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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 practicé
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

iv



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
supervision 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.




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




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



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 supervision. 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 curriculum 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



ongoing effort to lessen the gap and improve the
relationship between the supervisor and the supervisee. I1f,
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. 1If 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. 1In 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 supervision, 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 tbeir
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 19767?
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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 Study

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 examination 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
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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 pérsonnel 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 Supervisory 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
i 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 problen,
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 summary, 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. 1In 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 examine 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. 1In 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
yYears after the Revolutionary War. School boards and lay
committees continued to supervise 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 reqular 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. 1In the early days,
the emphasis of supervision was on requlation and
enforcement of regulations. 1In 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 Lovell 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. 1In his Democracy 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 requlating

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. Curriculum 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
(supervisors) conceived their task to be convincing teachers
to adopt a national program and tb 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 supervisory 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 curriculum 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. 1In 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
curriculum.

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. 1In
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 curriculum

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
improvement 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 Hersey 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 commitment 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 human 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)

Summary

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. 1In 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 bé
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.1l)

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 supervisor "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. 1In 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 would
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




into two basic categories, tasks and technical skills.

Tasks of Supervision include:

e W=

direct assistance to teachers
staff development

curriculum development

group development

action research

and the technical skills of supervision identified as:

W=

assessing
planning
observing
research
evaluation (pp. vi-viii).

Harris (1975) presents ten tasks of supervision:

[
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developing curriculum

organizing for instruction
providing staff

providing facilities

providing materials

arranging for in-service education
orienting staff members

relating special pupil services
developing public relations
evaluating instruction (pp. 11-12).
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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:

W N =

community relations
staff development
planning and change
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




48
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. 6499-3)

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 instrument 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 supervisors’ 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 human relations - communication, coordination of effort,
provision of leadership, and provision of assistance. (p.
5414-A2)

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-aA)."

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 game.
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 supervision is less than satisfying in its
attempts to meet the teachers’ needs. Once again, Blumberg
peoints 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. 1Individual 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
curriculum leaders should be doing. Of the 675
questionnaires mailed to instructional supervisors 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:

l. organizing for instruction

2 evaluating instruction

3. arranging for in-service education

4. disseminating information

providing materials

6. developing curriculum.

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. 600-3)

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 demonsfrated, 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 number 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-consuming 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
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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 educator;
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.



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. 1In 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 same 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 they would just listen to

us, things would really get better." Teachers
seem to be saying, "What they give us doesn’t




62

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 forward 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



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 §95 (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. 1In

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 supervisor (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 Supervision 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 éxisted 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.

(Yol O ~J O U w N =

(== gy Sy -y
N=O
o o o

—
w
L]

14.
15.

16.
17.
18.

19.

Providing instructional materials

Involving teachers in district-wide instructional
programs

Assisting in developing effective disciplinary
techniques

Planning in-service activities

Evaluating teachers

Consulting with teachers on instructional problems
Dispensing information

Serving as a two-way communications link with the
central office

Helping describe and analyze instructional
processes

Helping define instructional objectives

Helping select appropriate instructional activites
Helping choose methods for evaluating student
progress

Informing teachers of professional growth
activities

Aiding in development of curricula

Facilitating good human relations within the
school and community

Acting as a change agent

Providing psychological support

Suggesting new ideas and approaches for
instruction

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




70
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




office personnel having major responsibilities for
instructional support and leadership in the regular program.

A two page survey instrument 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 observation
(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




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,

72
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supervisors’ perceptions of the is indicated that they
believed they were more actively involved in inqtructional'
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 summative. 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:

l. 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
l4-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 Supervisory Practice

Evans (1975), studied elementary supervisors in all of

the public school districts in Virginia. Based on the




o

78 |
responses of the 133 elementary supervisors, and through the
use of mean ranking of tasks, rank ordering of tasks, the
Hotellings’ multivariate T? 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 curriculum 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. Samples 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




appropriate level of involvement for the supervisor.

Based on his findings, Spears concluded the following:

l. 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 supervisors 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 actually 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 Reform 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 othér
time in the history of Tennessee Education.

A specified number 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 persdnnel (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)

Summary

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 number 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




87
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 country 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 supervisors of current supervisory

practice?

2. How did these perceptions of present practice

compare with those of similar groups studied in

19767

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 Study Population and Samples

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:

1’ N o(l-0)
[a (N-1) +x? o(l-o]

= s = sample size needed

Where: « = alpha or level of significance
2 = p or population proportion
N = population size

x?, 1df, .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.
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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 instrumental 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. 1In 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. 1Initial 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. 1Item 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




were not changed substantively, it was felt that the

validity of the instruments 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 Analysis

Each selected participant was mailed the appropriate
questionnaire, letter of transmittal, and a stamped,
addressed, return envelope. Coding of the mailing labels
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),




99
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 number
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 frequencies, relative frequencies,
and cumulative 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, stétistical
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 x? statistic, which was
chosen to show relationships between the groups’
perceptions. Significant differences between groups about
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 x°? 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
datalwere 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 intrumentation 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 instructionai
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

services, 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 supervisory
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 number 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-




106

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 observations 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 supervisor (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) :
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.

9.
10.

A ;e W N

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

Afterwards, did you receive a written report? (71
percent)

Were observations followed by a conference? (69
percent)

Did you find the observations helpful? (54
percent)

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

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

Were conferences scheduled in advance? (50
percent)

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

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

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:

N e W N

Did you request the observation? (79 percent)

Were observations disruptive to the class? (89
percent)

Did you visit other teachers and observe their
instructional program? (74 percent)

Were conferences held in the presence of students?
(87 percent)

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:

. Were the classroom observations scheduled in
advance?

. 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?

. Were observations long enough to include an

entire lesson?

10. Were observations for evaluation purposes?

11. 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?

[ceBEN I WS, I -] w [l

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 meétings
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. 1In
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:

Providing instructional materials (73 percent)
Planning in-service activities (52 percent)
Dispensing information (62 percent)

Informing teachers of professional growth

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

W N =

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 6f 54 percent or greater of the
teachers agreed that sixteen of the 21 items should be
"usually" provided. These services include:

Providing instructional materials (78 percent)
Involving teachers in system~wide instructional
programs (66 percent)

Assisting in developing effective disciplinary
techniques (63 percent)

Planning in-service activities (63 percent)
Consulting with teachers on instructional problems
(62 percent)

. Dispensing information (74 percent)

Serving as a two way communications link with the
central office (68 percent)

~N O (S w SN
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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



131
(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 Frequency 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-service 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 questions.

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 same 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 number):

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 supervisory 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 Frequency and Length of
Classroom Observations and Conferences. Table 15 contains

the data which describe supervisors’ perceptions of the
number 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 number
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:

l. 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)

. Giving a teaching demonstration (54 percent)

Having input in hiring teachers (56 percent)

Planning orientation sessions for newly-employed

teachers (77 percent)

Spending extra time working with new teachers (80

percent)

Planning teacher in-service programs (80 percent)

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).

O ~ [« ¢ I -3
. L) . . .

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)

Conducting classroom observations (61 percent)

Planning orientation sessions for newly-employed

teachers (53 percent)

Planning teacher in-service programs (74 percent)

Helping with selection of instructional materials

for schools (62 percent)

. Conferring with principals about their
instructional programs (51 percent)

7. Meet with parents and community leaders to explain

and promote school programs (65 percent).

[+)} (S 0 w N

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




o
w
—
egasodand
S LL 8T uorjenTea® 303 SUOTIRAIBSqO BI9M ‘0T 6 414 TL
Z88eTO
€ €6 v ay3 o3 aAT3dnIsSTp SUOTIBAISSQO BI3M *6 9 €6 T
ZUOSS9T 9aT3jU@ puer 8apniosutf
v LE 6S 03 ybnoua HBuoT BUOTIRAIISQO BI3dM ‘g 9 1T €8
ipaaaasqo butaq aTIym
€ 09 LE juapTjuoo aeadde szayoeal a8yl pra L S L 88
¢sxayoeay aylz o3z nzdriay
€ 18 14 axsm suoTjeAaxasqo ay3 Uiyl nok piq ‘9 S 14 16
: Z3duaaajuod
v £€C €L e Aq pamoT103 BUOTIEAISEBJO 3I9M ‘S 9 v 06
Z3aodax
S 1€ vo uUa33TIM B 3TWANns nok PTp ‘SpIemIaliyy 8 LT SL
Z9duaaajuod
€ 0S LY ® Aq pspaocaad suorjeraaasqo ayl aaI9M °€ 9 6T St
9 L8 L duotyeaxssqo 8yz 3ssnbax aayoesy pra g 6 vL LT
i90UBApE UT pPaTnpayls
z oL 82 SUOT3IPAISSJO WOOISSETD 3yl aIaM o v T z8
{3uaoxag) (3uaoaad)
arqeor1ddy ALA1Tensq K11ensq wa3I atqeottddy X1renspn Kitensp
30N 30N 30N 3ION
TLT = pazdteuy
aoTj3oead Tespl gsaatTeuuoT3sand aostazadng Jo N Te3OL @oT130vI1g juasaad

‘paoTioead aq Arrespl
pinoys Layr LeMm ay3z pue ‘66T — 686T IBSX TOOYDS aYy3z bHurang pa3zonpuo) A3yl YOTYM S82USIBFUOD
pue suoOT3IRAISSCO JO S39OTIOeId Juasaad jnoqy sburised areayl burtqraosaq sesuodsay ,saostazadng ‘9T a1qel




-~
0
—

isaayoealy ay3z Lq pezyTTIn
3axoddns Aaxostazadns JeuoT3zonIjzsUT

z 06 8 Jo @oanos A1uo ay3z nok aasm 0z Z vL ve
ZuoT3jona3sut
pue uninoTIxand xo3j butuuetd apTm

4 6v 6v -~wa3sis UT BIBYOR83 SATOAUT NOA PpPIQ ‘6T 4 €T 08
¢swaTqoad TeuoT3lONI3SUT ,B8IBYORDI

- Zs 8v y3Tm 1esp 03 juajadwoo (993 noik piqa ‘8T 1 € 96
ZswaTqoad TeuoT3zonalsut Hujatos

ST LL 8T x03 pasn sburjesw A3Tnoey axam LT (V4 SS SZ
isjuapnis jo aouasaxd

4 Z6 L 8yl uT pTay B88OUSIBJUOD DI ‘91 v 98 ot
ZIayoealy

¥ 6S LE auo ATuo 8ATOAUT EHBOUBIFUOD PTJd ‘Gt S 9 68
JUOT3ONI38BUT JO UOTILAIDBQO

€ €S 144 |/pnIouT s3duUaA8zUOD IAYI PIQ Al 9 (014 L
Zaouerape

14 8v 234 ut paTnpayods S30UdIIJUCD dIAM ‘€T 9 1A 08

9 9L 8T Zaouaasjuoo ayz isenbax asyoesz pra AN L oL 1 X4
Juooassero

4 ov 8s 9yl ut swodTam 1aajy noik pIa ‘1T € 4 S6

{(3uaoaad) (quaoaxag)
atqeortddy A1T1eEnsn K11ensp wo3I atqeortddy ArTensp Kitensp
JON ION ION ION
TILT = pazdteuy
9oT30eagd TEPIPI sazTeuuotTisand aostazadns JOo N e33O0l @o0T130®Id jUaBAIg

(penut3uos) °+91 arqel




162
are the same 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)

Were observations disruptive to the class? (71
percent)

Did the teacher request the conference? (70
percent)

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

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).

U e W N

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




163
conferences were (should be) scheduled in advance, 48
percent of the superviéors 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 number 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 distinquished
from each other on the basis of the number of years of
administrative experience on any of the other nineteen items

in section C.

Supervisors’ Perceptions of Supervisory 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 appiicable" 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 number 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
number) :

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 (70 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-square 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".
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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 cufrent

practice Compare with those of similar groups studied in
19762

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 observations 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, yhile 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. 1In 1990, 63 percent of the teachers responded
that the general supervisor conducted no obser&artions,
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 supervisory 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




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 100 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
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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 frequently 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 thifteen 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." 1In 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 Frequency 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 observations 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 numbers 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,
condﬁcted 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,




193

SUOTIRAIBSqO ,
«T96°V T oL oe LS 134 wooxsseTd 3Idnpuo) °g #»L€E9°6E T} TL 8¢ T ov v 91
uUoT3IONIISUT
x03 bButuuerd dnoxb
»6SE°LT T (4> 89 €9 LE I03 sbuyjeew A3Tnoey asn L #»8S9G°LT T} ST IL vT: S€ 8§ L
douUaIaFU0d
#€L9°0T T oz (0]:] LE €9 uotjeaaasqo-3sod v jonpuc) °9 »T6v°8C ¢ 8% 0s ¢ SE  8b LT
aouUaIs’Fuod
#»98C°€C T 6 16 ot oL uotjearasqo-axd e 30npuod g »¥92°59 ¢} 6V 0s T ve sy 1€
UOT3IBAIISQO WOOIBSETO ©
butaey 3noy3zTm uOTIOINIISUT
jnoqe sIayoeal Jo
»L2T°C¢ T 14" 98 144 LS dnoxb Trews e y3jtm I93jU0D P »86%°1T T} C¢ 89 OT: 8t 8% A"
UoOT3IRAIISJO
wooxsse1o ® HButavy 3noyszta
uoT3OonI3sUT Inoqe Iayoeal
=02 LT T 8 6 14 SL aTbuts ® y3jTM I8JUOD ‘€ »960°CT 2| 9¢ 88 9 €Y 1V 9T
I2yoealz v 03 sTeTIL8jRW
+€€9°V T 14 96 1T 68 Jo/pue uotjewrojut butag -z #»8T0°ST 4§ 0S 8y ¢ ¢L Ss¢ €
Iayoealz yoea yjtm
»8¥9°9T T L £6 ce 8L 30B3U0D jruosaad ® @AaeH T x668°L T} 19 6 - 9L €¢ T
(quaoaad) (qusoaad) Auuwouwmv (quaoxag)
¢butmor1o0z @Yz op nok prp
X P i +0€ 0€-T +0€ Of-T1 buotl moy 103 pue sawry Auew X FPHIT OT-T 0 HIT OT-T O
Moy ‘aealk tooyos sTY3l DBuTtang
0661 9L6T 066T 9L6T
uoTsand
yabuag Jaqumpn

*aesax T00Yos 8yl butang wayl Aq ps3dNpuo) SIOUSIIFUOD PUEB SUOTIRAIISGO WOOISSETD JO Yzbuag
pue xaqunN 843 bBuiqraoseq ‘paTpnis Iedx ay3z uo posedg ‘sasuodsay ,stedroutid jo uostaedwo) ¥ *9Z a1qel




194

T9A9T §0° Y3 3® JUBOTITUBTS 8nTeA «

sweaboaxd jooyos
ajowoxd pue utetdxas
03 saapesar A3Tunwwod

90t°0 T 9¢€ 1 4°) 6t 19 pue sjuaxed y3TMm 3I9BH  °ST *TLY°6T CT:%C TL S LY 99 L
zos8TATadNS
*»T69°0€ T (44 8L s 9% SPTM—IDTIISTP YaTm Iajuod °p1 #»L8O0°LT C2:¥CZ 69 L aT €9 (A4
sanbtuyosy HuTyoeajz mau
»TT2°8S T €T L8 3] 11 4 L13 o3 sasyowsy sbeanooug €T #00L°9T ¢C:¢€T TL 9 St LY 8
suwexboad
$10°0 T 44 99 3 4 SS 80TAI98-UT aayoeadl ueld °2T #»9€EC°PE T: ¥ ¢8 ¥Ti8Z 29 ot
S8I9Yyoray mau yiTm
*ZT1°C¢€ T 6T 18 (0] 0s buyyaom swty eazxs puads °TT s¥s°0 ¢:2T CL 9T1T: 2T 69 6T
: saayoealy
palordwe-Atmau xo3
8¢0°0 T ve 9L T4 SL SUOTES888 UOTJIERUdTIO ueld 0T »€E€CT°9Y C: ¢C S9 €£i 9T 82 99
uoT3IeIISUOWSP
»972°2¢ T £C LL 0s 0S butyoeay e aATo -6 #999°LZT CT: ¢ ¢S ¥v:ies ¢¢ 6
(quaonaad) {3usonaag) (3uaoaad) (3uaoaag)
X IP{ +0f QE-T +0€ Q€-I LCED X 3P 41T OI-T O : +IT OI-I O
066T 9L6T 0661 9L6T
yabuarg Taquny

(panutjuos) <9z o1qeq




195
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 observations, 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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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.

AU e W

~

8.

10.
11.
13.
14.

15.
18.

Were the classroom observations scheduled in
advance?

Were the observations preceded by a conference?
Afterwards, did you submit a written report?

Were observations followed by a conference?

Did you think the observations were helpful to the
teachers?

Did the teachers appear confident while being
observed?

Were observations long enough to include an entire
lesson?

Were observations for evaluation purposes?

Did you feel welcome in the classrooms?

Were conferences scheduled in advance?

Did the conference include observation of
instruction?

Did the conferences involve only one teacher?

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.
9.
12.
16.
17.

20.

Did the teacher request the observation?

Were observations disruptive to the class?

Did the teacher request the conference?

Were conferences held in the presence of students?
Were faculty meetings used for solving
instructional problems?

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 supervisory 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

principéls 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
surveyed 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 Frequency 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 classréom
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 4lpercent
indicated eleven or more as the number of classroom
observations they had conducted.

In regard to the number 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 conferencés,
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-observation 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 supervisors responded "none," 69 percent
responded "1-10," and 29 percent responded "eleven or more"
to answer the same question.

An examination 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
2Upervisc gs 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 number):

l. 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 Supervisory 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-square
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." 1In response to the
same 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 questionnaire item

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 indicat;d
"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 tﬁe supervisors and received by the teachers. 1In 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:

l. 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 supervisors:

l. 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 percent 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
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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 rnot
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.

Summary

This chapter has presented the data that resulted frém
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 chapfer is organized into four sections. A
summary of the study in presented in the first section. A
summary 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 about 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:

l. 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 19762

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 l--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 adequate
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 supervisory support in the form of
observations, conferences, and other supervisory 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. 1In 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 adequate

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 supervisory 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 services 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 adequate
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 observations 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
instfuctional processes, or help choose methods for
evaluating student progress. 1In 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/supervisors 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 observatio?s 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 program.

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 number 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 number
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



252
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 ahd
" 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 services.

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 determine 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
becoﬁe 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 improve instruction.
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j; C. Check the column which best describes your feelings about the observations and
_ 'tonferences relative to instruction which you exparienced this school year.

g -t 2
EN
w3 3 S
- 2128k 3
212 C> =&
Lo Z|8|Bpe|es
i ' - o
u 1. Were the classroom observations scheduled in
advance? 3 72 1w
2. D1d you request the observations? 12 3]
3. Nere the observations preceded by a
conference? 1y 73] )3
4. Afterwards, did you receive a written report? 5 eyl ru
5. Were observations followed by a conference? 3y Syl J2
6. Did you find the observations helpful? m el gy
7. Did you feel confident while being observed? o 221 1%
8. Mers nhservationc 1ann snough tn include
an entire Jesson? 2 $e| qu
9. MWere observations disruptive to the class? 11 g .
N?. Were the observations for evaluation purposes? 1R Lels0
1§, ote you visit other feachers and observe their
instructional program? 12 -5 9
12. Did you request the conferences? 22 v | gy
13. Were conferences scheduled in advance? 2 g <! sy
14, Did the conferences include observation of
instruction? 20 eyl 14
15, Were you the only teacher present at the
conferences? 2 200 42
16. Were conferences held in presence of students? 17 Ll 1w
17. Were faculty meetings used for solving
instructional problems? 22 ol o2
18. Were you included in system-wide planning
for curriculum and instruction? 3y 132 >
19. Did you recelve acequate support in solving
your instructional problems? I 37 q
20. Did you confer with other teachers in your
i ?
instructionatl planning? Iy 33| 5
ﬂ D. Check whether or not each of the following in:tructional supervisory
~ support services was provided for you this school year and whether or
g not each s a service which you think should be increased. FF-107
—r
_— Would you desire
Is the service provided - nasse in
when needed? the service?
- Pad AN
. T A
21 4
AR = Yes | o
aEE
L1l3gl 1 1. Providing instructiona’ materials s 113
2. Involving teachers in system-wide instructional
47 53 programs 2912
3. Assisting in developing effective disciplinary
3¢ | 6y technigues 16 lay
9! 54 4. Planning in-service activities 262
s3|u7 §, Evaltuating teachers 0] 30
306! 1 6. Providing teaching demonstrations g6 | 1
yilse 7. Consulting.with teachers on instructional problems I
cslus 8. Dispensing information 79124
9. Serving as two way communications 1ink with the
sleg central office g2|1¢2
20|65 10. Helping describe and analyze instructional processes f o
ualey 11. Helping define instructional objectives Suile
yil89 12. Helping select appropriate instructional activities £ 115
o 13. Helping choose methods for evaluating student
33067 progress gtid
14, Informing teachers of professional growth activities
byl3e available 79 |91
uylse 15. Aiding in development of curricula 23 {17
S9171 16. Conducting or directing research 20 |20
17. Facilitating good human relations within school and
sylys| | communfty ¥S 1S
vy len| | 18, Acting 43 change agent pclis
4ol 19. Providing piychological support °5 115
S i S Sujacsting rew ideas anc approaches tor instruction N RS
T T3y, Feeeztice in classroom AntimiTatinn gnd grrangement
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270
A. 1. Check the category which best describes your school.
..o elementary _ —Juntor high __ . __ high school
7«8 —middle school —_kei2 :
-WMM :
— Yes —_no ___ 1n process of inftfal evaluation -

3. Check the category which best descr1bes your school district.
___ county, predominantly rural __ city, less than 25,000 popu]aﬂon
county. urban - suburban c1ty. 25,000-125, 000 population
cit.y. 'IZS 000+ populat1on

4. Prior to this school year, how many years of school administrative experience

do you have?
__ 02 __ 35 ___6-10 —N-15 . 15
5. How un,; years of teaching experience did you have before becoming an admini-
strator
0 12 35 ___6-10 115 15+

6. Do you hoId a Tennessee pmfessional cert1f1cate for the principalship t the
grade level which you are working? . (omz T 23
__yes  __no __no, but will by Miptatiee +e €206 ¥ 26 -32

g§-22 Average length

ny times? in minutes

o
[

61-120
120+

\J ael

4

)
I> B, During this school year, how many times and for how long did ;
E you do the following: n

1. Have a personal contact with each teacher TR

a 2. Bring information and/or materials to teacher 1"

u} having a classroom observation

3. Confer with a single teacher about instruction without

S

o
14

. without having a classroom observation

4. Confer with a small group of teachers about instruction

L'w!l ~5. Conduct a pre-observation conference

Sk

»6. Conduct a post-observation conference
7. Use faculty meetinqgs for group planning for instruction

kL
&

bac {4 ~8. Conduct classroom gbservations h?

2ot 9. Give a teaching demonstration

au 10. Plan oricen- - cassions for newly emph‘ veachers

LR

1. Spend extr» - . -king with new teacl i A

al A AS

e 13. Encourage teachers to try new teaching techniques .ﬁ.L

12, Plan teacher .. :vice programs o

L3

-~

14. Confer with system-wide supervisor relative to fnstruc-
3¢5 tion in your building ma

15. Meet with parents and community leaders to explain and
promote school programs ol 12

—r

’\L C. .Check the column which best describes
your feelings abuut the/observations
and conferences* relative to instruction
which you conducted this year.

NEVER™
NOT
APPLICABLE

ALHAYS
USUALLY

1. MWere the classroom observations scheduled in

advance? 57039
2. Did the teacher request the observation? 17 lx
3. Were observations preceded by a conference? 56l
4. Afterwards, did you submit a written report? (5130
S. Were observations followed by a conference? 25| 1)

6. Did you think the observations were helpful
to the teachers? . 9313

7. Did the teachers appear confident while
being observed? g9

8. Were observations long enough to include an
entire lesson? L1938

+r F IF Floalslwie
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9.
10.
n.
12.
13.
4.

15.
16.

17.
18.
19.

20.

Were observations disruptive to classes? 131231 | o
Were the observations for evaluation purposes? 291/ i
Did you feel welcome in the classrooms? g2l 2 .
Did the teacher request the conference? 20163 )
Were conferences scheduled fn advance? 69 lae 5
Did the conference include observation of ’
{nstruction? L2619 Ky
Did the conferences involve only one teacher? 30115 5
Were conferences held in the presence of

students? 1717% 5
Were faculty meetings used for solving

instructional problems? 49149 2
Did you involve teachers in system-wide

planning for curriculum and instruction? 20|25 5
Did you feel competent to deal with teachers'

{nstructional problems? 53115 2
Were you the only source of instructional

supervisory support utilized by the teachers? 40]53 7

*Formal and informal interactions concerned with instructional program.

D, _Check whether or not each of the following {nstructional supervisory

- support services was provided by you this school year and whether or

Dol

6’7‘ 57 not each is a service which you think you should increase. 8870
~ .
Did you provide the Would you desire
service when needed? to increase
. the service?
3 S
NELAE
|= S" [N
1328 Yes | No
g|8|8|=2
88112 1. Providing instructional materials §6 14
2. Involving teachers in system-wide instructional
')3 ]_7 ' program« 25 I.S
3. Assisting in developing effective Ai-ciplinary
92| 2 techaiques £ /3
71121 4. Planning in-service activities g2 18
galy 5. Evaluating teachers 71 29
23{6b 6. Providing teaching demonstrations “11 g
leyliz 7. Consulting with teachers on instructional problems g £
9311’7 8. Dispensing information 3 17
9. Serving as two way communications link with the .
89| 1/ central office : 77 23
10. Helping describe and analyze instructional
T6124 processes 91 9
2119 11, . Helping define instructional objectives 9 9
71129 12. Helping select appropriate instructional activities g9 /1
13. Helping choose methods for evaluating student
20]30 prugress £g )2
14, Informing teachers of professional growth activities
93| 8 available ') /3
71 ig 15. Aiding in development of curricula 93 P
yo| 60 16. Conducting or directing research 79 22
17. Facilitating good human relations within school and
9¢| s community a5 ‘
90 |20 18. Acting as change agent o Ja
92112 19, Providing psychological support B B
87113 20. Suggesting new ideas and approaches for instruction T ©
RO PR 21. Assisting in classroom organization and arrangement ~ vy




SUPERVISOR'S INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION QUESTIONNAIRE 272

3 -7_ A 1. Check the category which includes your instructional supervisory responsibilities,
.o elementary secondary ~ ~K-12 ___middle and/or junior high
4 T specific subject area(s), please specify

2. Are the schools you served accreditated by SACS
. Yes __no ____some are in process of initial evaluation

3. Check the category wh1ch best describes your school district.
county, predominantly rural ___city, less than 25,000 population
T "__ county, urban - suburban city. 25,000-125, 000 population
city. wmore than 125 000 population

4, Do you hold a Tennessee professional certiﬁcate for supervision?
___Yes __no ____no, but will by September 1, 1975

5. How many years of teacMng experience did you have before becoming a supervisor?
__6-10 ___1N-15 ___ 15+

6. How many years of supervisory experience? )
0 _ 12 35 ___6=10 __N-1s 15+

ﬂ 8. During this school year, how many times and for how long did you do the following:

. Average length

£- > :
How many times? ; in tinu};_es
H PR TeT
° gm I LlolbloRl
Clhr—’T lé_ i .6
2L FE N i~
2t Do lig bk 1. Visit each assigned school buflding 54
1 baoka 2. Have a personal contact with each teacher : 2| led
5 se)ud 3. Bring information and/or materials to a teacher be] sl
4. Confer with a singie teacher about instruction without
5 |0} having a classroom observation (7
G. Confer with a small group of teachers about instruction
7 bilst without having a classroom observation k3
1 ot 6. Conduct 2 pre-observation conference E!:
20l 7. Conduct 2 post-observation conference lﬂ
12 |a: kol 3. Conduct classrvom observations - o
= 10faed e 9. Give teaching demcnstration s q
h g hol7d 10. Have ingut in the hiring of teachers o3l by
: Liluedrq 11. Plan ar ;e:rraﬂoq sessions for newly euptazv.d teachers sl |y
YRy 12. Spend extra-'une. vorking with new .Aad»e's sol s
1w Liolmlm 13. Plan teacrer in-service programs 3
oz | 2lmbe 14, Have mput in teacher evaluation elol2bijnlnt |-
[IR PTY % 15. Help with selection of 1nstrucnonal material for schools |, |, b/ blwl |-
B WAL P9 PR 16. Confer with pr\ncmals about their instructional programs 230 |y
) 17. Meet with parents and community leaders to explain and
4 {340 promote school programs 71 193
. £ .
JZH]: C. Check the co]unn,'vhicn best describes 2 Y e
your feelings about thefobservations > 9 =
and conferences® relative to instruction 2 S =
which you conducted this year. 3 =&
. =2 Z
7. -bé 1. Mere the classroom cbservations scheduled in
advance? 33 LS LA
2. Did tre teacher request the observation? . 55| u3 2
3. Mere observations preceded by a conference? galie a
4. Afterwards, did you submit a written report? mey 4
5. Were observations followed by a conference? 24 |1y 2
6. Did you think the observations were helpful
to the teachers? it 7 a
7. Did the teachers appear confident while
being observed? g5] 3 a
8. Were observations long enough to include an R
entire lesson? 23115 2




213 gl =g 27
Ile|Sie| et 3
_ 9. Were observations disruptive to classes? 9189 py
10. Were the observations:for evaluation purposes? 39158 3
11. Did you feel welcome in the classrooms? as| 4 !
12. Did the teacher request the conference? 17159 4
13. Were conferences scheduled in advance? 60l37 3
14. Did the conference include observation of
instruction? , 25|/ 4
15. Did the conferences involve only one teacher? 514/ 4
16. Were conferences held in the presence of
students? . 12484 4
17. Were faculty meetings used for solving
{nstructional problems? 37158 b
18. Did you involve teachers in system-widé
planning for curriculum and instruction? £7112 } )
19. Did you feel competent to deal with teachers' "”"'?"'( f
instructional problems? gy | 5 | b
20. Were you the only source of instructional
. Supervisory support utilized by the teachers? 45|52 3

*Formal and informal interactions concerned with instructional program.
Check whether or not each of the following instructional supervisory

D.
:If’ ~ "support services was provided by you this school year and whether or
not each is a service which you think you should increase. -

b1=57
D1d you provide the EE Nould you destre
service when needed? the service?
8y &
TSI .
gle|= Yes No
HHE
all 9 1. Providing instructional materials . 1 /9
: 2. Involving teachers in system-wide instructional
§¢l/2 preorams 92 b4
3. Asaisting in developing effective disciplinary
52 |4y techniques : 1] 29
9¢| 5 4. Planning in-service activities 2| g
53|49 §. Evaluating teachers 4 59
39ler | 6. Providing teaching demonstrations 79 a9
91l ¢ 7. Consulting with teachers on instructional problems 9 9
94| 6 8. Dispensing information ¢l 19
9. Serving as two way communications link with the
9| 6 . central office i S0 20
10. Helping describe and analyze instructional
74li6 processes 93 7
geliz 11. Helping define instructional objectives q0 10
AR 12. Helping select appropriate instructional activities 92 g
13. Helping choose methods for evaluating student
65135 progress g 12
14. Informing teachers of professional growth activities
94 6 available 75 !5
ggl12 15. Aiding in development of curricula ) T
3yl 16. Conducting or directing research 70 Jo
17. Facilitating good human relations within school and
ful e community q ‘I
29|z 18. Acting as change agent 58 12
g21/8 19. Providing psychological support VT e
921~ 20. Suggesting new ideas and approaches for instruction 95 s
PR g 21. Assisting in classroom organization and arrangement "= ’2
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TEACHER'S INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION OPINIONNAIRE

Check the category which includes the major portion of your teaching day

elementary Jjunior high middle school ___high school

Check the category which best describes your school system

county, predominantly rural

county, urban - suburban

city, less than 25,000 population
ciey, 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+

Are you department or grade chairperson or team leader? yes

Check your level of educational training

Bachelors Masters Masters Plus Doctorate 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

None
1 or 2
MONTNIY

length Place an "X" in the appropriate boxes
(Mark all that apply)
minutes
o .

PploloR i
- RIS
[HIRERERLE -]
el s e

FlR{~fe b

Principal

Assistant Principal

6-10
11-15
16-30
Weekly
11-20
31-00
120+

None

Depariment or grade chairperson or team leader

Building level curriculua 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

Tnstructional SUpeFVISOT Itom CoOperative

Asslstant supervisor I[rowm cooperative

Superintendent

Mark the column at left which beat describes your feelings about the practice of observations and
conferences relative to imstruction which you experienced this school year, and the column at the right

which best describes your feelings about the ideal practice:

Usually
Not Usuall
eldom
Never

Not
Agpllc-blc

Place and "X" in the appropriate boxes

1, Were the classroom observations scheduled in advance?

ol

a3

*o(
pplicable

Klvays
Usua
S
Never

-

7 Did you request the observation?

4, Were the observations preceded by a conference?

Aftervards, did you receive a written report?

e

Were observations followed by a conference?

jor

d you find the observations helpful?

ere observations long enough to include an entire lesson?

D
Did you feel confident while being observed?
w
W

ere observations disruptive to the class?

ere the observations for evaluation purposes?

Did you request the con erence?

Did you visit other teachers and observe their instructional program?

2333333

dere conferences scheduled in advance?

Did the conferences include observation of instruction?

Were you the only teacher present at the conferences?

Were conferencaes held in presence o students?

Were faculty meetings used for solvin instructional problems?

. Were you included in system-wide planning for curriculum and

instruction?

. Did you receive adequate support in solving your instructional

problems?

. Did you confer with other teachers in your instructional planning?
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isory support services
D. Mark the appropriate description (at left) of the following instructional superv
that were provided to you this school year and (at right) what you feel should, ideally, be provided.

Is the service

Ideally, how should
?
provided when needed? services be providec?

3 2
2 v Y
~3 | | 2 L1z
CERRE a1
Kt N
SR Place an "X" in appropriate boxes Rkl =
Llwb|>|ea I op=>|wa!
=2 =0U£ﬂ Flelvivioa!
1123 KB 2R

¥

. Providing instructionsl materials
. nvolving teachers in systes-wide instructional programs |
. Aseisting in developing effective disciplinary technigues :
. lanning in-servide activities ' "
.__Evaluating teachers
. Providing tesching demonstrations

. onsulting with teachers on {nstructional problems I
8. ispensing information :
9. erving as two way communications link with the central office :
0. Helping describe snd anslyze inmstructional processes L
._Helping define instructionsl objectives i
. Helping select appropriate instructional activities il
3. Helping choose methods for evsluating student progress :
4. Informing teachers of professional growth activities |
Aiding {n development of curricula

onducting or directing research T 1
Facilicating good human relations within school and community ! :

. cting as change agent 1
9. Providing peychological supporet L

20. uggesting new ideas sand approaches for instruction
21. Assisting in classroom organization and arrangesent REE

| 11 14




PRINCIPAL'S INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Check the category which best describes your school.

elementary Jjunior high high school
K-8 middle school K-12

2. Check the category which best describes your school district
county, predominatly 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 __ 36 _ 7-10 __l1-1s 15+

4. How many years of teaching experience did you have before becoming an administrator?
0 1-2 .35 __ 610 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

During this school year, how many times and for how long did you do each of the following:

Number of ‘ Average length|
times? in minutes 1
MREE Place an "X" in the appropriate boxes olololol S+
Zl| o] w = |- =

S| o=~ Zlr ety e
= - 2T ERIRE N

2717

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

Conduct a pre-observation conference

Conduct a post-observation conference

Use faculty meetings for group planning for instruction

Conduct classroom observations

Give a teaching demomstration

o |wo|oe| w|ar|wn

Plan orientation sessions for newly employed teachers

11, Spend extra time working with new teachers

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.

Meet with parents and community leaders to explain and promote
gschool programs

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
A M

>v~ 2 LY
o -] -
-3 < -]
> ]
AEHMEE Place an "X" in the approprite boxes alal | o
P HEE RSN
=§~yz££° o LI TEE-X-8
< <=w&m<

27

Did the teachex requeat the ohaservation?
Were observations preceded by a confersnce?

Afcracvarda. did vou submit A writtan rapors?
kd

Did vou think the observations were helpful to the teachers?
Did che teachera appear confident while being observed?

tire lesagn?

1
2
3.
4
S
[
1.
8,

9, Were observationa disruptive to classes?

10, _Were the gbasrvations for avalualiQn purposes?

1l. Did vou fasl welcoms in the classrcoma?l

12, Did the teachsr regusst the confarence?

13, Were confersnces schedulsd in advance?

l4, Did the conference include cbservation of instxuction?

13. Did the conferences involve only one teacher?

16. Were confexences held in the presence of atudapta?

17 R

18. Did you feel competent to deal with teachers’ instructional
problems?

19. Did you involve teachers in system-vide planning for curriculum
and instruction? i

20. Were you the only source of instructional supervisory support
utilized by the teachers?
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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. .

S e — e
Did you provide the - — — - Ideally, how shouid
service when needed? services be provided?

Place and "X" in the appropriate boxes

Not Usually

Seldom
Never

Usually
Not

Applicable
Alwvays
Usually
Seldom
Never
Ro(

pplicable

Providing instructional materials

Involving teachers in system-vide instructional programs
Assisting in developing effective disciplinary techniques
lanning in-service activities
Evalusting teachers
Providing teaching demonstrations

. Consulting with teachers on {netructional problems
8. Dispensing information

9. Serving as two way communjications link with the central office
0. Helping describe and analyze instructional processes

3 I [

. Helping define instructional objectives

. Helping select sppropriate instructional activities

. Helping choose methods for evaluating student progress
nforming teachers of professional growth activities :
5. _Aiding in development of curricula K
6. Conducting or directing research

Facilitating good human relations within school sand community
Acting as change agent
Providing psychological support !
Suggesting new ideas and approaches for instruction ) |

Assisting in classroom organization and Arvangement | )

wora—]—
—|ofwo|x
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A. 1. Check the category which includes your {nstructional supervisory responsibilities
elementary secondary K-12 middle and/or junior high

specific subject area(s), 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 *_no no, but will by September 1, 1990

4. 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:

Average length

Pumber qf in minutes |
Place and "X" {n the appropriate boxes )

o lo2 ’ JolslelzlSl
gvl'\—'i_l g- 1ty e
Z|=jd = P10 bt o] P e B

1. Visit each assigned school building

2. Have a perscnal 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

Confer with a smail group of teachers about instruction without

having & classroom observation

Conduct a pre-observation conference

Conduct a post-observation conference

Conduct classroom observations

Give teaching demonstratio

Have input in the hiring of teachers

lan orientation sessions for newly employed teachers

pend extra time working with new teachers

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

v

uN-—Scmwa{

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
2 v "
= = 2

A3 1% A | %
3StEly| = orflel, | 2
HS 1 Place and "X" in the appropriate boxes sle@igla
SlEmEES cEBRRe

1, Were the classroom observations acheduled in advance?

2. Did the teacher requeat the observacion?

3, Were observations praceded by a confarence?

4, Afterwards, did vou submit & written report?

5. Were observations followed by a conference?

6. Did vou 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 leason?

9, Were observations disruptive Lo classes?

10, W Iposes?

1l. Did you feel welcome in the clasarcomal

12. Did cthe teacher request the confersnce?

13, Were conferences scheduled in_advance?

14.  Did the conference include observatiop of instrucgion?

15, Did the conferences nvolve only ope teacher?

16. Were conferences held in the presence of studepts? .

17

. 18, Did you feel competent to deal with teachers' instructional
{ | problems? | L
: i 19. Did you involve teachers in system-wide planning for curriculum E :
| and instruction? 1
20. Were you the only source of instructional supervisory support ‘ \
utilized by the teachers? i




280

D. 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.

_ — —e———
—ae—

Did you provide the ) Ideally, how should
service when needed? services be provided?

Place and "X" in the appropriate boxes

Usually
Not Usually
Seldom

ever
Not

Applicable
*ol
pplicable

Alvays
UsualTly
Seldom
Never

Providing instructional materials

Involving teachers in system—wide instructional programs
Assisting {n developing effective disciplinary techniques
Planning in-service activities

Evaluating teachers

roviding tesching demonstrations

Consulting with teachers on instructional problems

Dispensing information

erving as two way communications link with the central office
elping describe and analyze instructional processes

elping define instructional objectives

elping select appropriate instructional activities

elping choose methods for evaluating student progress
Informing teachers of professional growth activities

Aiding in development of curricula

Conducting or directing research

Facilitating good human relations within school and community
Acting as change agent

Providing psychological support i
Suggesting new ideas and approaches for instruction
Assisting in classroom organization and arrangement | 1

lw|r]—

|~ ] s |w o]~ |ote|em

TTT17

T
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION v
KNOX COUNTY
EARL F. HOFFMEISTER, SUPERINTENDENT
P.O. Box 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,

/M%’%ZZE::‘

Fred W. Patterson
Graduate Student

Mrma [

Dr. Norma T. Mertz
Professor

FWP/dt

This survey mailed at no cost to Knox County Schools.
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Jeszxr Feillow Educator.

~ecentiv. I sent a survey form to yOou in an
eriort to .earn vour opinions in regard to the
present pracilice ana the ideal practice of
instructiona:l supervision in our state.

I fuliy reaiize how easv it is to put survevs
38iCe. esveciaily wnen vou feel your response will
nCl pe missea. put peiieve me. YQUE response is

ital:v impcrtant to the success of this project.

Piease taxe just a few minutes to complete
Tne Iorm nev ana maii it in the stamped enve|lope
ool aen

Thank 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 I 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,

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.




