

the public school districts in Virginia. Based on the
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responses of the 133 elementary supervisors, and through the

use of mean ranking of tasks, rank ordering of tasks, the

Hotellings' multivariate for the tasks and the

orientations, computation of the Kendall's Coefficient of

Concordance for the tasks, and analysis of the variance for

the tasks and the orientations, he found that there was

significant disagreement in the task expectations for the

supervisor's role as expressed by teachers and supervisors.

Specifically, he stated;

1. All supervisors could be distinguished from
all teachers on the basis of greater importance
that the all supervisor group gave to the
organizing for instruction and the evaluating
instruction tasks, and somewhat lesser importance
given to the curriculiim development and the
providing materials tasks.

2. All teachers could be distinguished from all
supervisors on the basis of the greater importance
the all teacher group gave to curriculum
development and the providing materials tasks, and
the somewhat lesser importance placed upon the
organizing for instruction and evaluating
instruction tasks, (p. 4902-A)

Perrine (1978), studied elementary teachers and science

supervisors to determine their perceptions of the actual and

ideal supervisory leadership behaviors. Twenty-nine of

thirty-five elementary science supervisors in New Jersey,

and a random sample of their teachers (470), were

administered a thirty-two item instrument entitled the

Supervisory Behavior Questionnaire (SBQ) that asked teachers

and supervisors to indicate their perceptions of actual and

ideal supervisory behaviors. The data from this instrument
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provided four subsets of behavior that Perrine labeled:

TI - teacher perception of ideal behavior

TA - teacher perception of actual behavior

SI - supervisor perception of ideal behavior

SA - supervisor perception of actual behavior

The study indicated that, although teachers and science

supervisors viewed similarly the actual role, teachers had a

significantly higher expectation. Teachers desired a

humanist and wanted more supervision than they received.

They sought supervisory assistance in science instruction,

and aid in general teaching skills (p. 591-A).

Spears (1980) conducted a study which had as its focus

the comparison of the observed and ideal roles of the

supervisor of instruction as perceived by supervisors,

principals, and teachers in the state of Louisiana.

The population for the study included public secondary

schools in sixty-two of sixty-six Louisiana school

districts. Scunples of 150 supervisors, 150 principals, and

450 teachers were surveyed through the use of a

questionnaire which depicted the supervisor's role through

selected activities and tasks, and perceptions of the

observed and ideal roles of the supervisor of instruction

were gathered from the three groups identified.

There were fifty-nine items listed in the role

inventory questionnaire and respondents were to choose

always, often, occasionally, seldom, or never as the most



80

appropriate level of involvement for the supervisor.

Based on his findings. Spears concluded the following:

1. Supervisors generally saw themselves more
actively engaged in selected tasks described in
the role inventory than did principals.

2. Supervisors generally saw themselves more
actively engaged in the majority of tasks
described in the role inventory than did teachers.

3. Principals observed supervisors to be more
actively involved in the activities described in
the role inventory than did teachers.

4. More consensus existed between supervisors and
principals concerning the observed role of the
supervisor than between supervisors and teachers
or principals and teachers.

5. There tended to be consensus between
supervisors and principals concerning the ideal
role of the supervisor.

6. There tended to be more agreement than
disagreement between supervisors and teachers
concerning the ideal role of the supervisor.

7. There tended to be consensus between
principals and teachers concerning the ideal role
of the supervisor.

8. Supervisors, principals, and teachers
indicated that the observed role of the supervisor
did not approximate the ideal role. (p. 2397-A)

Thomas (1981) conducted a study of the status and role

perceptions of the supervisor of instruction in Louisiana

public schools. He stated that the primary purpose of the

study was to investigate perceptions of the supervisors of

instruction regarding the actual and ideal supervisory

activities and also to determine whether there was a lack of

consensus in defining the actual and ideal role expectations

of supervisors.
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The study population consisted of all supeinrisors who

were listed as instructional supervisors in the Louisiana

School Directory. 1979-1980. A survey instrument was mailed

to all of the 370 identified supervisors and 288 (77.48

percent) responded to become the sample.

The questionnaire regarding supervisory duties and

responsibilities consisted of forty-three duties grouped

into seven activity areas as follows:

1. General supervisory responsibilites - which
included items such as budget planning, assisting in
classroom organization and management, organizing and
planning the program of instructional supervision, etc.

2. Assist in providing or working with materials -
which included items such as selection and distribution of
materials, establishing a responsive materials supply
system, demonstration of use of various media, etc.

3. In-service education - which included items such
as assistance to new teachers, directing in-service
education programs, arranging seminars and workshops,
arranging teacher visitation, etc.

4. Curriculum development activities - which included
items such as developing guides and curriculum publications,
performing curriculum needs assessments, assisting in
school-wide testing programs, assisting in long-range
curriculum planning, etc.

5. Community relations - which included items such as
explaining school programs to the community, involving
community groups in school planning, coordinating activities
extended to the community, etc.

6. Staffing and personnel - which included items such
as participating in negotiating curriculum matters between
teachers and the board of education, assist in preparation
of job descriptions for teachers, assist with staff
meetings, assist with personnel recruitment and selection,
etc.

7. Evaluations - which included items such as
classroom observation, development of self—evaluation
programs, assisting in school program evaluation, assisting
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in evaluation of practices and methods, assisting in the
design and evaluation of research projects, etc.

Following statistical analysis, Thomas found that

supervisors indicated the forty-three duties should ideally

be performed more frequently than they were actualIv being

performed. Also, a significant difference existed between

the actual and ideal means concerning the forty-three

combined duties (p. 2430-2431-A). This seems to suggest

that the supervisors surveyed in this instance perceived an

ideal of supervision that was not reflected in present

practice.

What is considered desired supervisory activity or

behavior has changed throughout the history of supervision.

As has been shown earlier in the historical review of the

literature, supervision has frequently been forced to change

in response to changes in society or in the field of

education itself.

State mandated education reform in Tennessee,

Comprehensive Education Refoirm Act (CERA), was passed by the

Tennessee General Assembly and signed into law in 1984.

Generally referred to as the Better Schools Program, CERA is

best known for its Career Ladder for teachers, and for the

Tennessee Instructional Model (TIM), which is a model of

specified teaching behaviors, based on the work of Madeline

Hunter.

TIM and the evaluation process were intended to develop

every teacher in the state into one that was competent. If
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competency could not be achieved, then poor teachers could

be "weeded out" based on the documentation that resulted

from the monitoring process. This monitoring process
%

included a state-wide system of evaluation which had

supervisors (including school principals) as integral parts

of the evaluative process. The evaluation instrumentation

included a clearly-defined check-list of teacher behaviors

that supervisors were to look for and encourage.

The Career Ladder provided for several levels of

certification which carried with them different monetary

incentives. The manangement of the certification process

was divided between the state department and the local

system. As a result, local supervisory personnel

(supervisors, principals, and assistant principals) became

even more involved in evaluation for the purpose of

determining employment status of teachers than at any other

time in the history of Tennessee Education.

A specified nvimber of classroom observations, with

their accompanying pre- and post-observation conferences

were required of the supervisor (including principals) by

the law and were designed to implement the behaviors

described in TIM and monitor the teachers' use of the

behaviors in the classroom.

While TIM and the evaluation system were theoretically

designed to improve instruction, the same personnel (local

supervisors and principals) and evaluation instruments were
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used to evaluate teachers for instructional purposes and for

employment purposes.

This entire system of school improvement clearly

illustrated the ultimate in top-down decision making in a

state-wide bureaucracy under the guise of instructional

improvement that was reputedly sensitive to the needs of

teachers.

In contrast to the top-down, bureaucratic

implementation of reform, the most recent wave of school

reform has emphasized the importance of greater teacher

autonomy which, in turn, would place new expectations on the

supervisor.

Sergiovanni (1986) wrote:

The question is, do we persist in pursuing and
refining theoretical mindscapes - which favor
views and prescriptions that do not reflect the
actual world of supervision, and therefore are not
very useful in and of themselves - or do we
abandon them in favor of more practical and useful
ones? Choosing the latter course will require us
to "shake loose" from a comfortable present. But
if we want to develop a useful practice of
supervision, this is the course we must follow.
(p. 17)

This view that change is needed in the way supervision

is practiced is supported by Glickman (1989) who indicated

that

for various reasons - increased dissatisfaction
with the results of legislated learning, less
state money then expected to fund legislated
mandates, and a political climate shifting to
domestic issues of poverty and disenfranchisement
- there is now a different, experimental and
pragmatic view of school reform. That view is
that local teachers and administrators are the
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solution to, rather than the source of school
problems. Therefore, to provide local educators
maximum flexibility to address the particular
educational and instructional concerns of their
students and community, schools must be
deregulated, (p. 6)

He goes on to explain that there do not exist any

scientifically proven best practices of supervision, but

what is the best practice is what is best for students.

This notion of best practice seems to imply that supervision

should be flexible and willing to change in order to meet

the needs of today's teacher. As Glickman states it:

If the function of supervision is to empower
rather than to enforce compliance of teachers, we
must be fully aware of the revolutionary changes
necessary in the ways we think about ourselves,
teachers, and schools. We also need to consider
the transition steps in moving from external
control and uniformity of practice to internal
control and divergence of practice. (p. 6)

Sximmarv

The literature and research have presented a picture of

the present practice of supervision that functions in

basically the same way it has for a niimber of years. It

seems that, frequently, it still operates as a top-down,

specified set of activities that teachers perceive as

marginally helpful.

The perceptions of ideal practice in supervision seem

to indicate that teachers, and supervisors (which includes

principals) agree that what actually takes place is

different from what should take place. However, teachers.
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principals, and supervisors were not found to agree on what

is actually taking place. Principals and supervisors

perceived themselves to be providing services and

influencing instructional improvement far more than did the

teachers.

In spite of some indications that teachers are better-

trained and probably more competent to function in an

autonomous way, supervision has continued to attempt to

function in the traditional, top-down fashion.

There is evidence that recent reform movements, which

encourage restructuring of schools and a rethinking of the

teacher's role in the school, must be accompanied by a

rethinking of what supervisors do.

Summary

This review of the literature and research has

attempted to examine supervision in American education. The

chapter was organized to include the historical development

of supervision, research and literature relative to the role

of supervision, perceptions of present practice, and

perceptions of ideal practice.

Instructional supervision in America's public schools

has undergone many changes and is still experiencing change.

As the literature has shown, citizen's committees once

performed the tasks that are now performed by professional
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educators. Supervision has changed from a role that

functioned primarily as a regulatory, managerial activity,

to one that is designed to assist the teacher to influence

instructional improvement.

Information provided by various studies indicate that

teachers' perceptions of supervision may be characterized as

varying from apathy to disdain. Researchers have presented

evidence that teachers generally neither fear nor look

forward to the supervisor's visit. Furthermore, teachers

seem to perceive that the supervisor is neither particularly

helpful or harmful.

Studies across the countiry that examined supervisors'

perceptions generally indicated that supervisors felt they

were meeting the needs of teachers and were performing a

valuable function. At the same time, supervisors as well as

teachers indicated that the present practice of supervision

did not match the perception of what the ideal practice of

supervision should be.

Studies of the perceptions of teachers, principals, and

supervisors of instructional supervision in the public

schools of Tennessee that were done in the mid-1970's

examined the extent of agreement and disagreement between

the perceptions of these three professional groups. These

studies indicated that the perceptions of professionals in

Tennessee were very similar to those opinions expressed by

similar groups throughout the country.
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Supervisors were perceived by teachers as being out of

touch with the classroom and the duties they performed

seemed to have little influence on the improvement of

instruction.

On the other hand, supervisors (which included

principals) perceived that the duties they were performing

were helpful to teachers. Furthermore, supervisors

perceived that the instructional supervisory support

services identified were provided to teachers more

frequently than did the teacher group.

The literature has also indicated that leaders in the

current waves of school reform have begun to recognize the

teacher as a professional who may be able to function in a

more autonomous fashion. Experts have suggested that

supervision, in light of these reform efforts, must also be

willing to change in an effort to meet the needs of today's

teacher.

Nearly fifteen years had passed since comprehensive

research had been done in Tennessee regarding the practice

of supervision as perceived by teachers, principals, and

supervisors. A periodic "check-up" to determine the current

state of supervision was warranted.

The present study of the perceptions of teachers,

principals, and supervisors of instructional supervision in

the public schools of Tennessee was intended as such a

"check-up." The examination of the extent of agreement and
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disagreement between the perceptions of these three

professional groups with regard to the present and ideal

practice of supervision contributes to the research base

concerning instructional supervision.

As the literature had shown, the fear or apathy

teachers have had toward supervisors was frequently the

result of evaluative processes that they perceived to be

threatening. Therefore, a study of the perceptions of

various professionals would reveal changes in perceptions

from those reported in the mid-seventies, changes that may

be the result of state-mandated changes in the way

instructional supervision and evaluation were practiced.

Finally, an examination of the perceptions of teachers,

principals, and supervisors in Tennessee would accomplish

the purposes of this study. Specifically, it would

contribute to a more complete understanding of the following

questions;

1. What were the perceptions of teachers,
principals, and supesrvisors of current supervisory
practice?

2. How did these perceptions of present practice
compare with those of similar groups studied in
1976?

3. How did the teachers', principals', and
supervisors' perceptions compare for current
practice and for what practice should ideally be?
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CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

The purpose of the study was to examine the perceptions

of teacher, principals, and supervisors in the public

schools of Tennessee regarding instructional supervision.

It was determined that such an examination would reveal the

current state of supervision in Tennessee and would provide

insights into the perceptions of these professional groups

as to what supervision should be in order to accomplish the

goal of instructional improvement.

This chapter presents the methods used in collecting

data from teachers, principals, and supervisors across the

state and it describes the procedures used to analyze the

data from which findings were made and conclusions drawn.

Selection of the Studv Population and Samplp^R

This study was designed to gather and analyze the

perceptions of teachers, principals, and supervisors as

those perceptions related to the present practice and the

ideal practice of instructional supervision in the public

schools of Tennessee. Therefore, the entire population of
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teachers, principals, and supervisors were determined to be

the population from which the three random samples would be

drawn, one for teachers, one for principals, and one for

supervisors.

The study was delimited to only those teachers who had

primary responsibility for regular, daily, classroom

instruction. For this reason, teachers classified as

librarians, counselors, and traveling consulting teachers

were not included in the sample selection.

Also, the study population was delimited to supervisors

who had responsibility for direct instructional improvement.

As a result, supervisors of food service, maintenance, and

supervisors in the business office were pared from the list

of possible participants.

Random sampling was used in an effort to provide a

study group that would reflect the opinions of the

population from which they were drawn. As Fink and Kosecoff

stated:

...the point is that the people who are selected
are believed to be just like the people who are
not. If you survey a probability sample, you will
get an accurate view of the whole group, and in
survey terms, your sample will be representative
of the general population. (p. 54)

Preliminary investigation revealed that there were

42,657 elementary and secondary classroom teachers, 1514

principals who served in elementary, secondary or both, and

473 supervisors who had responsibility for elementary,

secondary or both (Annual Statistical Report of the
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Department of Education, State of Tennessee, 1988).

Using the formula suggested by Hauskin (1963, p.3),

appropriate sample sizes for this study were determined to

be 383 teachers, 306 principals, and 212 supervisors. This

formula for sample size determination with population size

known is:

y' N 0(1-0)

[o (N-1) +x' 0(1-0]

= s = sample size needed

Where: a = alpha or level of significance
0 = p or population proportion
N = population size

X^, Idf, .05 = 3.84, from table of

X^ distribution (Ferguson, 1981, p.522).

A complete list of names and addresses of teachers,

principals, and supervisors in the state was made available

by the Tennessee State Department of Education, Cordell Hull

Building, Nashville, Tennessee. A list of employment

categories, determined by certification codes, was sent to

the office of the Director of Planning for the state

department which generated random samples using the

computer. The researcher then received from the state

department the three sets of computer-generated mailing

labels that corresponded to the samples of teachers,

principals, and supervisors needed.



93

Instrumentation

In an attempt to determine perceptions of the current

practice and the ideal practice of supervision, a

structured, closed, survey questionnaire was used as the

method of data collection. The wide geographical dispersion

and the large number of potential participants made the

survey method particularly appropriate. It also allowed the

researcher to get at the perceptions of a cross-section of

professionals across the state. Two additional advantages

of the questionnaire method of data collection, economy of

time and resources, were instrximental in its selection for

this study.

In order to maximize the comparative nature of the data

to be generated, survey instruments constructed and

validated by Beach (1976) were used in this study. Beach

used the instruments on the same population to get at their

perceptions of current practice. The survey forms he used

(Appendix A), included three separate, but similar,

instruments designed to reveal the perceptions of teachers,

principals, and supervisors in the public schools of

Tennessee.

Each survey, in its original form, consisted of four

sections labeled A,B,C, and D. Section A included six

questions designed to gather demographic information about

the respondents such as educational level, experience, and
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type of school and school district. Section B consisted of

fifteen to seventeen questions (principal or supervisor

questionnaire) designed to determine the administrators'

perception of the type and frequency of contact with

classroom teachers, that is, who provided the supervisory

support services. The teacher questionnaire included a

section B that was designed to determine the teachers'

perception of who provided the supervisory services.

Section C was designed to determine perceptions of each

group as to their feelings about observations and

conferences relative to instruction. This was done by

asking respondents to react to twenty statements using the

categories of always, usually, seldom, never, or not

applicable.

Finally, section D listed twenty-one instructional

support services, or tasks of supervision which were

designed to determine the perceptions of the groups as to

the frequency with which listed supervisory services were

provided and if the respondent thought the service should be

increased.

In each section, respondents were asked to place a mark

in boxes on the Likert-type scale which corresponded to

their opinion regarding the questions being asked. In their

original form, the surveys had a column of boxes on the left

side of the question in which the respondent could rate the

amount of, or the frequency of a certain act or practice.
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On the right side of the question, the respondent could

indicate, by checking yes or no, if they felt the practice

being asked about should be increased or not.

The survey instruments used by Beach had the advantage

of established validity. He described an extensive process

of content validation by experts in the field including, but

not limited to, the following aspects:

1. Initial draft of the questionnaire using
current research and literature as the basis of
question formulation.

2. Inclusion of items supplied by members of the
TASCD Special Task Force Committee to study
supervisory practices in the state.

3. Review of tentative questions by the Committee
for the purpose of soliciting suggestions of
improvement.

4. Field testing of the instrument in five
schools across the state for the purpose of pre
testing the first revision of the questionnaire
with an invitation for comments and suggestions by
respondents.

5. Item by item evaluation of all suggestions,
comments, questions and blank items to determine
if they represented misinterpretations.

6. Second revision of the questionnaire including
necessary wording changes to permit construction
of separate instruments appropriate to each of the
groups being sampled; teacher, principals, and
supervisors.

7. Final discussion, review, and revision of the
questionnaire by the Committee with resultant
approval of the three forms.

The original instruments were modified and expanded to

allow for additional information regarding the perceptions

of teachers, principals, and supervisors as to the ideal in
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supervision. Beach attempted to obtain perceptions of the

desired or ideal supervisory practice, however, it was from

the perspective of a panel of experts (most of whom were

practicing supervisors serving on a task force committee)

who were asked to provide their perceptions regarding the

ideal, not from the survey respondents. This study

attempted to solicit perceptions of respondents as to what

supervision should be at the same time, with the same

questions, on the same questionnaire. This was done by

replacing the boxes on the right side of the question items,

those that asked about a desired increase in services, with

boxes on a Likert-type scale in which respondents indicated

their opinions about what supervision "ought" to be.

Additionally, the experience classifications in the

demographic section were adjusted to differentiate

educators who had had experience prior to the 1984

implementation of CERA and those educators who began their

career in Tennessee schools after that date in an effort to

determine if CERA had made a significant difference in the

way supervisory support was provided to teachers. The

result was an experience classification of 0-6 years and 7+

years. For teachers, experience referred to years of

teaching experience. For principals and supervisors, the

experience asked for related to years of administrative

experience based on the six-year designation.

Since the question structure of the original surveys



97

were not changed substantively, it was felt that the

validity of the instrioments in their final form .(Appendix B)

was not compromised.

This study analyzed data from each of the four sections

of the questionnaire, A-D. However, in making comparisons

of the perceptions of teachers-principals, teachers-

supervisors, and principals-supervisors, particular focus

was given to section D which dealt with the feelings of

respondents about the kinds of tasks the supervisors

performed and whether they were appropriate to meet the

teachers' needs. Furthermore, this was the only section of

the questionniares that contained the identical question

structure and permitted accurate cross-tabulation of data.

The revised forms also dealt with the respondents'

perceptions about the desired performance of supervisory

tasks.

Data Collection and Analvsis

Each selected participant was mailed the appropriate

questionnaire, letter of transmittal, and a stamped,

addressed, return envelope. Coding of the mailing lfid>els

and questionnaires allowed accurate, efficient follow-up of

all non-returns.

Questionnaires were mailed to each person whose name

was drawn in the computer-generated, random sample and
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respondents were asked to return the completed forms in two

weeks. After a two-week response period had elapsed,

follow-up postcards (Appendix C) were sent to remind

participants to complete the form. After an additional

response period of approximately two weeks had elapsed,

another personal letter and a second survey form were sent

to those persons who had not yet responded (Appendix D).

It was expected that the response rate for returned,

completed questionnaires would need to be seventy percent or

better. To the great surprise and pleasure of the

researcher, the response rate did in fact meet this

expectation. Teacher respondents totaled two hundred

seventy-seven for a 72.3% return rate. Principal

respondents totaled two hundred fifteen for a 70.2% return,

and supervisor respondents totaled one hundred seventy-one

for an 80.6% return rate.

Although some teachers indicated that they had not been

evaluated during the school year 1989-90 and had therefore

chosen not to respond to section C, relating to observations

and conferences, all the respondents did respond to section

D which asked for their perceptions of the supervisory

services they received and how they would ideally like for

those services to be provided.

Questionnaires were mailed to a random sample of 383

teachers, 306 principals, and 212 supervisors. Usable

returns analyzed were 277 (72 percent), 215 (70 percent).
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and 171 (81 percent) respectively. The total questionnaires

mailed to the three groups was 901. Total returns analyzed

were 663, for an overall usable percentage of 74 percent.

When the survey instruments were collected, the data

they included were entered into a computer for storage and

analysis. The responses to each question on the

questionnaire were entered by groups (teachers, principals,

and supervisors) and the data for each group, and cross-

groups, were analyzed by the University of Tennessee

Computer Center to yield percentage responses for each

group, as well as statistical comparisons between the

responses of the three groups. The SAS package, version

6.04, was used to process the data.

The data collected were classifiable as discrete,

ordinal, multi-group and multivariate in nature. The data

were considered discrete in that they exhibited inherent

continuity, that is, they consisted of units which exist

separately. The use of a Likert-type scale on the survey

instrument yielded data that were ordinal because they

differed but were not equidistant in value. Since a niimber

of different groups were studied, the multiple-group

designation was applicable. Because variables such as the

number of conferences, the length of conference times, and

the scaling of present and ideal supervisory behaviors were

examined, the data were multi-variate in nature.

For analysis, questionnaires were grouped according to
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whether the respondent was a teacher, principal, or

supervisor, and absolute frec[uencies, relative frequencies,

and cximulative frequencies were obtained for each group of

respondents on all variables. Comparisons were made of

the responses by teachers, principals, and supervisors of

their perceptions of existing and ideal instructional

supervisory practices in the state. The raw data were

converted to percentages, and relative frequencies were

determined for the responses to each question in the survey.

Because the data were ordinal in nature, statistical

treatment allowed for the use of a measure of the difference

in the observed and expected percentages at the .05 level of

significance, specifically the statistic, which was

chosen to show relationships between the groups'

perceptions. Significant differences between groups cdjout

what is the practice of supervision and also the differences

between groups regarding what should be the practice of

supervision were shown. Additionally, x^ was used to

determine if significant differences existed between the

1990 study groups' perceptions and the 1976 study groups'

perceptions as identified by Beach (1976), in order to learn

if changes in perceptions had occurred over time.

The perceptions of teachers were compared to the

perceptions of principals regarding the current practice of

supervision. The perceptions of teachers were compared to

the perceptions of supervisors. And the perceptions of
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supervisors were compared with those of principals. These

data answered the research question "What are the

perceptions of teachers, principals, and supervisors of

current supervisory practice?"

The perceptions of each group (teachers, principals,

and supervisors) were compared with the data generated by

each of the three groups studied by Beach in 1976. These

data served to answer the research question, "How do these

perceptions of current practice compare with those of

similar groups studied in 1976?"

The percentages of responses to each questionnaire item

were calculated and tests performed to allow comparisons

between the perceptions of teachers, principals, and

supervisors regarding present practices of supervision and

ideal practices of supervision. Once again, the teacher

data were compared to the principal data and the supervisor

data. The principal data were compared to the supervisor

data. These data allowed answers to the question "How do

the teachers', principals', and supervisors' perceptions

compare for current practice and what practice should be?"

Finally, teacher and supervisor perceptions were

compared by groups to determine answers to the question, "Do

teachers' and supervisors' perceptions differ significantly

based on the number of years experience they have had?"
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF DATA AND FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

Introduction

This chapter presents the data ,analyses, and findings

of the study based on the research questions. Data

presented in this chapter were collected by use of the

questionnaires. This intrxomentation was selected to

determine the perceptions of teachers, principals, and

supervisors about the present practice and the ideal

practice of instructional supervision. The 663 usable,

returned questionnaires (277 teachers, 215 principals, and

171 supervisors), were analyzed in terms of the research

questions which guided this study:

1. What are the perceptions of teachers, principals,
and supervisors of current supervisory practice?

2. How do these perceptions of current practice
compare with those of similar groups studied in 1976?

3. How do the teachers', principals', and supervisors'
perceptions compare for current practice and what practice
should be?

Findings and results of the study are organized and

discussed in terms of the research questions. In the first

section, research question one will be considered along with

the data that answer the question. Data are presented by

group (teacher, principal, and supservisor) in terms of
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their perceptions of the current practice of supervision,

their perceptions of the ideal practice and a comparison of

perceptions by experience for each group about current and

ideal practice. While the first section deals primarily

with research question one regarding the current practice of

supervision, it should be noted that some of the tables in

the first section also contain data that refer to the

perceptions held by the three groups about the ideal

practice of various aspects of instructional supervision.

This allows visual comparison of the real and ideal.

The second section deals with research question two

which is considered by a comparison of data from the current

study and data from a study completed in 1976. Since the

data from 1976 do not include information about the

perceptions of the three groups regarding the ideal

practice, this section focuses on the differences, if any,

in perceptions about the present practice of instructional

supervision.

The final section focuses on research question three

and presents data that are the result of comparisons between

the three groups studied regarding their perceptions of

present the practice and the ideal practice of providing

supervisory support services (part D of the questionnaire).

Due to the question structure of the questionnaires, section

D, dealing with the provision of supervisory support

seirvices, is the only section that allows cross-group
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comparisons. Rather than considering this situation a

handicap, it was determined that this section better than

any of the others deals with the activities that are

generally agreed to be the focus of instructional

supervision.

Services of the University of Tennessee Computer Center

were used to perform statistical manipulations and tests of

the raw data, and the SAS, version 6.04, provided absolute

frequencies, relative frequencies (percentages), adjusted

frequencies (percentages), and cumulative frequencies

(percentages) with their totals. The computer analyses also

provided information as to the number of valid responses and

the number of missing responses for each variable. Data

were presented in tabular form and organized to conform

generally to the sections of the questionnaire in an attempt

to answer the research questions posed.

Research Question Number One; What are the perceptions of

teachers, principals, and supervisors of current supervisorv

practice?

Teachers' Perceptions

Teacher returns analyzed, from the 383 mailed, totaled

277 (72 percent). The largest group of teachers responding,

148 (53 percent), classified themselves as elementary

teachers. Middle school or junior high teachers comprised
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sixty-three (23 percent) of the respondents, and sixty-six

(24 percent) indicated that they taught at the high school

level.

Asked to categorize their school system, the largest

group of respondents, 101 (36 percent), described their

system as county, predominately rural. Seventy-one (26

percent) teachers reported their school system as county,

urban-suburban. Forty-four (16 percent) teachers described

their system as being in a city of 125,000 + population.

The category of city, less than 25,000 population, was

indicated as descriptive of their system by thirty-two (12

percent) of the teacher respondents, and twenty-nine (10

percent) reported their system in a city of 25,000 - 125,000

population.

The educational level of responding teachers showed the

largest group, 109 (39 percent), to be those who held the

Bachelors degree. Ninety-eight (35 percent) indicated they

held the Master's degree, sixty-three (23 percent) had a

Master's degree plus additional hours, and six (2 percent)

reported having a Doctorate. Only two teachers reported

that they had less than a Bachelor's degree.

When asked about the niimber of years of experience they

had prior to the 1989-90 school year, the largest group, 118

(43 percent) indicated experience of fifteen or more years.

Teachers who had seven to fifteen years numbered 106 (38

percent), and those with six years or less numbered fifty-
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three (19 percent).

Teachers' Perceptions of Who Conducts Classroom

Observations and Conferences. Table 1 contains the data

which show the teachers' perceptions of the frequency and

duration of observations and conferences, and who was

perceived to have held them during the 1989 - 1990 school

year. The questions that generated the data in this tabel

were found in part B of the questionnaire which asked

teachers who conducted classroom observations and

conferences, as well as the number of and the length in

minutes of the observations and conferences. The largest

group of respondents (43 percent) indicated that the

principal had observed their classroom one or two times

during the year (1989-1990). A smaller number (16 percent),

indicated that the principal had observed the class three or

more times. However, thirty-three percent reported that

their principal had not observed their classroom at all

during the year.

The majority of teachers (63 percent) reported

receiving no classroom obseirvations from general

instructional supervisors, or subject area specialists (76

percent).

When asked to report the duration in minutes of the

observations they did receive from their principal, sixty-
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six percent of the teachers reported that the observations

lasted from 1 to 30 minutes and 34 percent indicated the

observations lasted more than thirty minutes. The general

supervisors' observations were reported to have had a

duration of 1 to 30 minutes by sixty-nine percent of the

teachers, while a smaller number (31 percent) indicated the

observations were more than 30 minutes in length.

A majority of teachers (86 percent or greater) reported

having no classroom observations by a department

chairperson, school curriculum leader, the supervisor or

assistant supervisor from an educational cooperative or from

their superintendent.

Teachers were more likely to receive one or two

classroom observations from their principal (43 percent),

assistant principal (29 percent), general supeirvisor (30

percent) or subject area or grade specialist (21 percent).

One or two observations were received in smaller numbers

from other support personnel in areas such as reading,

special education, career or vocational education, or

federal entitlement programs (13 percent or less).

Teachers also indicated that the subject area or grade

specialist consultant from the system (37 percent) was most

likely to conduct an observation of more than thirty

minutes, while the general supervisor (35 percent) was the

next most likely to observe in the classroom for more than

thirty minutes. The principal was perceived as observing
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for more than thirty minutes by 34 percent of the teachers.

When teachers were asked about the number of

conferences regarding their instructional conducted by the

principal, the largest group (55 percent) reported having

had 1-5 such conferences. Several teachers (40 percent)

also indicated that the assistant principal conducted 1-5

conferences with them. These same teachers indicated that

the principal (12 percent) and the assistant principal (10

percent) respectively were the most likely to have six or

more conferences with them.

The next most frequent report of conferencing (1-5

conferences) was indicated to be with the general

instructional supervisor or consultant by thirty-five

percent of the teachers. Other support personnel (30

percent) and subject area or grade specialists (20 percent)

followed in frequency of 1-5 conferences. The largest group

of teachers (11 percent) perceived that the other support

personnel, from the remaining categories, conducted six or

more conferences, while all other categories were reported

to be seven percent or less.

As to the duration in minutes of the conferences held,

the majority of teachers (95 percent) perceived them as

being 1-30 minutes in length as conducted by principals.

General instructional supervisors were perceived by ninety-

one percent of the teachers as conducting conferences of 1-

30 minutes. All other groups were perceived by eighty-eight
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percent or less of the teachers as conducting conferences of

1-30 minutes. The person seen by teachers (23 percent) as

most likely to conduct a conference of more than thirty was

minutes'duration was the subject area or grade specialist,

followed by the instructional supervisor from a cooperative

as reported by twenty-two percent of the teachers.

Teachers' Feelings Regarding Classroom Observations and

Conferences. Table 2 contains the data describing teachers'

feelings about present practices and ideal practices of

observations and conferences. Part C of the questionnaire

contained twenty questions in which teachers were asked to

indicate their feelings about classroom observations and

conferences which they received during the school year 1989-

1990. Several teachers indicated that they were not

observed or evaluated during the school year and therefore

chose to not answer the questions in part C. The responses

of those who did answer make up the data analyzed in this

section.

Respondents were asked to rate their responses on a

five-point Likert-type scale which consisted of "usually,"

"not usually," "seldom," "never," or "not applicable."

Additionally, respondents were asked to rate not only their

feelings as to the present practice of observations and

conferences, but also, on a Likert-type scale, their
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feelings about the ideal practice of observations and

conferences.

After examining the data from the returned

questionnaires, it was decided that the data could be more

effectively analyzed and compared if the categories on the

Likert-type scales were collapsed to include "usually," "not

usually," or "not applicable," without compromising the

accuracy of the responses.

Of the twenty questions in section C, a majority of

teachers agreed (51 percent or more) that "usually" was the

appropriate response to ten of the questions, i.e., yes this

usually happened. They are;

1. Were the classroom observations scheduled in
advance? (58 percent)

2. Afterwards, did you receive a written report? (55
percent)

3. Were observations followed by a conference? (57
percent)

4. Did you feel confident while being observed? (73
percent)

5. Were observations long enough to include an entire
lesson? (59 percent)

6. Were observations for evaluation purposes? (62
percent)

7. Were conferences scheduled in advance? (51
percent)

8. Did the conferences include observation of
instruction? (53 percent)

9. Were you the only teacher present at the
conference? (60 percent)

10. Did you confer with other teachers in your
instructional planning? (55 percent)

Teachers agreed that the remaining ten questions were

best answered "not usually," or "not applicable."

When asked to respond to the same questions and provide

their feelings about the ideal practice of observations and
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conferences, 50 percent or more of the teachers indicated

that "usually" was the appropriate response for the

following ten (of twenty) questions:

1. Were the observations preceded by a conference?
(51 percent)

2. Afteirwards, did you receive a written report? (71
percent)

3. Were observations followed by a conference? (69
percent)

4. Did you find the observations helpful? (54
percent)

5. Did you feel confident while being observed? (68
percent)

6. Were observations long enough to include an entire
lesson? (53 percent)

7. Were conferences scheduled in advance? (50
percent)

8. Did the conference include observation of
instruction? (51 percent)

9. Were you the only teacher present at the
conference? (51 percent)

10. Did you receive adequate support in solving your
instructional problems? (63 percent)

Teachers indicated strong agreement that the following

five practices or aspects of practices should "not usually"

ideally be provided:

1. Did you request the observation? (79 percent)
2. Were observations disruptive to the class? (89

percent)
3. Did you visit other teachers and observe their

instructional program? (74 percent)
4. Were conferences held in the presence of students?

(87 percent)
5. Were faculty meetings used for solving

instructional problems? (82 percent)

Table 3 presents the data regarding teachers' feelings

about the present practice of observations and conferences

(section C on the questionnaire) in terms of teachers who

had 0-6 years of experience, and those who had seven, or

more, years of experience prior to the 1989-1990
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school year.

Chi-square analyses revealed significant differences in

the opinions of these two groups on fifteen of the twenty

items. The items on which they sigificantly differed are:

I. Were the classroom observations scheduled in
advance?

3. Were the observations preceded by a
conference?

4. Afterwards, did you receive a written report?
5. Were observations followed by a conference?
6. Did you find the observations helpful?
7. Did you feel confident while being observed?
8. Were observations long enough to include an

entire lesson?

10. Were obseirvations for evaluation purposes?
II. Did you visit other teachers and observe their

instructional program?
13. Were conferences scheduled in advance?
14. Did the conference include observation of

instruction?

15. Were you the only teacher present at the
conference?

16. Were conferences held in the presence of students?
17. Were faculty meetings used for solving

instructional problems?
20. Did you confer with other teachers in your

instructional planning?

On all items but one item, the teachers in the 0-6

years experience group chose "usually" as the response to

these items significantly more frequently than did the

teachers in the seven-plus years of experience group. On

item number seventeen, regarding the use of faculty meetings

for solving instructional problems, teachers in both groups

chose "not usually" more frequently than "usually."

However, the teachers in the seven-plus years of experience

group chose "not usually" or "not applicable" significantly

more frequently (84 percent) than did the teachers in the 0-
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6 years of experience group (64 percent).

Table 4 presents data that are the result of a

comparison of teachers' responses based on the number of

years of experience they reported having prior to the 1989 -

1990 school year. The data reveal differences between the

perceptions of teachers. These data are the result of Chi-

square analyses of the responses provided by the teachers

regarding their perceptions of the ideal practice of

observations and conferences.

Teachers differed significantly on only five of the

twenty items in part C of the questionnaire(listed by

questionnaire item number).

3. Were the observations preceded by a conference?
5. Were observations followed by a conference?
6. Did you find the observations helpful?
8. Were observations long enough to include an entire

lesson?

10. Were observations for evaluation purposes?

On each of these items, teachers in the 0-6 years of

experience group chose "usually" as their response

significantly more frequently than did the teachers in the

seven-plus years of experience group.

Teachers' Perceptions of Supervisory Support Services.

Table 5 describes teachers' feeling about the way

supervisory services were provided during the school year

1989 -1990, and the way they should ideally be provided. In

part D of the questionnaire, teachers were asked to respond

"usually," "not usually," or "not applicable" to twenty-one

statements pertaining to whether certain specified
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instructional supervisory support services were provided for

them during the school year. Additionally, they were asked

to respond to the same statements regarding the way

supervisory support services should "ideally" be provided to

them.

Of the twenty-one instructional supervisory support

services about which teachers were asked, a majority agreed

that only five of the services were "usually" provided when

needed. Majorities of 52 percent or greater agreed that the

following services were "usually" provided:

1. Providing instructional materials (73 percent)
2. Planning in-service activities (52 percent)
3. Dispensing information (62 percent)
4. Informing teachers of professional growth

activities (60 percent)
5. Facilitating good human relations (56 percent)

Majorities of 51 percent or greater of the teachers

agreed that the remaining sixteen services were "not

usually" provided when needed.

In regard to the way services should ideally be

provided, a majority of 54 percent or greater of the

teachers agreed that sixteen of the 21 items should be

"usually" provided. These services include:

1. Providing instructional materials (78 percent)
2. Involving teachers in system-wide instructional

programs (6 6 percent)
3. Assisting in developing effective disciplinary

techniques (63 percent)
4. Planning in-service activities (63 percent)
5. Consulting with teachers on instructional problems

(62 percent)
6. Dispensing information (74 percent)
7. Serving as a two way communications link with the

central office (68 percent)
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8. Helping describe and analyze instructional
processes (55 percent)

9. Helping define instructional objectives (59
percent)

10. Helping select appropriate instructional
activities (54 percent)

11. Helping choose methods for evaluating student
progress (56 percent)

12. Informing teachers of professional growth
activities (73 percent)

13. Aiding in development of curricula (63 percent)
14. Facilitating good human relations within school

and community (70 percent)
15. Providing psychological support (65 percent)
16. Suggesting new ideas and approaches for

instruction (60 percent).

The remaining five items on the list were rated "not

usually," or "not applicable" most frequently by teachers as

the way supervisory services should be ideally provided.

These five items were also rated "not usually" most often by

the teachers in their assessment of present practices of

providing supervisory support services.

In Table 6 teachers who reported 0-6 years of teaching

experience and those who reported having seven or more years

of experience prior to the 1989-1990 school year are

compared. Of the twenty-one items in section D of the

questionnaire, the two groups of teachers disagreed to a

significant degree on only three items. Item number seven,

consulting with teachers on instructional problems, drew

"usually" responses from 63 percent of the teachers in the

0-6 years of experience category, while only 39 percent of

the seven years plus group responded "usually."

Item 17, facilitating good human relations within the
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school and community, prompted a majority of the 0-6 years

experience group (71 percent) to respond "usually," while a

significantly smaller group of the 7+ years group (52

percent) responded "usually." Item 18, acting as a change

agent, drew responses of "usually" 31 percent and "not

usually" (51 percent) from the 0-6 years of experience

group, while the 7+ years group responded "usually" (25

percent) and "not usually" (67 percent) to create a

statistically significant difference. Significant

differences were not found on any of the remaining eighteen

items which indicates that teachers from the two experience

categories were generally in agreement on the majority of

the items specified as supervisory support services.

Table 7 presents the data comparing the two teacher

groups (0-6 years experience and 7+ years experience) in

their responses to the way supervisory support services

should ideally be provided. Of the twenty-one items listed

in section D of the questionnaire, the teachers in this

comparison disagreed significantly on only four items.

These items (by questionniare number) were:

1. Providing instructional materials - 96 percent of
the 0-6 years group responded "usually", while 73
percent of the 7+ years group responded "usually."

11. Helping define instructional objectives - 83
percent of the 0-6 years group rated this item
"usually," while 54 percent of the 7+ years group
responded "usually."

20. Suggesting new ideas and approaches for
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instruction - 73 percent of the 0-6 years group
marked "usually," while 57 percent of the 7+ years
group marked "usually."

21. Assisting in classroom organization and
arrangement - 65 percent of the 0-6 years group
rated this item "usually," while 39 percent of the
7+ years group rated it "usually."

Principals' Perceptions

Principal returns analyzed, of the 306 mailed, totaled

215 (70 percent). The largest group of principals

responding, 105 (49 percent), classified themselves as

elementary school principals. The next largest group, 68

(32 percent), was comprised of high school or K-12

principals, and 41 (19 percent) were Middle school or junior

high principals.

When asked to classify their school district, most

principals, 87 (40 percent) responded that their setting

could be classified as rural. Forty-eight principals (22

percent) indicated that their system could best be described

as urban-suburban, while 31 (14 percent) described their

system as being in a city of 125,000+ population. Twenty-

seven (13 percent) principals desribed their system as in a

city with 25,000-125,000 population, and twenty-one (10

percent) indicated their setting as a city with less than

25,000 population.

The largest group of principals, 130 (60 percent)

indicated having more than seven years of administrative

experience prior to the 1989-1990 school year. Fifty-seven
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(27 percent) principals reported having 3-6 years of

experience, and 27 (13 percent) reported 0-2 years of

experience in administration.
%

Principals' Perceptions of the Frecmencv and Length of

Classroom Observations and Conferences. Table 8 contains

the data relative to the principals' perceptions about

observations and conferences conducted by them during the

school year 1989-1990. This table deals primarily with

their perceptions of the number of observations and

conferences and the length of those observations and

conferences.

The largest group of principals (71 percent) reported

conducting eleven or more classroom observations during the

year. Twenty-eight percent reported conducting 1-10

observations and only one percent reported having conducted

no observations. The majority of principals (70 percent)

indicated that the observations were thirty minutes or more

in length, while 30 percent reported observations of 1-30

minutes in length.

Pre-observation conferences were reported as having

occurred 1-10 times by 50 percent of the principals and 49

percent indicated they occured more than eleven times. Most

principals (91 percent) indicated that the pre-observation

conferences they conducted lasted 1-30 minutes, while a

smaller group (9 percent) perceived the conference to be
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more than 30 minutes in length.

A majority of principals (51 percent) reported having

1-10 post-observation conferences and 48 percent had more

than eleven. These conferences were perceived to have

lasted 1-30 minutes by 80 percent of the principals and

twenty percent indicated the conference lasted 30 minutes or

more.

When asked how frequently they had a personal contact

with each teacher, 61 percent of the principals perceived

they did so more than eleven times and 39 percent reported

1-10 times. The length of these contacts were perceived to

be 1-30 minutes by 93 percent of the principals and more

than 30 minutes by seven percent of the principals.

Majorities (52 percent and greater) of the principals

reported doing the following 1-10 times;

Giving a teaching demonstration (52 percent)
Confer with a single teacher about instruction without

having a classroom observation (58 percent)
Plan orientation sessions for newly-employed teachers

(64 percent)
Confer with a small group of teachers about instruction

without having a classroom observation (68 percent)
Encourage teachers to try new teaching techniques (70

percent)
Confer with district-wide supervisor (70 percent)
Use faculty meetings for group planning for instruction
(71 percent)

Meet with parents and community leaders to explain
and promote school programs (71 percent)

Spend extra time working with new teachers (72 percent)
Plan teacher in-sezrvice programs (81 percent).

Three activities were rated by majorities of principals

as having occurred eleven times or more: Conducting

classroom observations (71 percent), Having a personal
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contact with each teacher (61 percent), and Bringing

information and/or materials to a teacher (50 percent).

Of the fifteen activities, fourteen were agreed upon by

the majority of principals (56 or greater) as averaging 1-30

minutes in length. Only conducting classroom observations

received a majority of principal responses (70 percent) as

lasting an average of longer than 30 minutes.

Principals' Feelings About the Practice of Observations

and Conferences. Part C of the questionnaire asked

principals to respond "usually," "not usually," or "not

applicable" to twenty questions describing their feelings

about the practice of observations and conferences

pertaining to instruction which they conducted during the

school year 1989-1990.

Table 9 reveals the responses as reported by the

principals as to the current practice and also the ideal

practice of observations and conferences.

Majorities (74 percent or greater) of the principals

responded "usually" to fourteen of the twenty c[uestions.

The six questions to which they responded "not usually" more

frequently were;

Did the teacher request the observation? (90 percent)
Were observations disruptive to the class? (96 percent)
Did the teacher request the conference? (82 percent)
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Were conferences held in the presence of students? (93
percent)

Were faculty meetings used for solving instructional
problems ? (69 percent)

Were you the only source of instructional supervisory
support utilized by the teachers? (74 percent) .

In contrast, when asked to respond with their opinion

of the ideal practice when answering these same twenty

questions, majorities of principals (52 percent or greater)

indicated that "not usually" was the appropriate response

for fourteen of the twenty questions and "usually" was the

majority response for the following five questions:

Were observations preceded by a conference? (59
percent)

Afterwards, did you submit a written report? (70
percent)

Were observations followed by a conference? (75
percent)

Were observations long enough to include an entire
lesson? (63 percent)

Did you feel welcome in the classroom? (62 percent).

One question, "Did you involve teachers in system-wide

planning for curriculum and instruction?," received

responses of "usually" (48 percent), "not usually" (46

percent), and "not applicable" (6 percent) respectively.

Table 10 presents the data from the comparison of

responses of principals who reported having 0-6 years of

experience with those who reported having seven or more

years of experience in administration prior to the 1989-1990

school year.

Significant differences in principals perceptions that
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resulted from the Chi-square analyses were noted on three of

the twenty questions. When asked if they thought

theobservations were helpful to the teachers, the majority

of principals with more than seven years experience (94

percent) responded "usually," while eighty-six percent of

the 0-6 years experience group responded "usually."

Ninety-seven percent of the seven-plus years group responded

"usually" when queried if the teachers appear confident

while being observed, and 88 percent of the 0-6 years group

indicated "usually" as the majority response. When asked if

they feel competent to deal with teachers' instructional

problems, a majority of the principals in the seven-plus

years of experience group (97 percent) indicated "usually,"

while eighty percent of the 0-6 years of experience group

agreed that "usually" was the appropriate response.

While these differences were statistically significant,

they reflected perceptions that were positive in direction

and indicated that all the principals, regardless of

experience, felt that the observations were helpful to

teachers, or that teachers were confident and principals

were competent to deal with teachers instructional problems.

Table 11 presents the data from a comparison of the two

principal experience categories examined above as they were

asked about the ideal practice of observations and

conferences pertaining to instruction.
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Statistically significant differences resulting from

Chi-square analyses were observed in only two of the

twentyquestions from part C of the questionnaire. A
%

majority of principals in the 0-6 years of experience

category (85 percent) agreed that "usually" was the

appropriate response to the question, Were observations

followed by a conference? Principals in the seven and over

years of administrativeexperience category responded

"usually" less frequently (69 percent) than their less

experienced colleagues. The question. Did conferences

involve only one teacher? drew responses of "usually" by 33

percent of the 0-6 years group and 54 percent of the 7+

years group, and "not usually" by 67 percent of the 0-6

years group and 46 percent of the 7+ years group

respectively.

Principals' Perceptions of Supervisory Support Services.

Table 12 presents data that describe the principals'

perception of the present practice of providing supervisory

support services as presented in part D of the survey

questionnaire. Principals were asked to respond "usually,"

"not usually," and "not applicable" to twenty-one statements

that describe supervisory support activities. This table

also presents data that describe the principals' perceptions

of the way supervisory support services should ideally be

provided. Principals were asked to respond to the same
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twenty-one items, at the same time as the present practice,

to give their perceptions of the ideal by chosing "usually,"

"not usually," or "not applicable" for each item.

Majorities of principals (56 percent and

greater)responded "usually" for nineteen of the twenty-one

items that they perceived as describing the way they

presently provide supervisory support services. Two items

were determined to be "not usually" provided by the majority

of principals;

1. Providing teaching demonstrations (58 percent)

2. Conducting or directing research (57 percent).

When asked to respond to the scune twenty-one items in

terms of the ideal way services should be provided by them,

majorities of principals (50 percent or greater) responded

"usually" to thirteen of the items. "Not usually" was the

agreed upon response by a majority of principals (50 percent

or greater) to the following seven items (by questionnaire

item nvunber):

1. Providing instructional materials (53 percent)
6. Providing teaching demonstrations
10. Helping describe and analyze instructional

processes (50 percent)
12. Helping select appropriate instructional

activities (56 percent)
13. Helping choose methods for evaluating student

progress (55 percent)
16. Conducting or directing research (62 percent)
21. Assisting in classroom organization and

arrangement (62 percent).

In Table 13, data are presented that describe

principals' feelings about the way supevisory support
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services were provided by them during the school year 1989

1990/ and a comparison is made of principals who reported

having 0-6 years, and those who reported having seven or

more years of administrative experience. Chi-square

analyses revealed statistically significant differences

between the perceptions of the principals, based on

experience, on four of the twenty-one items included in part

D of the questionnaire.

First, when asked if they involved teachers in system-

wide instructional programs, seventy-four percent of

theprincipals in the seven-plus years of experience category

responded "usually," while 60 percent of the 0-6 years group

responded "usually."

Second, when queried about assisting in developing

effective disciplinary techniques, a majority (93 percent)

of the 0-6 years experience group answered "usually," while

80 percent of the seven-plus years group answered the same.

Third, responding to the item about planning in-service

activities, 78 percent of the seven-plus years group

responded "usually," while 64 percent of the 0-6 years of

experience group also responded "usually."

Finally, in regard to the question about consulting

with teachers on instructional problems, the majority (93

percent) of the 0-6 years of experience group responded

"usually," and 82 percent of the seven-plus years group

answered "usually."
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Once again, the differences in perceptions of

principals by experience category are statistically

significant but are positive majorities for each group that

indicate that all principals feel the four activities

mentioned above are generally provided "usually."

In Table 14, data are presented that reveal the

perceptions of principals about the way supervisory support

services should ideally be provided and is based on a

comparison of principals who reported years of

administrative experience as 0-6, or seven or more.

Principals from both experience groups indicated general

agreement on nineteen of the twenty-one items from part D of

the survey questionnaire dealing with supeirvisory support

activities. On only two activities were principals'

perceptions found to be significantly different.

When asked if they involved teachers in system-wide

instructional programs, 56 percent of the 0-6 years

experience group responded "not usually," and 40 percent

responded "usually," while 44 percent of the seven-plus

years of experience group responded "not usually," and 55

percent responded "usually."

When asked about assisting in classroom organization

and arrangement, 70 percent of the 0-6 years of experience

group responded "not usually," and 30 percent responded

"usually." Fifty-six percent fo the seven-plus years of

experience group responded "not usually," while 44 percent
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responded "usually."

Supervisors' Perceptions

Of the questionnaires mailed to the sample of 212

supervisors, usable returns analyzed were 171 (80 percent).

The largest group that responded to the survey, 60 (35

percent) was composed of secondary supervisors. The next

largest group, 48 (28 percent), was comprised of supervisors

who indicated they had responsibility for K-12. Elementary

supervisors totaled 43 (25 percent) and specific subject

area supervisors numbered 20 (12 percent).

When asked to classify their school system setting, 71

(42 percent) supervisors indicated that rural best described

their situation. The next largest group 48 (28 percent)

chose urban-suburban as the descriptor for their system.

Twenty-two (13 percent) indicated a city setting of less

than 25,000 population, 16 (9 percent) indicated a city with

25,000 - 125,000 population, and 13 (8 percent) indicated a

city of more than 125,000 population as descriptive of their

school system setting.

A majority of supervisors, 157 (92 percent) reported

that they either were certified as a supervisor or would be

at the beginning of the school year 1990 - 1991. Only

fourteen (8 percent) reported that they did not have a

Tennessee certificate for supervision.

The largest group of supervisors. 111 (65 percent),

indicated that they had seven or more years of
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administrative experience prior to the school year 1989 -

1990. The remaining group, 60 (35 percent) reported having

had 0-6 years of administrative experience prior to the

school year 1989 - 1990.

Supervisors' Perceptions of the Frecruencv and Length of

Classroom Observations and Conferences. Table 15 contains

the data which describe supervisors' perceptions of the

nximber and length of classroom observations and conferences

conducted by them during the school year 1989 - 1990. The

data for this analysis were collected from part B of the

questionnaire. Supervisors were asked to respond to

seventeen statements that completed the question, "During

this school year, how many times and for how long did you do

the following?" This table deals primarily with the niimber

and length in minutes of the classroom observations and

conferences conducted by the supervisors during the school

year 1989 - 1990.

When asked how often they conducted classroom

observations, supervisors were nearly evenly divided between

1-10 times (49 percent) and eleven or more (41 percent).

Ten percent of the supervisors reported have done no

classroom observations during the school year. The

observations that did occur were reported to have had a

duration of 1-30 minutes by 39 percent of the supervisors

and a duration of more than thirty minutes by 61 percent.
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When asked about conducting pre-observation

conferences, 44 percent of the supervisors reported having

done 1-10 and 39 percent reported eleven or more, while 17

percent reported no pre-observations conferences for the

year. The pre-observation conferences conducted were

reported to have lasted 1-30 minutes by 84 percent, and more

than thirty minutes by 16 percent of the supervisors.

The largest group of supervisors (46 percent) indicated

that they conducted post-observation conferences 1-10 times.

The next largest group (39 percent) reported having

conducted eleven or more post-observation conferences.

Sixteen percent of the supervisors reported having conducted

not post-observation conferences during the year. Of those

who did have conferences, the majority (72 percent)

indicated that they were 1-30 minutes in length, while 28

percent indicated the conferences were thirty minutes or

more in length.

In response to the question about how many times they

had a personal contact with each teacher, the majority (69

percent) indicated that occurred 1-10 times. Thirty percent

reported eleven or more contact times with each teacher, and

only one percent reported no personal contacts with each

teacher throughout the year. The duration of the contacts

with each teacher were perceived to be 1-30 minutes by 65

percent of the supervisors, while 35 percent felt their

contacts were 30 minutes or more in length.
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When asked how many times they visited each assigned

school building, the majority of supervisors (54 percent)

reported visiting eleven or more times, and 46 percent

reported visiting 1-10 times. None of the supervisors

indicated that they did not visit at least one time. The

duration of these visits were perceived to have been 30 or

more minutes in length by 71 percent of the supervisors,

while the remaining 29 percent indicated the visits were 1-

30 minutes in length.

Majorities of 54 percent or greater of the supervisors

reported doing the following eleven activites 1-10 times

during the school year:

1. Having a personal contact with each teacher (69
percent)

2. Conferring with a single teacher about instruction
without having a classroom observation (60
percent)

3. Conferring with a somall group of teachers about
instruction without having a classroom observation
(78 percent)

4. Giving a teaching demonstration (54 percent)
5. Having input in hiring teachers (56 percent)
6. Planning orientation sessions for newly-employed

teachers (77 percent)
7. Spending extra time working with new teachers (80

percent)
8. Planning teacher in-service programs (80 percent)
9. Helping with selection of instructional materials

for schools (56 percent)
10. Conferring with principals about their

instructional problems (62 percent)
11. Meeting with parents and community leaders to

explain and promote school programs (76 percent).

The two activities which a majority of supervisors

agreed they participated in eleven or more times were (1)

visiting each assigned school building (54 percent), and (2)
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having a personal contact with each teacher (51 percent).

Of the seventeen activities, majorities 51 percent or

greater of supervisors reported a duration of 1-30 minutes

for ten activities. A duration of thirty minutes or more

were reported by majorities of 51 percent or more of the

supervisors for the following seven activities:

1. Visiting each assigned school building (71
percent)

2. Conducting classroom observations (61 percent)
3. Planning orientation sessions for newly-employed

teachers (53 percent)
4. Planning teacher in-service programs (74 percent)
5. Helping with selection of instructional materials

for schools (62 percent)
6. Conferring with principals about their

instructional programs (51 percent)
7. Meet with parents and community leaders to explain

and promote school programs (65 percent).

Supervisors' Feelings About the Practice of

Observations and Conferences. Table 16 presents the data

describing supervisors' feelings about the present practices

of observations and conferences pertaining to instruction

which they conducted during the school year 1989 - 1990. It

also contains data that reveals their perceptions of how

observations and conferences should ideally be practiced.

Part C of the questionnaire asked supervisors to

respond to twenty questions that describe their feelings

about classroom observations and conferences. Response

choices were "usually," "not usually," and "not applicable."

Majorities (71 percent or greater) responded "usually"

to fourteen of the twenty questions. Interestingly, these
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are the Scime fourteen questions rated as "usually" by the

school principals. Similarly, majorities (55 percent or

greater) of the supervisors responded "not usually" to the

same six questions identified by the principals as occurring

"not usually." The six questions, and the percent of

supervisor responses, are:

1. Did the teacher request the observation? (74
percent)

2. Were observations disruptive to the class? (71
percent)

3. Did the teacher request the conference? (70
percent)

4. Were conferences held in the presence of students?
(86 percent)

5. Were faculty meetings used for solving
instructional problems? (55 percent)

6. Were you the only source of instructional
supervisory support utilized by the teachers? (74
percent).

In contrast, when asked their feelings about the way

observations and conferences should ideally be conducted,

majorities (50 percent or greater) of supervisors responded

"not usually" to fourteen of the twenty items, and "usually"

to four questions. The questions that drew responses of

"usually" were (by questionnaire number):

4. Afterwards, did you submit a written report? (64
percent)

5. Were observations followed by a conference? (73
percent)

8. Were observations long enough to include an entire
lesson? (59 percent)

11. Did you feel welcome in the classroom? (58
percent).

Two questions did not receive clear majorities for

either "usually" or "not usually." When asked if
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conferences were (should be) scheduled in advance, 48

percent of the supervisors responded "usually," -and 48

percent responded "not usually," while four percent felt the

question was "not applicable." When asked if they involved

(should involve) teachers in system-wide planning for

curriculum and instruction, 49 percent of the supervisors

indicated "usually," and 49 percent indicated "not usually"

as their choice. The remaining two percent felt the

question was "not applicable."

Table 17 presents the data that resulted from the

comparison of responses of supervisors who reported having

0-6 years of experience with those who reported having had

seven or more years of experience in administration prior to

the 1989 - 1990 school year about their feelings in regard

to the present practice of observations and conferences.

No statistically significant differences resulting from

the Chi-square analyses were found on any of the twenty

questions contained in part C of the questionnaire.

Supervisors could not be differentiated on the basis of the

number of years of experience they had as a supervisor.

In Table 18, data are presented that describe the

supervisors' feelings about the way observations and

conferences should ideally be practiced. Supervisors'

responses were compared on the basis of the nximber of years

of experience reported on the questionnaire. Chi-square

analyses revealed only one question on which the two
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experience groups differed significantly. When asked if

they were (should be) the only source of instructional

supervisory support utilized by the teachers, 94 percent of

the supervisors in the seven-plus years of experience group

responded "not usually," while 81 percent of the supervisors

in the 0-6 years of experience group responded "not

usually."

Supervisors could not be statistically distinguished

from each other on the basis of the nxunber of years of

administrative experience on any of the other nineteen items

in section C.

Supervisors' Perceptions of Supervisorv Support Services

Table 19 presents the data that describe the

supervisors' perceptions of the present practice of

providing supervisory support services as presented in part

D of the survey questionnaire. Supervisors were asked to

respond "usually," "not usually," or "not applicable" to

twenty-one statements that describe supervisory support

activities. Additionally, the table presents the data that

describe the supervisors' perceptions of the way supervisory

support services should ideally be provided. Supervisors

were asked to respond to the same twenty-one items to reveal

their perceptions of the ideal practice by choosing

"usually," "not usually," or "not applicable" for each item.

Majorities (54 percent or greater) of supervisors
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responded "usually" to nineteen of the twenty-one items. One

item, conducting or directing research, drew responses of

"not usually" from 57 percent of the supervisors, "usually"

from 40 percent, and "not applicable" from the remaining

three percent.

Questionnaire item niunber 21, assisting in classroom

organization and arrangement, prompted 49 percent of the

supervisors to respond "usually," while 49 percent responded

"not usually," and two percent responded "not applicable."

When asked to indicate their feelings about the ideal

practice of providing supervisory support services,

supervisors indicated that thirteen of the twenty-one items

could best be provided "usually." Supervisors responded

"not usually" to eight of the twenty-one items. The

supervisory support services that the supervisors felt

should be "not usually" provided were (by item questionnaire

niimber);

1. Providing instructional materials (54 percent)
3. Assisting in developing effective disciplinary

techniques (63 percent)
6. Providing teaching demonstrations (75 percent)
10. Helping describe and analyze instructional

practices (51 percent)
13. Helping choose methods for evaluating student

progress (57 percent)
16. Conducting or directing research (68 percent)
21. Assisting in classroom organization and

arrangement (7 0 percent)

Table 20 contains data provided by supervisors

describing their feelings about the way supervisory support

services were provided by them during the school year 1989 -
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1990. The data are based on a comparison of supervisors who

reported having 0-6 years of administrative experience with

those who reported having seven or more years of experience

prior to the 1989 - 1990 school year.

Chi-square analyses revealed statistically significant

differences on only two of the twenty-one items. First,

when asked if they informed teachers of professional growth

activities, 95 percent of the supervisors in the seven-plus

years of experience group responded "usually," and five

percent responded "not usually," while 82 percent of the

supervisors in the 0-6 years of experience group responded

"usually," and 18 percent responded "not usually." Second,

when asked if they facilitated good human relations within

the school and community, 94 percent of the seven-plus years

group responded "usually," five percent responded "not

usually," and one percent felt the item was "not

applicable." Eighty-two percent of the 0-6 years

ofexperience group responded "usually," and 18 percent

responded "not usually" in regard to facilitating good human

relations.

In Table 21, the data are presented that describe the

supervisors' feelings about the way supervisory support

services should ideally be provided by them. Once again, a

comparison is made between supervisors who reported 0-6

years of supervisory experience and those who reported seven

or more years of experience in supervision. As a result of
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Chi-sc[uare analyses, satistically significant differences

between the two supevisor groups were found on four of the

twenty-one items.

First, when asked about evaluating teachers, 60 percent

of the supervisors in the 0-6 years of experience group

responded "usually," 37 percent responded "not usually," and

three percent responded "not applicable." Thirty-nine

percent of the supervisors in the seven-plus years group

responded "usually," 58 percent responded "not usually," and

three percent responded "not applicable."

Second, in response to the item about helping choose

methods for evaluating student progress, 52 percent of the

supervisors in the 0-6 years of experience group responded

"usually," 47 percent responded "not usually," and one

percent felt "not applicable" was the appropriate response.

In the seven-plus years of experience group, 37 percent

responded "usually," and 63 percent responded "not

usually"in regard to helping choose methods for evaluating

student progress.

Third, when asked about providing psychological

support, 62 percent of the 0-6 years of experience group

responded that such support should "usually" be provided,

while 38 percent felt it should be "not usually" provided.

Forty-four percent of the seven-plus years of experience

supervisors responded "usually," 51 percent responded "not

usually," and five percent responded "not applicable".



178

Fourth, assisting in classroom organization and

arrangement drew "usually" responses from 52 percent of the

0-6 years of experience group. Forty-seven percent of the

same group answered "not usually," and one percent responded

"not applicable" to the item. Eighteen percent of the

supervisors in the seven-plus years of experience group

responded "usually," and 82 percent responded "not usually"

in regard to the way psychological support should ideally be

provided.

Research Question Two; How do these perceptions of current

practice Compare with those of similar groups studied in

1976?

Teachers' Perceptions

Teachers' Perceptions of Who Conducts Classroom

Observations and Conferences. Table 22 presents the data

that are the result of a comparison of two groups of

teachers' perceptions of the number and length of classroom

observations and conferences. The two groups are

differentiated as the teachers who were studied in 1976 and

those who were studied in 1990.

Statistically significant differences were found on

three items in regard to who conducts classroom observations

and the frequency with which they are conducted. Seventy-
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nine percent of the teachers in the 1976 group perceived

that the assistant principal conducted no classroom

observations, while fourteen percent perceived 1-2

observations, and seven percent perceived three or more

observations as descriptive of the assistant principal.

Sixty-one percent of the teachers in the 1990 group felt

that the assistant principal conducted no classroom

observations, while 29 percent chose 1-2 observations, and

10 percent chose three or more obsejrvations as descriptive

of the assistant principal.

What is worth noting is that the 1976 and 1990 teachers

both agreed that the principal was perceived as the person

who conducts most observations and conferences. Teachers in

both groups also agreed on the amount of involvement of

department chairpersons, building level curriculum leaders,

subject area specialist or consultants, instructional

supervisors from a cooperative, assistant supervisors from a

cooperative, or the superintendent in regard to observations

and conferences. Also of interest is the fact that

assistant principals and supervisors were perceived by the

1990 teachers to have conducted more observations and

conferences than did the assistant principals and

supervisors in 1976.

Other support personnel such as: reading, special

education, career and vocational education and federal title

program personnel were perceived by 74 percent of the 1976
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group as conducting no classroom observations, while 20

percent conducted 1-2 observations and six percent conducted

three or more. This same group of support personnel was

perceived by 70 percent of the 1990 group as conducting no

observations, while thirteen percent 13 percent perceived 1-

2 observations, and seventeen percent perceived three or

more observations as having been conducted.

Eighty-three percent of the 1976 group indicated that

general instructional supervisors conducted no classroom

observations, 10 percent of the teachers indicated the

supervisor conducted 1-2 observations and six percent

indicated the supervisor conducted three or more

observations. In 1990, 63 percent of the teachers responded

that the general supervisor conducted no observartions,

while 30 percent felt the supervisor did 1-2 observations,

and seven percent responded that the supervisor did three or

more classroom observations.

When the 1976 and 1990 groups of teachers were compared

as to their perceptions of the length of the classroom

observations conducted by each supervisory person

identified, significant differences were revealed on nine of

the ten categories of supervisoiry personnel. In each case,

the teachers in the 1990 group perceived that the classroom

observations lasted 30 minutes or more significantly more

frequently than their 1976 counterparts. The only category

on which there was agreement as to the amount of time spent
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on classroom observations was in regard to observations

conducted by the superintendent. Ninety-nine percent of the

1976 teachers perceived such conferences to last 1-30

minutes and ICQ percent the 1990 teachers perceived such

observations as lasting 1-30 minutes.

Table 23 contains a comparison of teachers in 1976 and

teachers in 1990 in regard to their perceptions of the

number and length in minutes of conferences. Chi-square

analyses revealed significant differences between the two

teacher groups on four of the ten categories of who

conducted conferences based on the frequency of such

conferences. Eighteen percent of the 1976 teachers reported

that the principal held no conferences with them during the

school year under study. Sixty-one percent of the same

teachers reported 1-5/ and 21 percent reported six or more

conferences with their principal. Thirty-three percent of

the 1990 teachers reported no conference with their

principal during the year, while thirty-eight reported

having had 1-5 conferences, and 55 percent reported six or

more conferences as having occurred.

Seventy-seven percent of the 1976 group reported no

conference with their assistant principal while sixteen

percent reported having had 1-5 conferences, and seven

percent reported having six or more conferences. Fifty

percent of the 1990 group of teachers reported no conference

with their assistant principal, however, 40 percent reported



T
a
b
l
e
 
2
3
.
 

A
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
s
o
n
 
o
f
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
,
 
B
a
s
e
d
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
Y
e
a
r
 
S
t
u
d
i
e
d
,
 
D
e
s
c
r
i
b
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
N
u
m
b
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
L
e
n
g
t
h

o
f
 
C
o
n
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s
 
E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
d
 
b
y
 
T
h
e
m
 
D
u
r
i
n
g
 
t
h
e
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
Y
e
a
r
.

N
u
m
b
e
r

Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n

1
9
7
6

1
9
9
0

1
9
7
6

L
e
n
g
t
h

1
9
9
0

N
o
n
e
1
-
5

6
+

N
o
n
e
1
-
5

■6
+

d
f

x-
'

1
-3

6
3

0
+

1
-3

0
30

+
d
£

(P
e
rc

e
n
t)

(P
e

rc
e

n
t)

(P
e

rc
e

n
t)

(P
e
rc

e
n
t)

1
8

6
1

2
1

3
3

3
8

5
5

2
9
.0

4
8
*

P
ri
n

c
ip

a
l

9
9

1
9

5
5

1
3
.3

7
9

7
7

1
6

7
5

0
4
0

1
0

2
1

9
.9

4
5

*
A

s
s
is

ta
n
t 

P
ri
n
c
ip

a
l

9
9

1
8

6
1

4
1

1
1
.7

8
6
*

8
5

7
8

7
8

1
5

7
2

3
.7

3
6

D
e

p
t.

 
o
r 

g
ra

d
e

 
c
h

a
ir
p

e
rs

o
n

 
o
r

9
9

1
8

3
1

7
1

1
3

.3
7

1
*

te
a
m

 
le

a
d
e
r

9
3

4
3

8
5

1
0

5
2

3
.5

0
2

B
u

ild
in

g
 
le

v
e
l 

c
u

rr
ic

u
lu

m
9

9
1

8
8

1
2

1
6
.7

3
9
*

le
a
d
e
r

7
6

1
6

8
5
9

3
0

1
1

2
8
.1

4
2
*

O
th

e
r 

s
u

p
p

o
rt

 
p

e
rs

o
n

n
e

l,
 

su
ch

9
8

2
8
6

1
4

1
8
.6

1
2
*

a
s:

 
a

re
a

s 
o

f 
re

a
d

in
g

,s
p

e
c
ia

l
e
d
u
c
a
ti
o
n
, 

c
a
re

e
r 

a
n
d

v
o

c
a

ti
o

n
a

l 
e
d
.,
 

fe
d
e
ra

l 
ti
tl
e

p
ro

g
ra

m
s

8
0

1
8

2
6

3
3

5
2

2
9
.0

3
0
*

G
e
n
e
ra

l 
in

s
tr

u
c
ti
o
n
a
l

9
8

2
9
2

8
1

3
.8

0
0

s
u

p
e

rv
is

o
r,

 
c
o

n
s
u

lt
a

n
t 

fr
o

m
th

e
 
s
c
h

o
o

l 
sy

st
e

m
8

4
1

2
4

7
7

2
0

3
2

2
.7

6
5

S
u

b
je

c
t 

a
re

a
, 

g
ra

d
e

 
s
p

e
c
ia

li
s
t

9
7

3
7
7

2
3

1
1
2
.8

6
8
*

o
r 

c
o
n
s
u
lt
a
n
t 

fr
o

m
 
th

e
 

sy
st

e
m

9
3

6
1

9
0

7
3

2
0
.9

9
3

In
s
tr

u
c
ti
o

n
a

l 
s
u

p
e

rv
is

o
r 

fr
o

m
1
0
0

-
7
8

2
2

1
2
2
.6

3
8
*

c
o

o
p

.
9
9

1
-

9
6

3
1

2
2
.1

9
8

A
s
s
is

ta
n
t 

s
u

p
e

rv
is

o
r 

fr
o

m
1

0
0

-
8
3

1
7

1
1

6
.8

2
5

*
c
o
o
p
.

8
8

1
1

1
9
0

9
1

2
0
.4

0
5

S
u
p
e
ri
n
te

n
d
e
n
t

9
9

1
8
0

2
0

1
1

2
.3

7
1

*

* 
V

a
lu

e
 
s
ig

n
if
ic

a
n

t 
a

t 
th

e
 

.0
5

 
le

v
e

l

0
0

C
o



184

having 1-5 conferences, and 10 percent reported six or more

conferences with this administrator.

Seventy-six percent of the 1976 teacher group reported

no conferences with the "other support personnel" category

of supervisors. Sixteen percent of these same teachers

reported 1-5 conferences, and seven percent reported six or

more conferences with "other support personnel." Fifty-nine

percent of the 1990 group reported no conference with the

"other support personnel" category of supervisors while 30

percent reported 1-5 conferences and 11 percent reported six

or more conferences as having occurred with this category of

administrators.

Significant differences were noted between the 1976 and

1990 teachers' perceptions about the length of conferences

for eight of the ten categories of supervisory personnel who

conducted conferences. In each of the eight cases, the 1990

teachers perceived that the category of supervisor-type

conducted conferences of 30 minutes or more in length

significantly more frequently than did the 1976 teachers.

Both teacher groups agreed that the principal held

conferences that were 1-30 minutes more frecjuently than they

did conferences that were 30 minutes or more. Also, both

teacher groups agreed that general instructional supervisors

or consultants from the school system held conferences that

were 1-30 minutes in length more often than they did

conferences of 30 minutes or more.
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Teachers' Feelings about Observations and Conferences

Table 24 shows the comparison of teachers in the 1976

study group with the teachers in the 1990 study group in

regard to their perceptions about the practices of

observations and conferences pertaining to their

instruction.

Statistical analysis through the use of the Chi-square

test revealed significant differences between the

perceptions of the two groups on thirteen of the twenty

items. For ten of these thirteen items, the 1990 group of

teachers responded "usually" signficantly more frequently

than did the 1976 group of teachers. When asked if they

requested the conference, 22 percent of the 1976 teachers

responded "usually," 64 percent responded "not usually," and

14 percent responded "not applicable." In regard to the

same question, 11 percent of the 1990 teachers responded

"usually," 67 percent responded "not usually," and 22

percent responded "not applicable."

When asked if faculty meetings were used for solving

instructional problems, 32 percent of the 1976 teachers

answered "usually," 61 percent answered "not usually," and

seven percent answered "not applicable." Responding to the

same question, 20 percent of the 1990 teachers responded

"usually," 70 percent responded "not usually," and 10

percent responded "not applicable."

In answer to the question, "Did you receive adequate
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support in solving your instructional problems?," 54 percent

of the 1976 teacher group answered "usually," while 37

percent answered "not usually," and nine percent answered

"not applicable." Forty-three percent of the 1990 group

answered "usually," while 37 percent answered "not usually,"

and 20 percent answered "not applicable."

Teachers in both groups demonstrated general agreement

in their responses to the following seven items (presented

by questionnaire item number);

2. Did you request the conference?
6. Did you find the observations helpful?
9. Were observations disruptive to the class?
11. Did you visit other teachers and observe their

instructional program?
16. Were conferences held in the presence of students?
18. Were you included in district-wide planning for

curriculum and instruction?
20. Did you confer with other teachers in your

instructional planning?

Teachers' Perceptions of Supervisory Support Services

Table 25 presents a comparison of teachers in 1976 and

teachers in 1990 describing their feelings about the way

supervisory support services were provided to them during

the school year studied.

Based on the Chi-square analysis of each of the twenty-

one items, significant differences between the two teachers

groups were found on only four items regarding the

supervisory support services provided to them.

When asked about evaluating teachers, 53 percent of the
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1976 teachers reponsed "usually," and 47 percent responded

"not usually." Forty percent of the 1990 group responded

"usually," 57 percent responded "not usually," and three

percent responded "not applicable."

In regard to conducting or directing research, 29

percent of the 1976 teachers indicated "usually," and 71

percent indicated "not usually" as their response.

Seventeen percent of the 1990 group responded "usually,"

while 75 percent responded "not usually," and eight percent

responded "not applicable."

When queried about acting as a change agent, 34 percent

of the 1976 teachers chose "usually," 65 percent chose "not

usually," and one percent chose "not applicable" as their

response to this item. Twenty-six percent of the 1990

teachers chose "usually," while 64 percent chose "not

usually," and 10 percent chose "not applicable" as their

response to the item.

In regard to assisting in classroom organization and

arrangement, 41 percent of the 1976 group responded

"usually," and 59 percent responded "not usually." Twenty-

six percent of the 1990 group responded "usually," 72

percent responded "not usually," and two percent responded

"not applicable" to this item.
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Principals' Perceptions

Principals' Perceptions of the Frecmencv and Length of

Classroom Observations and Conferences. Table 26 presents a

comparison of opinions of principals who were studied in

1976 and those who were studied in 1990. This table

presents the responses of the two principal groups regarding

the number and length of classroom obseirvations conducted by

them during the school year in which they were surveyed.

As the data show, principals from both study groups

shared some commonalities in perceptions. While the

perceptions of the actual niombers were statistically

different, most principals agreed that they had frequent

contact with each teacher, brought information to teachers,

conferred with teachers without having an observation,

conducted observations with accompanying conferences, and

provided for the instructional needs of teachers.

Chi-square analyses indicated that significant

differences existed between the perceptions of the two

principal groups on fourteen of the fifteen items as they

relate to the frequency with which classroom observations

were conducted by them. The one item on which the

principals agreed statistically was number 11 on the

questionnaire dealing with spending extra time working with

new teachers. On this item, 19 percent of the 1976

principals indicated having done the activity zero times.
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while 69 percent indicated 1-10, and 12 percent indicated

eleven or more as the number of times the activity was

performed by them. Sixteen percent of the 1990 principals

indicated having done the activity zero times during the

year, while 72 percent indicated 1-10, and 12 percent

indicated eleven or more as the number of times they had

performed the activity.

A comparison of the number of times principals

conducted classroom observations revealed that 16 percent of

the 1976 principals conducted no observations, while 44

percent conducted 1-10 and 40 percent conducted eleven or

more. In contrast, only one percent of the 1990 principals

reported conducting no classroom obseirvations, while 28

percent reported conducting 1-10 observations and 71 percent

reported conducting eleven or more.

When asked about conducting pre-observation

conferences, 31 percent of the 1976 principals responded

that they did none; 45 percent responded that they did 1-10,

and 24 percent responded that they did eleven or more. This

is again contrasted by the 1990 principals who indicated

that only one percent of them did no pre-observation

conferences; 50 percent of them did 1-10 and 49 percent of

them did eleven or more pre-observation conferences.

Queries about post-observation conferences revealed

statistically significant differences between the 1976 and

the 1990 principals. The 1976 group reported that 17
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percent of them conducted no such conferences, while 48

percent reported conducting 1-10 and 35 percent reported

conducting eleven or more. Exhibiting a marked increase,

only two percent of the 1990 principals reported conducting

no post-observation conferences, while 50 percent of them

reported conducting 1-10 such conferences, and 48 percent

reported conducting eleven or more.

Principals' Feelings about the Practice of Observations

and Conferences. Table 27 compares the perceptions of

principals in 1976 with the perceptions of principals in

1990 regarding their feelings about the practices of

observations and conferences.

Based on the results of Chi-square analyses,

significant differences were found to exist between the

perceptions of the two groups of principals on nineteen of

the twenty questions that made up part C of the survey

questionnaire. The only question on which the principals

agreed was questionnaire, part C, number 19 that asked "Did

you involve teachers in system-wide planning for curriculum

and instruction?" Eighty-three percent of the 1976

principals responded "usually," 15 percent responded "not

usually," and two percent responded "not applicable."

Seventy-four percent of the 1990 principals indicated

"usually," 18 percent indicated "not usually," and eight

percent indicated "not applicable" as their answer for this
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question.

For thirteen of the nineteen questions found to contain

significant differences between the two principal groups,

the 1990 principals responded "usually" with percentages

significantly greater than their 1976 colleagues, as follows

(presented by questionnaire item number):

1. Were the classroom observations scheduled in
advance?

3. Were the observations preceded by a conference?
4. Afterwards, did you submit a written report?
5. Were observations followed by a conference?
6. Did you think the observations were helpful to the

teachers?

7. Did the teachers appear confident while being
observed?

8. Were observations long enough to include an entire
lesson?

10. Were observations for evaluation purposes?
11. Did you feel welcome in the classrooms?
13. Were conferences scheduled in advance?
14. Did the conference include observation of

instruction?
15. Did the conferences involve only one teacher?
18. Did you feel competent to deal with teachers

instructional problems?

On six of the twenty questions, the 1990 principals

responded "not usually" significantly more often than did

the 1976 principals. These items are as follows (by

questionnaire item number):

2. Did the teacher request the observation?
9. Were observations disruptive to the class?
12. Did the teacher request the conference?
16. Were conferences held in the presence of students?
17. Were faculty meetings used for solving

instructional problems?
20. Were you the only source of instructional

supervisory support utilized by the teachers?
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Principals^ Perceptions of Supervisory Support Services

Table 28 presents a comparison of the perceptions of

principals about the way supeirvisory support services were

provided by them and is based on the responses of princpals

who responded to the survey questionnaire in 1976 and

principals who responded to the same questionnaire in 1990.

Of the twenty-one supervisory support activites listed

in part D of the questionnaire, Chi-square analyses revealed

significant differences in the perceptions of the two groups

of principals on only three items.

When asked about facilitating good human relations

within the school and community, 95 percent of the 1976

principals responded "usually" and five percent responded

"not usually." Eighty-five percent of the principals in the

1990 group responded "usually" and 15 percent responded "not

usually" to this item.

"Suggesting new ideas and approaches for instruction"

drew responses "usually" from 87 percent of the 1976

principals and "not usually" from 13 percent of the same

group. Seventy-two percent of the 1990 principals responded

"usually," 27 percent responded "not usually," and one

percent responded "not applicable" in answer to this item.

In response to the item "assisting in classroom

organization and arrangement," 73 percent of the 1976

principals answered "usually," and 27 percent answered "not
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usually." Fifty-six percent of the 1990 principals

responded "usually," and 44 percent responded "not usually"

when asked about this item.

On each of the remaining eighteen items, the principals

suirveyed in 1990 were in agreement with the principals

surveyed in 1976 on the way they provided supervisory

support services.

Supervisors' Perceptions

Supervisors' Perceptions of the Freouencv and Length of

Classroom Observations and Conferences. Table 29 presents

data showing a comparison of the responses of supervisors

surveyed in 1976 and those supervisors surveyed in 1990

regarding the number of classroom observations and

conferences conducted and the length of those observations

and conferences.

Chi-square analyses found significant differences

between the perceptions of the two groups of supervisors on

fourteen of the seventeen statements that answered the

question "During this school year, how many times and for

how long did you do the following?"

The three items on which the supervisors from both

groups agreed as to the number that occurred are as follows

(presented by questionnaire item number):

4. Confer with a single teacher about instruction
without having a classroom observation.

13. Plan teacher in-service programs.
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16. Confer with principals about their
instructional program.

When asked how often they conducted classroom

observations, 19 percent of the 1976 supervisors indicated

they had conducted no observations, while 59 percent

indicated 1-10, and 22 percent indicated eleven or more as

the number of observations conducted. Ten percent of the

1990 supervisors indicated they had conducted no

observations, while 49 percent indicated 1-10, and 41percent

indicated eleven or more as the number of classroom

observations they had conducted.

In regard to the niunber of pre-observation conferences

held, 11 percent of the 1976 supervisors indicated that they

held no such conferences, while 70 percent indicated they

had 1-10, and 19 percent indicated they had eleven or more

conferences of this type. Eighteen percent of the 1990

supervisors reported having no pre-observation conferences,

while 44 percent reported having 1-10 and 38 percent

reported having had eleven or more.

When asked about post-observation conferences, 30

percent of the 1976 supervisors held none, 57 percent held

1-10, and 22 percent held eleven or more post-observation

conferences. Ten percent of the 1990 supervisors reported

having had no post-obseirvation conferences, while 49 percent

reported having had 1-10 and 41 percent reported having had

eleven or more.

"Having a personal contact with each teacher" drew
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responses of "none" (one percent), "1-10" (51 percent), and

eleven or more (48 percent) from the 1976 supervisors. Two

percent of the 1990 supeirvisors responded "none," 69 percent

responded "1-10," and 29 percent responded "eleven or more"

to answer the same c[uestion.

An excunination of the length of observations,

conferences, and other contacts with teachers revealed

significant differences between the 1976 supervisors and the

1990 supervisors on eleven of the seventeen items.

When asked about the duration of having a personal

contact with each teacher, eight percent of the 1976

supervisors indicated the duration was 1-30 minutes while 92

percent indicated the duration was 30 minutes or more. On

the same question, 65 percent of the 1990 supervisors

indicated the duration of the contact was 1-30 minutes,

while 35 percent reported the duration to be 30 minutes or

more.

Pre-observations conferences were perceived to be 1-30

minutes in length by 32 percent of the 1976 supervisors,

while 68 percent of their colleagues perceived them to be 30

minutes or more. Eighty-four percent of the 1990

supervisors indicated 1-30, and 16 percent indicated 30 or

more as the number of minutes the pre-observation conference

lasted.

The two groups of supervisors were in agreement on the

number of minutes the post-observation conference lasted.
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Sixty-seven percent of the 1976 supervisors chose 1-30

minutes, and 33 percent chose 30 minutes or more as the

duration of the conference. Seventy-two percent of the 1990

supervisors chose 1-30 minutes, and 28 percent chose 30

minutes or more as the length of the post-observation

conference.

A significant difference existed in the two groups in

regard to the length of the classroom observation. Fifty-

six percent of the 1976 supervisors reported 1-30 minutes

and 44 percent reported 30 minutes or more as the length of

the observation. In contrast, 39 percent of the 1990

supervisors chose 1-30 minutes and 61 percent chose 30

minutes or more as the time most indicative of the classroom

observations they conducted.

Supervisors' Feelings about the Practice of

Observations and Conferences. Table 30 compares the

perceptions of supervisors surveyed in 1976 and those

surveyed in 1990 regarding their feelings about the practice

of observations and conferences. The data are derived from

the questions contained in section C of the questionnaire.

Chi-square analyses revealed significant differences in

the perceptions of the two supervisor groups on thirteen of

the twenty questions that asked about observations and

conferences. The 1990 group of supervisors responded

"usually" significantly more frequently than their 1976
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counterparts on the following items (presented by

questionnaire item niimber):

1. Were the classroom observations scheduled in
advance?

3. Were the observations preceded by a conference?
4. Afterwards, did you submit a written report?
5. Were observations followed by a conference?
10. Were observations for evaluation purposes?
13. Were conferences scheduled in advance?
18. Did you feel competent to deal with teachers'

instructional problems?

The 1990 supervisors responded "not usually"

significantly more frequently than did the 1976

supervisorson the following items (presented by

questionnaire item number):

2. Did the teacher request the observation?
9. Were observations disruptive to the class?
12. Did the teacher request the conference?
20. Were you the only source of instructional

supervisory support utilized by the teachers?

When asked if they involved teachers in system-wide

planning for curriculum and instruction, 94 percent of the

1976 supervisors responded "usually," and five percent

responded "not usually." On the same item, 80 percent of

the 1990 supervisors responded "usually," 13 percent

responded "not usually," and seven percent responded "not

applicable."

Supervisors' Perceptions of Supervisorv Support Services

In Table 31, data are presented that compare the

perceptions of supervisors surveyed in 1976 and those

surveyed in 1990 regarding supervisory support services they

provided during the school year in which they were studied.
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Statistical analysis through the use of the Chi-sguare

statistic revealed significant differences in the

perceptions of the two supervisor groups on five of the 21

items designated as supervisory support services.

When asked about evaluating teachers, 53 percent of the

1976 supervisors responded "usually," and 47 percent

responded "not usually." Sixty-four percent of the 1990

supervisors responded "usually," 29 percent responded

"notusually," and seven percent responded "not applicable."

"Helping select appropriate instructional activities"

prompted 86 percent of the 1976 supervisors to respond

"usually," and 14 percent "not usually." In response to the

Scime item, 73 percent of the 1990 supervisors indicated

"usually," and 27 percent indicated "not usually" as the

appropriate response.

Queried about aiding in the development of curriculum,

88 percent of the 1976 supervisors marked "usually," and 12

percent marked "not usually" on the survey form. Seventy

four percent of the 1990 supervisors indicated "usually," 25

percent indicated "not usually," and one percent indicated

"not applicable" as their choices to answer this question.

Item 20, "suggesting new ideas and approaches for

instruction," drew responses of "usually" from 93 percent of

the 1976 group and 85 percent from the 1990 group. The same

item drew responses of "not usually" from seven percent of

the 1976 supervisors, and 15 percent from the 1990
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supervisors.

When asked about assisting in classroom organization

and arrangement, 73 percent of the 1976 supervisors

responded "usually," and 27 percent responded "not usually."

Forty-nine percent of the 1990 supervisors responded

"usually," 49 percent responded "not usually," and two

percent responded "not applicable."

Research Question Three; How do the Teachers'. Principals',

and Supervisors Perceptions Compare for Current Practice and

What Practice Should Be?

Introduction

Information for the tables in this section was

collected from part D of the survey questionnaires which was

the only section that was identical on each of the three

surveys in the way the questions were structured. This

section of the questionnaire focused on supervisory support

services that were delivered by principals and supervisors,

and received by teachers. Teachers, principals, and

supervisors were asked to respond to twenty-one items that

described supervisory support services with "usually," "not

usually," or "not applicable." Data from the three separate

quesionnaires were cross-tabulated and analyzed using the
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Chi-square statistic to obtain the data that make up this

section.

%

A comparison of teachers' and principals' perceptions

Table 32 presents a comparison of the perceptions of

teachers and principals in regard to the way supervisory

support services were provided during the school year 1989 -

1990. Chi-square analysis revealed statistically

significant differences in the perceptions

of teachers and principals on all twenty-one of the items

about which they were asked. Overall, principals rated

themselves on all of the items listed as having provided

services "usually" significantly more often than the

teachers perceived they "usually" received the services.

Eight of the items, on which the two groups differed

significantly, directly affect the teacher-principal

relationship as it relates to the instructional program and

are listed below (presented by questionnaire item number):

3. Assisting in developing effective disciplinary
techniques

7. Consulting with teachers on instructional problems
10. Helping describe and analyze instructional

processes

11. Helping define instructional objectives
12. Helping select appropriate instructional

activities

15. Aiding in development of curricula
19. Providing psychological support
20. Suggesting new ideas and approaches for

instruction

On each of these items, the majority of principals (71
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percent or greater) perceived that they "usually" provided

the service described, while the minority of teachers (44

percent or less) perceived that the same items were

"usually" provided.

Table 33 compares teachers' and principals' perceptions

of the way supervisory support should ideally be provided.

Statistical analyses revealed that teachers' and principals'

perceptions differed significantly on nine of the twenty-one

items that desribe the supervisory support

services. A majority (56 percent or greater) of the

teachers indicated that the listed service should "usually"

be provided signficantly more often than the principals on

the following seven items (presented by cpiestionnaire item

number):

1. Providing instructional materials
2. Involving teachers in system-wide instructional

programs
4. Planning in-service activities
8. Dispensing information
9. Serving as a two way communications link with the

central office

13. Helping choose methods for evaluating student
progress

14. Informing teachers of professional growth
activities

When asked about providing teaching demonstrations, 31

percent of the principals responded "usually," and 69

percent responded "not usually." In response to the same

item, 46 percent of the teachers responded "usually," and 54

percent responded "not usually."

In response to the item that asked about acting as a
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change agent, 50 percent of the principals indicated

"usually," 49 percent indicated "not usually," and one

percent indicated "not applicable" as the appropriate
%

response. Forty-nine percent of the teachers indicated

"usually," 43 percent indicated "not usually," and eight

percent indicated "not applicable" as their response to the

item.

A comparison of supervisors' and teachers' perceptions

Table 34 contains data comparing the perceptions of

supervisors and teachers about the way supervisory support

services were provided during the school year 1989 - 1990.

Perceptions of teachers were found to differ from the

perceptions of supervisors on all twenty-one items that

described the way supervisory support services were provided

by the supervisors and received by the teachers. In all

cases, the supervisors perceived themselves as having

"usually" provided the service significantly more frequently

than the teachers perceived they "usually" received the

service.

Several items are of particular interest in regard to

the supervisor-teacher relationship as it influences the

instructional program. On each of the following items,

majorities (73 percent or greater) of the supervisors

perceived the service as being "usually" provided by them,

while teachers chose "usually" at significantly lower
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percentages:

1. Providing instructional materials
2. Involving teachers in system-wide instructional

programs
7. Consulting with teachers on instructional problems
10. Helping describe and analyze instructional

processes

11. Helping define instructional objectives
12. Helping select appropriate instructional

activities
14. Informing teachers of professional growth

activities

15. Aiding in development of curricula
18. Acting as a change agent
19. Providing psychological support
20. Suggesting new ideas and approaches for

instruction

Table 35 presents the data that resulted from the

comparison of the perceptions of supervisors and teachers in

regard to the way supervisory support services should

ideally be provided.

On the following items, teachers indicated that the

service should ideally be "usually" provided significantly

more often than did the supejrvisors:

1. Providing instructional materials
2. Involving teachers in system-wide instructional

programs
3. Assisting in developing effective disciplinary

techniques
8. Dispensing information
13. Helping choose methods for evaluating student

progress
14. Informing teachers of professional growth

activities

19. Providing psychological support.

When asked about providing teaching demonstrations, 22

percent of the supervisors responded "usually," 75 percent

responded "not usually," and three percent responded "not

applicable." Concurrently, 46 percent of the teachers
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responded "usually," and 54 percent responded "not usually"

to this item.

In regard to acting as a change agent, 52 percen|: of

the supervisors indicated "usually," 47 percent indicated

"not usually," and one percent indicated "not applicable" as

their response. Forty-nine percent of the teachers

indicated "usually," 43 percent indicated "not usually,"

andeight percent indicated "not applicable" as their choice

of response for this item.

In response to the item, "assisting in classroom

organization and arrangement", 30 percent of the supervisors

marked "usually," while 70 percent marked "not usually."

For this item, 44 percent of the teachers marked "usually,"

and 56 percent marked "not usually" on the questionnaire.

A comparison of supervisors' and principals' perceptions

In Table 36, data are presented that compare the

perceptions of supervisors and principals about the way

supervisory support services were provided during the school

year 1989 - 1990.

As a result of Chi-square analyses, supervisors and

principals were found to differ in their perceptions on six

of the twenty-one items listed in section D of the

questionnaire. On the four items listed below (listed by

questionnaire item number), supervisors perceived themselves

to be "usually" providing the service significantly more



T
a
b
l
e
 3
6
.
 

A
 
C
o
m
p
a
r
i
s
o
n
 o
f
 R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
b
y
 P
r
i
n
c
i
p
a
l
s
 
a
n
d
 
S
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s
,
 D
e
s
c
r
i
b
i
n
g
 
T
h
e
i
r
 
F
e
e
l
i
n
g
s
 A
b
o
u
t
 t
h
e
 
W
a
y

S
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
y
 
S
u
p
p
o
r
t
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
W
e
r
e
 P
r
o
v
i
d
e
d
 
D
u
r
i
n
g
 t
h
e
 S
c
h
o
o
l
 Y
e
a
r
 
1
9
8
9
-
1
9
9
0
.

P
r
i
n
c
i
p
a
l
s

S
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s

N
o
t
 

N
o
t

U
s
u
a
l
l
y
 

U
s
u
a
l
l
y
 
A
p
p
l
i
c
a
b
l
e

I
t
e
m

U
 N
/
U
 
N
/
A
 
d
f

(
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
)

(
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
)

8
6

1
3

1
1
.

6
8

2
8

4
2
.

8
5

1
5

-
3
.

7
3

2
7

4
.

8
1

1
8

1
5
.

4
0

5
8

2
6
.

8
6

1
3

1
7
.

9
0

1
0

8
.

8
6

1
3

1
9
.

7
1

2
9

-
1
0
.

7
3

2
7

1
1
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

I
n
v
o
l
v
i
n
g
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
i
n
 
s
y
s
t
e
m
-
w
i
d
e

i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

A
s
s
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
i
n
g
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

d
i
s
c
i
p
l
i
n
a
r
y
 
t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s

P
l
a
n
n
i
n
g
 
i
n
-
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
n
g
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
d
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
s

C
o
n
s
u
l
t
i
n
g
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
o
n

i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
p
r
o
b
l
e
m
s

D
i
s
p
e
n
s
i
n
g
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

S
e
r
v
i
n
g
 
a
s
 t
w
o
 
w
a
y
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s

l
i
n
k
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
c
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
o
f
f
i
c
e

H
e
l
p
i
n
g
 
d
e
s
c
r
i
b
e
 
a
n
d
 
a
n
a
l
y
z
e

i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
e
s

H
e
l
p
i
n
g
 
d
e
f
i
n
e
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

8
7

1
1

2
2

1
.
8
3
0

8
1

1
8

1
2

8
.
6
1
4
*

5
4

4
4

2
2

4
8
.
3
5
6
*

8
7

1
2

1
2

1
2
.
2
8
7
*

6
4

2
9

7
2

1
7
.
5
2
6
*

4
2

5
4

4
2

3
.
8
9
9

8
7

1
3

-
2

0
.
0
3
2

9
6

4
1

4
.
7
1
9
*

9
4

6
-

2
5
.
6
9
9

7
6

2
3

1
2

2
.
2
3
9

8
0

1
9

1
2

2
.
9
5
1

t
o
r
o



T
a
b
l
e
 
3
6
.
 (
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

P
r
i
n
c
i
p
a
l
s

S
u
p
e
r
v
i
s
o
r
s

N
o
t
 

N
o
t

U
s
u
a
l
l
y
 

U
s
u
a
l
l
y
 
A
p
p
l
i
c
a
b
l
e

I
t
e
m

U
 N
/
U
 
N
/
A
 
d
f

x
2

(
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
)

(
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
)

6
4

3
6

—
1
2
.

H
e
l
p
i
n
g
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e

i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

7
3

2
7

—
2

3
.
3
7
8

5
9

4
0

1
1
3
.

H
e
l
p
i
n
g
 
c
h
o
o
s
e
 
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
 f
o
r

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
n
g
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
p
r
o
g
r
e
s
s

6
0

3
9

1
2

0
.
0
6
9

8
7

1
3

~
1
4
.

I
n
f
o
i
r
m
i
n
g
 
t
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
 
o
f
 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

g
r
o
w
t
h
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

9
0

1
0

2
1
.
5
3
2

7
3

2
6

1
1
5
.

A
i
d
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
f
m
i
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
a

7
4

2
4

2
2

1
.
6
1
7

3
8

5
7

5
1
6
.

C
o
n
d
u
c
t
i
n
g
 
o
r
 
d
i
r
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

4
0

5
7

3
2

0
.
6
6
1

8
5

1
5

—
1
7
.

F
a
c
i
l
i
t
a
t
i
n
g
 
g
o
o
d
 
h
u
m
a
n
 
r
e
a
l
t
i
o
n
s

w
i
t
h
i
n
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

8
9

1
0

1
2

3
.
3
3
2

7
2

2
8

-
1
8
.

A
c
t
i
n
g
 
a
s
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
a
g
e
n
t

7
6

2
2

2
2

2
.
0
6
1

7
9

1
9

2
1
9
.

P
r
o
v
i
d
i
n
g
 
p
s
y
c
h
o
l
o
g
i
c
a
l
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t

7
5

2
2

3
2

1
.
5
5
7

7
2

2
7

1
2
0
.

S
u
g
g
e
s
t
i
n
g
 
n
e
w
 
i
d
e
a
s
 
a
n
d
 
a
p
p
r
o
a
c
h
e
s

f
o
r
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n

8
5

1
5

"
■

2
8
.8

0
9
*

5
6

4
4

—
2

1
.

A
s
s
is

ti
n

g
 
in

 
cl

a
ss

ro
o
m

 o
rg

a
n

iz
a

ti
o

n
an

d 
a

rr
a

n
g

e
m

e
n

t
4

9
4

9
1

2
4
.0

3
3

U
=

U
su

al
Iy

, 
N

/U
=N

ot
 U

su
a
lly

, 
N

/A
=N

ot
 A

pp
lic

ed
sl

e
* 

V
a
lu

e
 
s
ig

n
if
ic

a
n

t 
a
t 

th
e
 

.0
5

 
le

v
e
l to L
O O



231

than did the principals.

2. Involving teachers in system-wide instructional
programs

4. Planning in-service activities
8. Dispensing information
20. Suggesting new ideas and approaches for

instruction.

On the following items, principals perceived themselves

to have "usually" provided the listed service

significantlymore often than did supervisors (listed by

questionnaire item number):

3. Assisting in developing effective disciplinary
techniques

5. Evaluating teachers.

Table 37 contains data comparing the perceptions of

supervisors and principals about the way supervisory support

services should ideally be provided. Statistical analyses

revealed five items, of the twenty-one items in section D of

the questionnaire, on which the supervisors and principals

differed significantly in their perceptions.

On three of the items, majorities (55 percent or

greater) of the principals perceived that they should

provide the listed service "usually" significantly more than

did the supervisors. These items are (presented by

questionnaire item number):

3. Assisting in developing effective disciplinary
techniques

5. Evaluating teachers
19. Providing psychological support

In response to the item regarding planning in-service

activities, 67 percent of the supervisors responded
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"usually," 32 percent responded "not usually," and one

percent responded "not applicable." Fifty percent of the

principals responded "usually," 49 percent responded "not

usually," and one percent responded "not applicable."

When queried about providing teaching demonstrations,

both supervisors and principals responded in the majority

that they should "not usually" provide that service.

Thirty-one percent of the principals responded "usually,"

and 69 percent responded "not usually" to the item. At the

same time, 22 percent of the supervisors responded

"usually," 75 percent responded "not usually," and three

percent responded "not applicable" in regard to providing

teaching demonstrations.

Summarv

This chapter has presented the data that resulted from

teachers', principals', and supervisors' responses to the

survey questionnaires. Chapter five presents a discussion

of the findings of the data with the conclusions and

recommendations that are a result of the findings.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

This chapter is organized into four sections. A

summary of the study in presented in the first section. A

sxunmary of the findings is presented in the second section.

Conclusions and discussion are presented in the third

section and recommendations are presented in the final

section of the chapter.

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY

Despite a tacit understanding in secondary education

that supervision is a necessary activity, the literature

provides evidence that teachers view supervision with

attitudes ranging from apathy to disdain and fear. Previous

research had examined the perceptions of teachers,

principals, and supervisors about the roles and practice of

supervision. What was lacking was a recent examination of

the perceptions of these groups about present practice and

further there was little research regarding the perceptions
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of these groups about the ideal or desired practice of

supervision.

The purpose of this study was to investigate the

perceptions of teachers, principals, and supervisors in the

public schools of Tennessee cd^out the present practice and

ideal practice of supervision. Additionally, this study

sought to examine the differences in perceptions between the

current study groups and similar groups study by Beach

(1976) in an effort to determine if perceptions had changed

significantly in the past fifteen years. The following

research questions guided the study:

1. What are the perceptions of teachers, principals,

and supervisors of current supervisory practice?

2. How do these perceptions of current practice

compare with those of similar groups studied in 1976?

3. How do teachers', principals', and supervisors'

perceptions compare for current practice and what practice

should be?

Data were collected by means of three separate survey

questionnaires that were mailed to a computer-generated

random sample of teachers, principals, and supervisors. The

study samples consisted of 277 teachers, 215 principals, and

171 supervisors in the public schools of Tennessee who

completed and returned the survey instruments. Of the 901

surveys mailed, 663 were returned and usable which provided

an overall return rate of 74 percent.
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Data were coded, converted to percentages and subjected

to analysis, primarily through the use of the Chi-square

subprogram of the SAS, version 6.04, computer program.

SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS

Research Question 1—How teachers, principals, and

supervisors perceived the current practice of supervision.

Teachers perceived that the three persons most likely

to provide instructional support and provide supervisory

support services were the principal, assistant principal,

and the general instructional supervisor. In general,

teachers did not believe they were receiving adec[uate

support from any source. Specifically, teachers reported

that sixteen of the twenty-one items listed as supervisory

support services were not provided when needed. Teachers

did perceive that observations were primarily for evaluation

purposes

When compared by years of experience, differences

between teachers could be distinguished in that the less

experienced teachers (0-6 years of experience) generally

reported greater feelings of support from supervisory

personnel and they felt that the services they received were

more beneficial than did the more experienced teacher group

(seven or more years of experience).
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A majority of principals (56 percent or more) felt that

they provided adequate supeinrisory support in the form of

observations, conferences, and other supervisoiry support

services. Specifically, principals reported that they

provided all twenty-one of the supervisory support services

that made up section D of the questionnaire.

When compared by years of administrative experience,

few differences were found between the perceptions of less

experienced (0-6 years of experience) and more experienced

(seven or more years of experience) principals about the

supervisory support they provided to teachers. In the few

instances where statistically significant differences did

exist, the percentages of responses were majorities (60

percent or more) in a positive direction and indicated that

all the principals, regardless of experience, felt that the

service was being provided by them. All principals

perceived that observations were primarily for evaluation

purposes.

Most supervisors believed that they provided

instructional support and supervisory support services when

needed. Specifically, they reported that they provided

adequate support in the form of observations and conferences

and that they provided all twenty-one of the supervisory

support services when needed.

Supervisors could be differentiated by experience on

only three items that related to observations, conferences.
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or supervisory support services. However, as with the

principals, statistical differences were found in instances

where supervisors in the majority (81 percent or more) felt

the service was provided as needed. A majority of all

supervisors (71 percent or more) perceived that observations

were for evaluation purposes.

Research Question 2—How do perceptions of teachers,

principals, and supervisors compare with those of like

groups studied in 1976?

Teachers in both the 1976 and 1990 study groups felt

that the three persons most likely to provide supervisory

support were the principal, assistant principal, and

supervisor. Definite differences were noted in the

perceptions of teachers in that the 1990 teachers reported

significantly more observations and conferences taking place

and that there was a increased incidence of participation in

these activities by the assistant principal and the general

instructional supervisor. Also, the 1990 teachers indicated

that the length of observations and conferences were

significantly longer than those reported in 1976.

For the most part, teachers in both studies agreed that

the supervisory support services listed were not provided

when needed. Three of the four items on which there was a

significant difference in responses were perceived by
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majorities (59 percent or more) of both groups of teachers

to have been not usually provided when needed. Teachers in

1976 perceived that the service of evaluating teachers was

provided when needed while the 1990 teachers felt it was

not.

Teachers in 1976 felt that observations were not

usually for evaluation purposes, but the 1990 teachers (62

percent) felt that they were.

Principals in the two study groups differed

significantly on fourteen of the fifteen items regarding

observations and conferences. In every case, the 1990

principals perceived that they conducted more observations

and conferences and that the activities were more beneficial

to teachers than did the 1976 principals. However, the 1976

principals reported that the observations and conferences

they conducted were significantly longer in minutes than

those of the 1990 principals. The only item on which the

1990 principals reported longer times was the length of

classroom observations.

Principals in both groups agreed that they usually

provided supervisory support services when needed. On the

three items where statistical significance was found,

majorities (56 percent or more) of both groups responded in

a positive direction that the service was usually provided.

The two groups of supervisors differed on fourteen of

the seventeen items describing participation in observations
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and conferences. The 1990 supervisors perceived themselves

to be more often involved, and for longer periods of time,

in the support of instructional programs than did the 1976

supervisors. Generally, the supervisors all agreed that

observations were helpful to teachers. While the 1976

supervisors did not perceive that observations were

primarily for evaluation purposes, the 1990 supervisors did

feel they were.

Both groups of supervisors felt that they provided all

twenty-one of the supervisory support services listed. The

only statistically significant differences noted were on

four of the items for which majorities (64 percent or more)

of both groups felt they provided the service. Thus it

appeared that the supervisors actually agreed that the

services were provided by them.

Research Question 3—How do teachers'. principals'. and

supervisors' perceptions compare for current practice and

what practice should be?

Teachers and principals agreed that principals were

involved in observation of instruction and in conferencing

with teachers. They also agreed that observations were

primarily for evaluation purposes. They disagreed in their

perceptions of the provision of supervisory support

services. Teachers felt they did not receive adec[uate

support and principals felt they did, in fact, provide
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adequate support. Teachers believed they were not receiving

sixteen of the twenty-one supervisory support services,

while principals believed they were providing all of the

services when needed.

Teachers and supervisors agreed that supervisors were

involved in observation of instruction and in conferences

with teachers. They also agreed that observations were

primarily for evaluation purposes.

Supervisors and teachers disagreed that teachers were

receiving adequate support for their instructional program.

Specifically, they disagreed on all twenty-one items that

made up the list of supeirvisory support services. In each

case, supervisors perceived that they provided the service

significantly more than the teachers perceived they received

it.

Supervisors and principals generally agreed that they

provided supervisory support to teachers. The two groups

disagreed on only six of the twenty-one services.

Supervisors perceived that they provided services that

involved a system-wide application, such as involving

teachers in system-wide instructional programs,

significantly more than did principals. Principals

perceived that they evaluated teachers and assisted in

developing disciplinary techniques significantly more than

did supervisors.

In regard to the ideal practice of supervision.
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teachers and principals agreed that twelve of the twenty-one

supervisory support sezrvices should usually be provided.

Generally, they agreed that principals should be involved in

observations, conferences, evaluations, and the provision of

support services. They disagreed on nine of the twenty-one

supervisory support services with teachers reporting that

the item should usually ideally be provided for seven of the

services, while principals felt they should usually not be

provided. Principals felt they should usually act as a

change agent more than did the teachers.

Supervisors and teachers agreed that, ideally,

supervisors should be involved in observations, conferences

and evaluation of teachers. However, teachers more

frequently felt that observations should be helpful.

Additionally, teachers perceived that supervisors should

ideally involve teachers in system-wide activities and

provide other support services, such as psychological

support, significantly more than did supervisors.

Supervisors felt they should, ideally, act as change agents

more than did teachers. Also, supervisors perceived they

should "not usually" assist in activities such as classroom

organization and arrangement or provision of instructional

materials, while teachers felt they should.

Supervisors and principals generally agreed on the way

supervisory support should be provided to teachers.

Statistical differences were noted on only five of the
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twenty-one supervisory support services. Principals

perceived that they should provide services such as

assisting in developing disciplinary techniques, evaluating

teachers, and providing psychological support more than did

supervisors. Supervisors felt they should be planning in-

service activities more than did the principals. Neither

group felt they should provide teaching demonstrations, but

supervisors felt significantly more than principals that

they should not provide this service.

In terms of a comparison of perceptions of present

practice and ideal practice, teachers indicated that the

present practice of observations and conferences should

basically remain the same in an ideal practice. They did

indicate that while classroom observations are presently

scheduled in advance, ideally, they should not usually be.

Also, in contrast to present practice, teachers felt that

observations should, ideally, not be for evaluation

purposes, but should be helpful. Teachers also felt that

unlike current practice, they should receive adecpiate

support in solving their instructional problems.

While teachers perceived that sixteen of the twenty-one

supervisory support services, that made up section D of the

questionnaire, were not presently provided, they felt that

seventeen of the twenty-one should, ideally, be provided.

Items dealing with evaluating teachers, providing teaching

demonstrations, conducting or directing research, and
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assisting in classroom organization and arrangement were

deemed by teachers to be items that should be not usually

provided.

Principals tended to agree with teachers that the

present practice of observations and conferences should

remain basically unchanged, and that, unlike present

practice, observations should not usually be scheduled in

advance, and that obsexrv^ations should not usually be for

evaluation purposes. Furthermore, they indicated that

conferences should not usually be scheduled in advance.

In contrast to the teachers' perceptions, principals

perceived that they provided all twenty-one of the

supervisory support services. They agreed with teachers

that they should not, ideally, assist in classroom

organization and arrangement or conduct or direct research,

nor should they provide teaching demonstrations. Principals

disagreed with teachers by indicating that they should not,

ideally, provide instructional materials, help describe and

analyze instructional processes, help select appropriate

instructional activities, or help choose methods for

evaluating student progress.

Comparing supervisors' perceptions of the present and

ideal practice of supervision revealed that supervisors

agreed with teachers and principals that the current

practice of observations and conferences should, ideally,

remain basically as is, but that observations, which are
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currently scheduled in advance, should not, ideally, be

scheduled in advance. Also, supervisors agreed with

teachers and principals that observations should not,
%

ideally, be for evaluation purposes. In addition,

supervisors felt that observations should not, ideally, be

preceded by a conference and that conferences should not

necessarily include observation of instruction.

In terms of the supervisory support services listed in

section D of the questionnaire, supervisors agreed with

teachers and principals that they should not, ideally,

provide teaching demonstrations, conduct or direct research,

or assist in classroom organization and arrangement.

Supervisors agreed with principals, but disagreed with

teachers, that they should not, ideally, provide

instructional materials, help describe and analyze

instructional processes, or help choose methods for

evaluating student progress. In addition, supervisors

disagreed with teachers and principals that they should

assist in developing effective disciplinary techniques or be

involved in evaluating teachers.

CONCLUSIONS

This study was conducted in an attempt to determine the

perceptions of teachers, principals, and supervisors about

the current practice and the ideal practice of supervision.
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In addition, a comparison of the perceptions of these groups

with perceptions of similar groups studied in 1976 was made

in an effort to determine if the perceptions of the groups

had changed over time. Based on the analysis of the data

and the resulting findings, the following conclusions were

reached:

1. Teachers were generally satisfied with the current

system of observations and conferences as provided by

principals and supervisors, but they did not perceive them

to be helpful.

2. Principals and supervisors were generally

satisfied with the current system of observations and

conferences and they perceived that they were beneficial to

the teachers.

3. A significant gap existed in the perceptions of

teachers and those of principals and supervisors as to the

benefit of observations and conferences to teachers.

4. Teachers, principals, and supervisors agreed that

classroom observations were primarily used for evaluation

purposes.

5. The Comprehensive Education Reform Act of 1984

(CERA) had made a significant difference in the frequency of

classroom observations and conferences by principals and

supervisors.

6. A significant difference in the length of

classroom observations existed with the 1990 principals and
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supervisor reporting longer observations than those of 1976.

7. In spite of the increased frequency, the duration

of conferences were generally shorter than they were in

1976, and teachers did not feel that their instructional

needs were being met by the observations and conferences

8. CERA appeared to have fostered greater emphasis by

principals and supervisors on the evaluation of teacher

performance rather than instructional improvement.

9. The currently used system of delivering

instructional support services appeared to have changed

little since it was examined by Beach in 1976 and was found

to have failed to meet the instructional needs of teachers.

10. Teachers in 1976 generally felt more support than

did the 1990 teachers in solving their instructional

problems.

11. A difference in the perceptions of teachers and

those of principals and supervisors existed in that teachers

perceived they did not receive supervisory support when

needed.

12. Supervisors and principals appeared to be less

aware of the needs of more experienced teachers and as a

result, teachers with fewer years of experience perceived

that they received more adequate supervisory support than

did the more experienced teachers.

13. Supervisors and principals placed a higher

priority on administrative tasks than on tasks that directly
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affected instructional improvement.

14. A definite difference in perceptions existed

between teachers and principals/supeirvisors in regard to the

way supervision should ideally be provided.

15. Teachers would, ideally, like more direct

involvement by principals and supervisors in their

instructional programs.

16. A gap in perceptions of the ideal existed in that

principals and supervisors would, ideally, prefer to

maintain status quo or even begin a retrenchment in regard

to some supervisory support services and in regard to

observations and conferences.

DISCUSSION

Based on the findings and conclusions, it appeared that

definite differences in perceptions existed between teachers

and administrators. Teachers generally indicated that

supervision, as presently practiced, was banal at best.

While they accepted the system of observations and

conferences, it seems to have been from an attitude of

resignation to the fact that the system was mandated by

state law. In other words, the system was just one more

regulation to be endured. Teacher attitudes of this nature

are not surprising in that the literature has shown teachers

to exhibit attitudes ranging from apathy to disdain in
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regard to supervision.

Principals and supervisors appeared to agree with

teachers that the state mandated system of observations and
%

conferences were required therefore necessary. But, these

administrators, either honestly or hopefully, felt that the

observation and conference process was beneficial to

teachers.

In contrast to teacher perceptions, and as typically

shown in the literature, principals and supervisors appeared

to believe that the tasks they involved themselves in were

of benefit to the instructional prograun.

Even when considering the ideal supervisory practice,

teachers and administrators differed in their perceptions.

Teachers want more involvement from principals and

supervisors in the instructional program.

They want instructional materials. Principals and

supervisors don't want to provide them or believe that

someone else should be responsible for providing them.

Teachers want help describing and analyzing

instructional processes, developing instructional

objectives, selecting instructional activities, and aid in

the development of curriculum. Principals would rather

assist in developing effective disciplinary techniques,

dispense information, act as a change agent, or facilitate

good human relations in the school and community.

Supervisors would rather plan in-service activities, involve
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teachers in system-wide instructional programs or serve as a

two-way communications link with the central office.

While the administrative tasks mentioned are a part of

the total schooling process, teachers need more involvement

by administrators (principals and supervisors) in classroom

instructional processes.

Teachers in 1990 were not very different from those

studied in 1976. Both groups did not feel they were getting

from the supervisory process the things that would benefit

their instructional program the most. Both groups believed

that principals and supervisors busied themselves with tasks

that had only peripheral influence on instructional

improvement.

While teachers in 1990 differed from their 1976

colleagues in their perceptions of the nxiit±>er and duration

of observations and conferences, they tended to agree that

such activities were not necessarily helpful. Certainly

CERA had caused an increase in the frequency of the niunber

and length of observations and conferences, but mandated

reform appears to have had little affect on the quality of

such activities as they relate to instructional improvement.

Teachers from both studies seemed to accept, with

resignation, that observations and conferences are

necessary, but teachers in 1990 tended to feel that the

process was less beneficial than did the 1976 teachers. As

a result, it seems that an increase in the frequency of
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activities, such as observations and conferences, is not

necessarily equated with an increase in the quality or value

of the activity. Real reform must involve a new way of

working with teachers in genuine efforts to improve

instruction.

Principals and supervisors studied in 1976 and 1990

shared similar perceptions of their involvement in the

instructional process. They all tended to busy themselves

with tasks not directly related to instructional improvement

and they all appeared to have believed that observations and

conferences were effective for instructional improvement.

While the 1990 principals and supervisors perceived that

they were involved in the observation and conference process

more frequently than the 1976 group, they would prefer to

scale back that involvement.

The 1990 administrators appeared to believe that the

observation and conference process should be less rigid and

that observations should not necessarily be for evaluation

of teachers. It seems as though these administrators have

resigned themselves to the fact that state-mandated

processes must be adhered to but that they would rather be

involved in observations and conferences that are not tied

to evaluation. It may also be that these administrators

choose to hide behind the mandated system in order to excuse

themselves from any sense of responsibility for

instructional improvement that may be possible from a more
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frequent use of clinical supervisory processes.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This study provided data, findings, and conclusions

that indicated discrepancies in the perceptions of teachers,

principals, and supervisors existed about the way

supervision was currently practiced and about the way

supervision should be practiced. Furthermore, this study

has shown that the perceptions of teachers, principals, and

supervisors about supervisory support activities have

changed little from the time they were examined in 1976

until this examination in 1990. The changes in perceptions

that were noted were primarily the result of state-mandated

reform and generally were technical changes in processes

rather than in the improvement of the quality of supervisory

activities.

As a result, several recommendations can be made in

regard to changes in the way supervision is promoted and

practiced.

1. If it can be agreed that instructional improvement

is the focus of supervision, principals and supervisors need

to become more aware of the instructional needs of teachers

and find methods by which they can help meet those needs.

2. If they are genuinely interested in instructional

improvement, principals and supervisors need to be
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encouraged to practice some system of clinical supervision

in which observations and conferences have instructional

improvement as their purpose rather than merely the

evaluation of performance.

3. Principals and supervisors need to make teachers

aware of the supervisory support services (such as those

listed in section D of the questionnaire) they are willing

and able to provide and should make every effort to learn

what the teachers desire in terms of supervisory seirvices.

With such knowledge, if they are concerned with

instructional improvement, the administrators and teachers

can work together to eliminate much of the gap in

perceptions regarding the provision of supervisory support

services.

4. If it can be agreed that instructional improvement

is the focus of supervision, it is the opinion of the

researcher that principals and supervisors need to examine

the priority they place on various support services and

emphasize those that are instructionally-related and de-

emphasize those that are administratively-related.

5. The TASCD (Tennessee Association for Supervision

and Curriculum Development) and other professional

organizations should assist those persons involved in

supervision across the state by encouraging local school

superintendents and school boards to re-examine the demands

made upon principals and supervisors with a view toward
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lessening the demands that detract from their instructional

supervisory responsibilities.

6. Colleges and universities that have departments

that provide training in administration and supervision

should re-examine their curricular offerings to be certain

the curriculum adequately prepares potential principals and

supervisors to be instructional leaders as well as

administrators.

7. The State Department and Board of Education in

Tennessee should explore avenues for providing additional

supervisory personnel in each local school district and

finding ways to relieve supervisors and principals of

administrative tasks that interfere with their being

involved in instructional improvement.

Further Research

This study has attempted to detezrmine the perceptions

of teachers, principals, and supervisors about the present

practice and the ideal practice of supervision and how those

perceptions have changed or remained since a similar study

was done in 1976. What has been shown is that definite

differences existed in the perceptions between the three

groups in regard to present and ideal practice, but that

perceptions among the groups had changed little over the

years, even in view of major educational reform mandated in
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1984. What this study was not able to determine was why the

gaps in perceptions existed and why they have persisted,

virtually unchanged, throughout the years. Therefore, it is

suggested that further research needs to be done that would

seek to determine why perceptions continue to vary among

teachers, principals and supervisors. Such research could

be as follows:

1. A future study should replicate the examination of

perceptions conducted in this study to provide periodic

assessment of the agreement or disagreement in perceptions

among teachers, principals, and supervisors in an effort to

provide longitudinal evidence with which local and state

leaders in government and education may be encouraged to

provide assistance to supervisory personnel and supervisory

processes so that the goal of instructional improvement can

become a reality.

2. A study that involves more in-depth examination of

teachers', principals', and supervisors' perceptions through

interviewing processes should be done that focuses on

determining why the gaps in perceptions exist and what steps

could be taken to ameliorate the differences. If gaps can

be closed, teachers and administrators should be better able

to work together for the best possible instructional

program.

3. Research should be done to determine why Tennessee

principals and supervisors choose to focus their efforts on
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administrative tasks rather than those that more directly

involve them in instructional improvement. A study such as

this may be able to determine to what extent the tasks of

the supervisor are specified by the organization and to what

extent they are chosen by the supervisors themselves.

4. Research needs to be done to determine if

principals and supervisors, in fact, know how to perform

instructional supervision. The failure of many principals

and supervisors to be involved in instructional supervision

may be a result of a lack of training in instructional

supervisory methodology and techniques.

5. Research needs to be done to determine if teachers

have been trained to be supervised. Do teachers know what

is expected of them and do they know how to respond to

suggestions from the supervisor? The gaps in perceptions

held by teachers and supervisors/principals may be the

result of a lack of understanding on the part of the teacher

as to the way instructional supervision should be conducted

and of the way it could work to ipiprove instruction.
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Check the colurvi which best descries your feelings
Conferences relative to instruction which you experi

about the^observations and
enced this school year.

9.

10.

ll

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Were the classroom observations scheduled In
advance?

Did you request the observations?

Were the observations preceded by a
conference?

Afterwards, did you receive a written report?

Were observations followed by a conference?

Did you find the observations helpful?

Did you feel confident while being observed?
ohse^vj»tipri< Inwfl wnouflh to include

an entire lesson?

Were observations disruptive to the class?

Were the observations for evaluation purposes?

Did you visit other teachers and observe their
Instructional program?

Did you request the conferences?

Were conferences scheduled in advance?

Did the conferences include observation of
instruction?

Were you the only teacher present at the
conferences?

Were conferences held in presence of students?

Were faculty meetings used for solving
instructional problems?

Were you Included in system-wide planning
for curriculum and instruction?

Did you receive adeouate support in solving
your instructional problems?

Did you confer with other teachers in your
Instructional planning?
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Check whether or not each of the following initructional supervisory
Support services was provided far ̂  this school year end whether or
not each is a service which you think should be increased. ^

Would yc
Is the service provided m inc»

when needed? the s<

w des
■ease
rvice

p«

n

u.

Usually 1-

i
s,

r
Yes No

(,| 1 1. Providing instructional materials 13

tp
2. Involving teachers in system-wide instructional

programs 77 3 1

af
3. Assisting in developing effective disciplinary

techniques nt iU

4. Planning in-service activities 7f li

<i% 'f7 5. Evaluating teachers ■70 10

1 6. Providing teaching demonstrations FI- /.(

7  Consulting.with teachers on instructional problems :-1

8. Dispensing Information ni -I
9. Serving as two way cownunications link with the

central office '?
c c 10 Helping describe and analyze instructional processes IH

11. Helping define instructional objectives Ft li
12 Helping select appropriate instructional activities ts IS

(1
13. Helping choose methods for evaluating student

progress Fl '1
JL2-

fnlt it
14. Informing teachers of professional growth activities

available 71 3 1

15 Aiding in development of curricula Fi n

16 Conducting or directing research FO 3.0

17. Facilitating good human relations within school and
connunity FS IS

18, Acting at change agent > 5 IS

19 Providing ptychological luPPort
»• 21 ^u^qcsting new ideas and approaches 'or instruction !  ?;•> U-

classroo'' '
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A. 1. Check the category which best describes your school.
.. eleeientary _ _ Junior high _ . . Mgh school

^  K-8 Biddle school K-12
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-2i—li yeue eeheel aeewedUated by SACS'
__^yes __ "0 process of Initial evalua.t1on

3. Check the category which best describes your school district.
county, predominantly rural city, less than 25.000 population

** county, urban - suburban city. 25.000-125,000 population
city. 125.000+ population

4. Prior to this school year, how many years of school administrative experience
do you have?

0-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 15+
5. How many years of teaching experience did you have before becoming an admini

strator?
0  1-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 15+

6. Do you hold a Tennessee professional certificate for the princlpalship at the
■  ■ * 2. S,grade level which you are working? ^

yes no no. but will by T
iS-i*?

Average length

J.I

/>"

2 /

I 1

e

s

o

Ti

1203- Ueekly ;

§
B. During this school year, how many times and for how long did

you do the following:

e

1

0

1
1

X

t
fO

Si
1

N

O

?
m

 161 021-1

£
M

1 >3% 1. Have a personal contact with each teacher 72

3 n 2. Bring information and/or materials to teacher h n

K "I •J

3. Confer with a single teacher about Instruction without
having a classroom observation TS IS

>t "f <f

4. Confer with a small group of teachers about Instruction
without having a classroom observation f?

?|If If ''5. Conduct a pre-observation conference 77

f7 gr "6. Conduct a post-observation conference ri

7 'if
7. Use faculty meetings for group planning for Instruction ij (3

IS u 4' •^8. Conduct classroom observations i7

7 V Sf 9. Give a teaciong demonstration 5< 50

?« 11 10. Plan oric'ii • '■esslons for newly emplo veachers 75 13

PI (a 11. Spend ext"-' ting with new teaci Sa SO

l» q if 12. Plan teacher i vice programs

r ?' f- 13. Encourage teachers to try new teaching techniques

(.i r.

14. Confer with system-wide supervisor relative to Instruc
tion In your building lii

7 ¥t k?

15. Meet with parents and coovnunlty leaders to explain and
promote school programs if 3^

C. Check the column which l^st describes
your feelings about the'observatlons
and conferences* relative to Instruction
which you conducted this year.

1. Were the classroom observations scheduled In
advance?

2. Did the teacher request the observation?
3. Were observations preceded by a conference?
4. Afterwards, did you submit a written report?
5. Were observations followed by a conference?
6. Did you think the observations were helpful

to the teachers?

7. Did the teachers appear confident while
being observed?

6. Were observations long enough to Include an
entire lesson?

1
S
3
4/1

v-5

1
Ui

§
h- a.
o a.
z <

SI 3? ¥
n If! i

is 30 s

II ¥

?3 13 ¥

:?

cr yf ¥■



9. Were observations disruptive to.classes?

10.' Were the observations for evaluation purposes?

11. Did you feel welcome In the classrooms?

12. Did the teacher request the conference?

13. Were conferences scheduled In advance?

14. Old the conference Include observation of
Instruction?

15. Did the conferences Involve only one teacher?

16. Were conferences held In the presence of
students?

17. Were faculty meetings used for solving
Instructional problems?

18. Did you Involve teachers In system-wide
planning for curriculum and Instruction?

19. Did you feel competent to deal with teachers'
Instructional problems?

2D. Were you the only source of Instructional
supervisory support utilized by the teachers?

tn

s

?

USUALL

«4i

ION

li _

77 n u

if H
63 1

67 S

PI. S

^0 IS s

/? li s

un z.

70 iS £

n /5 a

^0 53 7
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♦Formal and Informal interactions concerned with Instructional program.
"ly i " Check whether or not each of the following Instructional supervisory— ^ Support services was provided by you this school year and whether or

on • service which you think you should Increase.

Did you
service

provide the
when needed?

desire
!ase

<1ce?

i
1

Usually

5 *
•mi

$
1.
w
>
«
z

Yes No

IZ 1. Providing Instructional materials $6 'V
2. Involving teachers In system-wide instructional

programs R5 IS

fZ-
3. Assistliig ill developing effective ■li (.ipllnary

techniques li

77 zi 4. Planning in-service activities 18

M i\ 5. Evaluating teachers 71 37

33 <clo 6. Providing teaching demonstrations 7/ 37

(2- 7. Consulting with teachers on Instructional problems 8
73 '7 8. Dispensing Information 11

PI //
9. Serving as two way conmunlcatlons link with the

central office 77

76 ^7-
ID. Helping describe and analyze Instructional

processes 7

'1 11. Helping define instructional objectives 11 9

11 3? 12. Helping select appropriate Instructional activities PI n

10 3P
13. Helping choose methods for evaluating student

progress r<f tz

73 P
14. Informing teachers of professional growth activities

available ?7 13

ir 15. Aiding in development of curricula 73 P

140 GO 16. Conducting or directing research 7 ? 3 3

V' s
17. Facilitating good human relations within school and

conmunlty 7 3 7
P 30 18. Acting as change agent 10 10

PP 1?. 19. Providing psychological support 7 3

81 /3 20. Suggesting new Ideas and approaches for Instruction 17. *0

^ - n -> 21. Assisting in classroom organization and arrangement

%
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1-7 A. 1. Check the category which Includes your instructional supervisory responsibilities.
n  .. elementary secondary"" "IC-12 middle and/or junior high
'' specific subject area{s), please specTfy

2. Are the schools you served accredltated by SACS
yes no some are In process of Initial evaluation

3. Check the category which best describes your school district.
county, predominantly rural city, less than 25,000 population
county, urban - suburban city, 25,000-125,000 population

city, more than 125,000 population

Bo you hold a Tennessee professional certificate for supervision?
yes no no, but will by September 1, 1975

How many years of teaching experience did you have before becoming a supervisor?
0-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 15+

How many years of supervisory experience?
0  1-2 3-5 6rl0 11-15 15+

B. During this school year, how many times and for how long did you do the following:
^  , , Average length

 enoN
il

r
t

i
r
9

O

i

i
 

^ /o J
.

o
CM
1

«

:ii  1
 06-13

1

T
O

(
M

1

sCM

I
f

S
I

1. 
visit 
 hcae

 dengissa
 loohcs
building 3743

1
2. 
Have 
a
 

 lanosrep
 tcatnoc
 htiw
 hcae
teacher 8V.

bCtt
3. 
Bring 
Information and/or 
 slairetam
to 
a
 

teacher fIM

'
A

4. 
Confer 
 htiwa 
single 

teacher 
 tuoba

Instruction 
tuohtiw having 
a
 

 moorssalc
noitavresbo W

f

5. 
Confer 
 htiwa 
 llamsgroup 
 foteachers 
 tuoba

Instruction
 tuohtiw
having 
a
 

 moorssalc
noitavresbo S3 7V

1
1

M
l

6. 
Conduct 
a
 

 noitavresbo-erp
ecnerefnoc Ji

7. 
Conduct 
a
 

 noitavresbo-tsop
ecnerefnoc t?

f
I'.tt OS

3. 
Conduct 

 moorssalc
snoitavresbo it

0
1
U h
9. 
Give 
teaching 

demonstration «f7

0
3
u

10. 
Have 
irjvfin the 
hiring 
 foteactiersrj n

0
9

11. 
Plan  noitafj/efrn
 snoisses
for newly 

 der^alpaateachersse

It-
\
M

12. 
Spend 
 CnU-artxe
 gnikrow

 htiwnew 
'uMtters 5?it

1
0

7/ T
13. 
Plan 
toac-.er 

j/j-service 
smargorp 31

1 ?
7

14. 
Have 
input 
in 
teacher 
 noitaulavef4lf 11

?
?

16. 
Help 
 htiw noitceles
 fo lanoitcurtsnI

 lairetam
for 
school^ IJ7IVU
«2

Ca
16. 
Confer 
 htiw slapicnirp
 tuobatheir 

 lanoitcurtsnIsmargorp 7?

I
S

17. 
Meet 
 htiw stnerap
 dna ytinuimioc
leaders 
to 
explain 
dna

 etomorp
 loohcs
smargorp
n

JZHE Check the colunn/avhlcn l«st describes
your feelings about thePobservatlons
and conferences* relative to instruction
which you conducted this year.

1. Here tna c''d;sro(?m observations scheduled In
fed»a»ce?

2. Old the teacher request the observation? ,
3. Here observations preceded by a conference?
4. Afterwards, did you submit a written report?
5. Here observations followed by a conference?
6. Old you think the observations were helpful

to the teachers?

7. Did the teachers appear confident while
being observed?

8. Here observations long enough to Include an
entire lesson?

j

YLLAUSU
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9. Wer< observations disruptive Jo classes?
10. Mere the observations-for evaluation purposes?

11. Old you feel welcome In the classrooms?
12. Did the teacher request the conference?

13. Were conferences scheduled In advance?

14. Did the conference Include observation of
Instruction?

15. Did the conferences Involve only one teacher?

16. Were conferences held In the presence of
students?

17. Were faculty meetings used for solving
Instructldnal problems?

18. Did you Involve teachers In system-wide
planning for curriculum and Instruction?

19. Did you feel competent to deal with teachers'
Instructional problems?

20. Were you the only source of Instructional
supervisory support utilized by the teachers?

1; 3•  i/i
9 II

Sf i

/

57 51 f-

feo 37 3

// ¥

?5 II ¥

12. f

37 SLS f!

12. 1

5 1

k-S 52- 3
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t. •*! • *— *.

•Formal and Informal Interactions concerned with Instructional program.
—r~7— D. Check whether or not each of the following Instructional supervisoryI \ ^ "support services was provided by you this school year and whether or

not each Is a service which you think you should Increase. ,
' " ''''' n nn f ' >

Would you desire
Did you provide the to Increase
service when needed? the service?

•1

>1

s
9

Usually

^ si

II
?

Yes No

<=ll 1 1. Providing instructional materials 8 1 /?

/2.

2. Involving teachers In system-wi<k Instructional
prc'jrams 12- 8

52-

3. Assisting in developing effectwc.di«c1pl1nary
techniques n 21

5 4. Planning in-service activltlos 5? 2- , IF

5. Evaluating teachers HI 5?

•51
6. Providing teaching demonstrations 11 21

f? 7. Consulting with teachers on Instructional problems 11 1

C, 8. Dispensing information ?f 1 1

Q,

9. Serving as two way conimjnications link with the
central office 80 20

Ih

10. Helping describe and analyze Instructional
processes 13 7

IZ. 11. Helping define Instructional objectives 10 to

K'" l¥ 12. Helping select appropriate Instructional activities 12 8

(>S 35

13. Helping choose methods for evaluating student
progress fF 12.

(,

14. Informing teachers of professional growth activities
available 8 -5 IS

IZ 15. Aiding In development of curricula n

3? 16. Conducting or directing research fo 30

f(.

17. Facilitating good human relations within school and
conmunity 11

*77 18. Acting as change agent 12.

^2. IF 19. Providing psychological support 1  I.-'

13 7
20. Suggesting new ideas and approaches for Instruction 15 5

•> *7
21. Assisting In classroom organization and arrangement 0 n A ̂
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TEACHER'S INSTRUCTIOHAL SUPERVISION OPINIOKNAIRE

Check Che cacegory which Includes the major porclon of your ceachlng day

elementary Junior high middle school high school

Check Che cacegory which best describes your school system

councy, predominantly rural city, less than 25,000 population

county, urban - suburban cicy, 25,000 - 125,000 population

city, 125,000 + population

Prior to this school year, how many years of teaching experience do you have?

0 - 6 7 - 15 15+

4. Are you department or grade chairperson or team leader?

5. Check your level of educational training

Bachelors ^Masters Masters Plus Doctor Certificate with less than Bachelors

During this school year, which of the following individuals have observed your class or consulted with you
relative to your instructional program?

CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS

# of Average
observations length Place an "X" in the appropriate boxes

(Mark all that apply)

CONFERENCES j
Number of Average
Conferences Length

None i

fM

U

0

Eac hgnidarg doirep1

>.

:

:
0
C

minutes

1 None

1

0

1

iTt

1

OC19-

1 Weelky

minjtes

s

1

00

rsi

0

•

0
N

1

>0

+

D
•s

000

1

0

rM

I 61021-

£

Principal
Assistant Principal

Department or grade chairperson or team leader
Building level curriculum leader
Other support personnel such as: areas of reading,

special education, career and vocational education.
Federal title programs

General instructional supervisor/consultant from system
Subject area or grade specialist/consultant from system
ihsCfudtionai supervisor irom cooperative
Assistant supervisor from cooperative

Superintendent

C. Mark the column at left which beat deacrlbea your feeling, about the practice of obaervatlona and
conferences relative to Instruction which you experienced this school year, and the column at the right
which best describes your feelings about the Ideal practice;

r
Place and "X" in the appropriate boxes

Were the classroom observations scheduled in advance?
Did you reoueat the observation?a/a.,, you request —
Were the observations preceded by a conference?

4. Afterwards, did vou receive a written report?
Were observations followed by a conference?
Did you find the observations helpful?
Did you feel confident while being observed?

s  Were observations long enough to include an entire lesson?
■i* -- . . - .a-- j " --Were observations disruptive to the class?

Were the observations for evaluation purposes?
Did

t ooserv^uitg tWt wv«A,ww^*was
yo^ visit Other teachers and observe theirML  instructional program-

Did you request the conference?
Were conferences scheduled in advance?IL

siiL Did the conferences include observation of Instruction
Were you the only teacher present at the conferences?

U. Were conferences held in presence of students?
'  ■ . . !j *17. Were faculty meetings used for solving instructional problems?

IB. Were you included in system-wide planning for curriculum and
instruction?

. Did you receive adequate support in solving your instructional

.problems? —; 7- -
•Did you confer with other teachers in your instructional planning.
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D. Mark the appropriate deacrlptloo (at left) of the follovlng Inatructlonal aupervleory support services
that were provided to you this achooX year and (at right) what you feel should, Ideally, be provided.

Is the service

provided when needed? Ideally, how should
services be providcc!'

m
3

3

>•

•
■3
fj)
3

0
z

■
0

■0

w
V)

u
tl
>

Z

Not1Applicable 1

Place an "X" In appropriate boxes

I. Provldint Instructional materials

•
>.
n
P

<

>.

"e
3
m
s

[S»IP0"

v 1 — ■
> M
vi 9
z[z< :

'  1
2. Involvlnt teachers in svstem^vide instructional orotraas I  '
3. Assistlnt in developlni effective dlscielinarv teehnicues !  '
4. Plannlna in-servide activities '
i. Cveluatina teachers
6. Provldlnt teachint demonstrations
7. Consultlna with teachers on instructional oroblems

—

8. DlsDenslni Information I  .
9. Serving as two way communications link with the central office ]  1

10. Helping describe and analyse instructional processes
11. Helping define instructional obiectlves
12. Helping select appropriate instructional activities
13. Helping choose methods for evaluating student progress 1  '

14. Informing teachers of professional growth activities —

IS. Aiding in development of curricula
16. Conducting or directing research t-t—1
17. Facilitating good human relations within school and community 1  1
16. Acting as change agent -1—'
19. Providing psychological support -t—1
20. Suggesting new ideas and approaches for instruction H—1
21 . Assisting in classroom organisation and arrangement 1  1 1 M



PRINCIPAL'S INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION QUESTIONNAIRE

Check the category which beat deacrlbca your school.

277

_elementary
K-8

Junior high
middle school

high school
~ K-12

2. Check the category which best describes your school district
county, predooinatly rural city, less than 25,000 population
county, urban - suburban city, 25,000 - 125,000 population

city, 125,000 + population

3. Prior to this school year, how many years of school administrative experience do you have?

0-2 3- 6 7-10 11-15 15+

U. How many years of teaching experience did you have before becoming an administrator?

0  1-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 15+

5. Do you hold a Tennessee professional certificate for the principalship at the grade level
which you are working?

yes no no, but will by September 1, 1990

B. During this school year, how many times and for how long did you do each of the following:

Number

times''

of Average length
in minutes

LU

z

o

vO

Place an "X" in the appropriate boxes
u

z

o o o o

1 O

z - -

1. Have a personal contact with each teacher

2. Bring information and/or materials to a teacher

3. Confer with a single teacher about instruction without having a
classroom observation

4. Confer with a small group of teachers about instruction without
having a classroom observation

5. Conduct a pre-observation conference
6. Conduct a post-observation conference
7. Use faculty meetings for group planning for instruction

8. Conduct classroom observations

9. Give a teaching demonstration 1
10. Plan orientation sessions for newly employed teachers

1
1

11. Spend extra time working with new teachers
1
1

12. Plan teacher in-service programs

13. Encourage teachers to try new teaching techniques
14. Confer with system-wide supervisor relative to instruction

in your building.

15.
Meet with parents and community leaders to explain and promote
school programs

C. Check the column at left which best describes your feelings about the practice of observations and
conferences (formal and Informal Interactions concerned with instructional programs) relative to
instruction which you conducted this year; and the column at right that best describes your feelings
about the Ideal practice.

IDEALLY
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1 toN
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approprite 

boxes syawlA
i  yllausU
1

f
l o

«
iJ•

01

JS

u

 wa 00. S
K

1
.
 

Were 
the 
claaaroom 
ohaervar<r>na 

 ir»1,iH«hra
In 
?arnavda 2

.
 

Did 
the 
teacher 
 taeuacrthe 

?noitavraaho

3
.
 

Were 
obaervatlona 

 dedecarn
hv 
a
 

?acnarefnoc

5
.
 

Were 
obaervatlona 

followad 
hv 
a
 

?aenerafnoc 6
.
 

 diDvou 
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0. Check (at left) how each of the following instructional supervisory support services was provided
by you this school year and (at right) how you feel, ideally, they should be provided.

Did you provide the —
service when needed?

Ideally, how should

>

m
s
le

3

1 Not Usiia lIv 11

8
0
V

«

w

«
>
V
z

1Applicable  11

Place and "X" In the appropriate boxes

1. Providing Instructional Bstsrlils

Alway s ||

>

a
0
«e
3

B
[0
O

V
\A

>
t*
Z

 11 JJo^'

3. Assisting In devtloplns sffsctlvs disciollnarv tschniaues -t—
4. Planning in-strvict actlvitlss
5. Evaluating esachars
6. Providing teaching daaonstratlons H—
7. Consulting with taachsrs on instructional oroblsas ~l—'
8. Dispensing inforaation j
9. Serving as two way coaaunications link with the central office !
10. Helping describe and analyse instructional processes 1  1
11. Helping define Instructional oblectivea
12. Helping select appropriate instructional activities
13. Helping choose aethods for evaluating student progress 1  1
U. Inforaing teachers of professional growth activities 1
15. Aiding in developaent of curricula
16. Conducting or directing research

...

17. Facilitating good huaan relations within school and conunitv
18. Acting as change asent
19. Providing psychological support
20. Suggesting new Ideas and approaches for instruction
21. Assisting in classrooa organisation and arrangeaent IT



SUPERVISOR'S INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION QUESTIONNAIRE 279

A. 1. Check che category which includes your Instructional supervisory responsibilities

elementary secondary K-12 middle and/or junior high

specific subject areaCs), please specify

2. Check the category which best describes your school district

county, predominantly rural city, less than 25,000 population

county, urban-suburban city, 25,000 - 125,000 population

city, more than 125,000 population

3. Do you hold a Tennessee professional certificate for supervision?

yes j no no, but will by September 1, 1990

k. How many years of teaching experience did you have before becoming a supervisor?

0-2 3-6 7-10 11-15 15+

5. How many years of supervisory experience?

0  1-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 15+

B. During this school year, how many times and for how long did you do the following:

dumber of
times;

Place and "X" in Che appropriate boxes

Average length
in minutes

«
c
0
z

1

o

fNone 1

o

111-20 1121-30 1131-60 1

o

c

I. Visit each assigned school building

2. Have a personal contact with each teacher

3. Bring information and/or material to a teacher
4. Confer with a single teacher about instruction without having

a classroom observation

5. Confer with a small group of teachers about instruction without
having a classroom observation

6. Conduct a pre-observation conference

7. Conduct a post-observation conference

8. Conduct classroom observations

9. Give teaching demonstration

10. Have input in the hiring of teachers

11. Plan orientation sessions for newly employed teachers

12. Spend extra time working with new teachers

13. Plan teacher in-service programs
14. Have input in teacher evaluation

15. Help with selection of instructional material for schools
{  16. Confer with principals about their instructional programs
17. Meet with parents and community leaders to explain and promote

school programs

Check Che column at left which best describes your feelings about Che practice of observations and
conferences (formal and Informal interactions concerned with instructional programs) relative to
instruction which you conducted this year; and the column at right Chat best describes your feelings
about Che ideal practice.
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D. Check (at left) how each of the folloving instructional supervisory support services was provided
by you this school year and (at right) how you feel« Ideally, they should be provided.

Old you provide the
service when needed?

Ideally, how should
services be provided?

 1
 yllausU

1
1 toN

 yllausU1 B
0

TJ

tA

i
/
>
V
z

A
m
u

 wa. oa. z
<

Place 
 dna

 "X"In 
the 
appropriate 

boxes

1. 
Provldlne 
Instructional 

aaterlals

N 1
<

 yllausU
1

B
e

0"

5/!

 reveN
J

z

Ma. 0
 

Q
. z
<

2. 
InvolvlnR 

teachers 
In 

systeoi-vide 
Instructional proRrams
[

3. 
AsslstlnR 
In 
developlnR 

effective 
disciplinary 

techniques
1

4. 
Plannlne 
In-servlce 

activities
1

3. 
EvaluatlnR 
teachers
—
1

6
.
 

ProvldlnR 
teachinR 

demonstrations
H-

7. 
ConsultlnR 
 htiwteachers 
on 

Instructional 
problems 8

.
 

OlspenslnR 
Information 9. 

ServlnR 
as 
two 
way 
communications 
link 
 htiwthe 
 lartnecoffice 10. 

HelplnR 
describe 
 dnaanalyze 
Instructional 

processes 11. 
HelplnR 
define 
Instructional 

obiectlves, 12. 
HelplnR 
 tcelesappropriate 
Instructional 

activities 13. 
HelplnR 

choose methods 
for 

evaluatlns 
 tnedutsproRrcss 14. 

InformlnR 
teachers 
 fo lanoisseforp
 htworsactivities 15. 

AldlnR 
In 
development 
 focurricula
i

16. 
ConductlnR 
or 

dlrectlnR 
hcraeser

1—
17. 
FacllltatlnR 
 dooR
human relations within 
 loohcs
 dnacommunity

-r- 1
18. 
ActlnR 
as 
chanse 
tnsRS 19. 

ProvldlnR 
 laclRolohcysp

troppus
—I

20. 
SuRRCstlnR 
new 
Ideas 
 dnaapproaches 
for 
Instruction 21. 

AsslstlnR 
In 

classroom orRsnlzatlon 
 dna tnemeanarrai
1
 
!
 

1
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

KNOX COUNTY

EARL F. HOFFMEISTER, SUPERINTENDENT

P.O. Bo> 2188

KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 37901

March 26, 1990

Dear Fellow Educator:

My name is Fred Patterson and I am an instructional supervisor in the
Knox County School System. I am also a graduate student in the department
of Educational Administration and Supervision at the University of Tennessee
(Knoxville).

Under the direction of Dr. Norma T. Mertz, Professor of Educational
Administration and Supervision, because of my interest in instructional
supervision and as a part of my graduate studies, I am attempting to study
the current problems and practices of supervisory personnel in the various
school systems across the state.

The accompanying questionnaire is being sent to you as part of a random
sampling of approximately one thousand educators in the state who hold positions
as teachers, principals and supervisors. The instrument is designed to assess
the current and ideal practices of supervision being provided to classroom
teachers.

Although I am aware of the frequency with which you are asked for information,
your cooperation in completing this questionnaire will be critical in the
development of suggested strategies for improved supervisory practices in
the public schools of Tennessee.

Please take a few minutes to complete the questionnaire by simply
placing "X" marks in the spaces designated for your responses and return
it in the enclosed envelope by April 12, 1990.

The return of your completed questionnaire will signify your informed
consent to use the information it contains for the purpose of this study.
Your responses will remain completely confidential and, upon the completion
of the study, all survey forms will be destroyed.

Thank you in advance for your valuable assistance in the success of
this study.

Sincerely,

'Uc/
Fred W. Patterson

Graduate Student

Dr. Norma T. Mertz

Professor

FWP/dt

This survey wailed at no cost to Knox County Schools.
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Deir Fei iov; Educator.
.-recently. I sent a survey form to you in an

errort to '.earn your opinions in regard to the
present Dractice ano the ideai practice of
i p.struct i ona i suoervision in our state.

-  tu.;y reai ize how easy it is to put surveys
as ice. esoeciai iv when you feel your response wi l l
net oe misseo. out Del ieve me. YOUR response is
vita;^-- ir-.Dcrtant to the success of this project.

P.ease ta^e just a few minutes to complete
tp.e rcrrr. r.c' ano mai i it in the sta.mDed envelope
orc'. iaec.

Thanx You Very Much.
Fred W. Patterson
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Knox County
Department of Public Instruction
EARL F. HOFFMEISTER, SUPERINTENDENT

May 10, 1990

Dear Fellow Educator:

Earlier this year, you were selected as a potential participant
in a study designed to determine the perceptions of teachers,
principals and supervisors about instructional supervision in our
state.

Although 1 realize how very busy you are at this time in the
school year, I would very much appreciate your taking five minutes
to complete the enclosed questionnaire. Your participation is
vitally important to the success of this project.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely

Fred W. Tatterson

400 West Main Avenue, P.O. Box 2188, Knoxville, TN. 37901-2188 (615) 521-2415
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VITA

Frederic William Patterson was born in Monroe,

Michigan. At an early age, he moved with his family to

Middlesboro, Kentucky. There he attended public school

until finishing the fifth grade. The family then moved to

Corryton, Tennessee were he continued attendance in public

school until his graduation from Gibbs High School in 1967.

He then enrolled at the University of Tennessee in

Knoxville, Tennessee where he pursued a program in art

education. He was graduated in 1970 at which time he began

a teaching career in the Knox County Schools System.

After teaching for a number of years, he enrolled in

the Educational Administration and Supervision program at

the University of Tennessee, and was graduated with a Master

of Science degree in Administration and Supervision in 1978.

He then spent one year as an adminitrative intern at

Halls High School in Knox County. Since no administrative

positions were immediatley available, he continued to teach

for the next five years.

In 1984, he was appointed as the supervisor of art for

Knox County Schools, and has continued in that capacity

until the present.

Frederic was inducted into the Phi Delta Kappa honorary

fraternity. He is an active member of the Tennessee
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Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development and

the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development

(National Organization). He is also very involved in civic

organizations and in the choir and other functions of the

church.


