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INTRODUCTION

Over th: past 10 years, attention to school improvement has moved from @
student focus (competency-based education), to a focus on classrooms (teacher
effectiveness), and to schools (the role of principals, and school effective-
ness factoré). Maryland has attended to these interests through Project Basic,
SITIP (School Improvement Through Instructional Process), tﬁe Professional

Development Academy, and activities of the Commission on Quality Teaching and

*.4
of the Task Force on Secondary Séﬁﬁols. The overall trend has been to move
.

outward from a single student, teacher, or administrator, toward organizational

units -- classroom, school, and district. Attention has been given to
processes reldted to success, including communication and coordination, and

to the interdependent regponsibilities of various educationmal role groups.

e

The trend has continued, and the focus has moved to tﬁsm;;ntral office
(the role of supervisors, and organizational effectiveness factors).
Accordingly, senior administrators of the Maryland State Department of
Edycation and of the 24 local education agencies (LEAs) have begun to explore
one area of central office responsibility: su .. vision.

This report was developed to help Maryland educators look at their own
practices and preferences in relation to the relevant prefessional literature.
It outlines the methods used to collect and synthesize information, discusses '
organization and management, rev1e§s observation and assessment, and presents
conclusions and recommendations. Summaries nf models are included in a set of
appendices. The report is intended to help Maryland assistant superintendents
and superintendents plan.for improvement of supervision by establishing a

common knowledge base among them.

~



PURPOSE }ND METHODS OF THE STUDY

This study explores practice and preference in teacher supervision and -

~ evaluation, using data from administrative and T;zfzﬁisary staff in the 24
' local education agencies (LEAs) of the state of land, and relates results
" to discussions in the literature. It addresses the following questions.

o What staff assignments, orxganizational arrangements, and time alloca-
tions are used for supervision and evaluation?

e What guidelines, procedures, or observation/evaluation systems are
used by supervisors?

e What do supervisors do and what do‘they prefer in carrying out their
supervisory responsibilities?

The Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) ptbvided the initiative
for the study in response to interest expressed by LEA'assisti;t superinten-
dents., In the spring of 1984, staff of Research for Better Schools (RBS) met
with that group, and it was decided to use a survey questionnaire to investi-
gate gurrent ptéétices and preferred methods of supervision, as well as
organizational arrangements for supervision. Assistant superintendents
specified that the data gathered through the survey should be apglicable to an
improvement effort, and they determined thg general scope and administration
procedures for the survey. Before drafting the questionnaire, RBS staff
consulted with a national expert on supervision about its proposed design.
Finally, a committee of assistant superintendents reviewed the completed
instrument and recommended some revisions which were made by RB§.

It should be noted thaﬁ Maryland has a counti/districg structure. That
is, each local education agency (LEA) is a county (or, in the case of
Baltimore, a cici). Across the state there ére 24 LEAs with 1,183 schools

(798 elementary, and 385 secondary) serving appioximately 670,000 students.

6




Districts range in size from those serving eight schools, to those serving as

many as 164 schools. For the purposes of this study, data were amalyzed by

district size, with "small” districts having between eight and 18 schools,
"med fum" districts having betweé; 24 and 46 schools, and "large" districts
having between 104 and 164 schools. (In comparing Maryland's supervisor}
practicies with those describad in the literature or précticed elsewhere, one
needs to keep in mind organizational size and complexity, especially since
some theoretical models of supervision were déveloped for small s;;tems.)

The Questionnaires were sent to all of the 24 Maryland LEAs in June of
1984. 1In each local distrigt invited respondents }ncluded: the assistant
superintendent of instruction, two central office supervisors, two school
principals (elementary and secondary), and (if appropriate) two "helping
teachers" or other building level supervisors (e.g., curriculum coordinator,
vice principal). Local respondents were selected as typical members of the
role group by assistant superinténdents. Out of a total of 168 quest fonnaires
distributed, 88 were returned in time for data analysis.* Questionnaires were
returned directly to RBS, Table 1 shows the number of returns from each role

group and by size of school district (large, medium, or small).** Seventeen

\
of the 24 assistant superintendents returned surveys. All counties were

~

represented in the survey sample to some extent.

.-
\

* An additional six surveys were veturned after the deadline. Answers to the
open ended questions were analyzed and included in resylts as appropriate,

** District size: large (i.e., Baltimore City, Baltimore, Prince George's,
Montgomery, Anne Arundel); medium (i.e., Allegany, Harford, Howard,
Frederick, St. Mary's, Washington, Cecil, Carroll, Charles, Wicomico);
small (i.e., Kent, Caroline, Talbot, Queen Anne's, Calvert, Dorchester,
Garrett, Somerset, Worcester).



. \
. Table 1
‘\ Survey Respondents Bj Role Group and District Size#
Role Group
Central Office Supervisors 77f"77" ____ Principsls -
' Building
Assistant Secondsry Lavsl Belping
Pistrict Size [Superintendents | Flementary Secondary Elementary [Flementaxy Secondary | Supervisors | Teacher | Total
Large 2 3 2 1 4 4 0 ) 4 20
Mediue 7 6 6 1 6 4 2 2 34
Small 8 o 10 3 4 L] 3 0 34
Total 17 9 18 $ 14 14 5 6 88

'3

* Surveys were distributed as follows:

246 to assistant superintendents; 48 to central office supervisors; 48 to princiapls.

Forty-eight surveys were provided for other supervisory staff, but were distributed by assistant superintendents ounly in
those LEIAs in which other role groups have lﬂi?i‘iclnt supervisory responsibilicies,

ol
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The questiomnaire, consist of four parts, askod‘respondcnts to: (1)
provide general background 1n;:i1:tion (role, district size, and supervisory
responsibilitics), (2) indicate practice'and preference for supervigsory tasks
(process and content of_sﬁperviuion, interaction with teachers, supervisory
roles .and philosophy), (3) estimate use of supervisory time, and (4) describe
operating constraints, influences, and accountabilities. Respondents also ™\
forwarded to RBS copies of job descriptions and organizational charts, and |
materials related to supervision such as evaluation forms, observation
procedures, and suidelings or statements of philosophy. While those having
supervisory responsibilities (central office staff, principals and other
school-based'adninistrators; and teachers in various roles) reported their own
opinions or nature and scope of tasks, assistant superintendents (as the
instructional leaders of the LFAs) on some items reported their perceptions of
what supervisors did.* These perceptions reflected formal assignments made.
Congruence of perceptions and statements of supervisors was theoretically
desirable. When it did not occur, it signalled a need for organizational
communication. , *\‘ ' .

Standard statistice! orocedures were used to analyze results by item for
each area addressed. Althoughl regults were broken down both by role group and
by district size, unleés great differences were found for a role group or size ‘

of district, only total mean scores for items are reported here. Data are

°
reported as a specific number, as a mean (average), or as a percentage.

“~

-

\

* General reference to supervisory tasks or supervisors relates to all role
groups undertaking thesq responsibilities. The term "central office
supervisor"” is used when specific reference is wmade to that role group.
All respondents other than assistant superintendents and central office
staff are considered school~-based staff.



T N T M A

In addition to ;-ployius standard statistical procedures on appropriate
items, the open~ended quostioﬁo on.fho quastionnaire and the supplementary
materials submitted were analysed. Finally,;g systematic literature search °
was conducted including computerized ERIC searches, retrieval frbn
bibliogéaphies, documents recommended by experts in the field, and works
frequently cited. Over 100 d&cuaents vere exanined and relevant information
from them synthesized. Results from the LEAs are reported in relationship to

conclusions of the literature.




ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT OF SUPERVISION

Each school system operates on certain assumptions of organizational

effectiveness. Those assumptions, plus the traditions and values of the LEA,
influence resource allocation‘and determine organizational arrangements,
establishing structuréiwtﬁ;klinfluence.a11 aspects of supervision; This
chapter reviews organtzationai para-eéers of current supervisory practice in
Maryland by discussing: (1) who the people are that assume supervisory roles,
(2) the number of teachers supervised by an individual, (35‘Che number of
schools a supervisor has to travel to in order to{carry out his/her responsi-
bilities, (4) the number of persons who supervise/evaluate each teacher,

(5) common understandiﬁgs of supervision, a&d (6) the most common

organizational arrangements for supervision.

~

Who are the Supervisors?#*

1

Persons supervising/evalﬁating teachers include: (1) non~adninisc£at1ve
staff in a single school who teach part time, such as d;partnent heads or
teacher coordinators; (2) others who consider themselves school-based, are not
referred to as administrators, usually do not teach on a regular basis, .. °
may work in one school or several, such as curriculum cﬁotdipatqrs or resource
teachers; (3) vice principals and principals; (4) centfal office specialists
and supervisors.** In general, elementary supervisors are generalists and

/
secondary supervisors are subject-area specialists.

* For the purposes of this paper, the term "supervisor” is used in referring
to anyone with supervisory responsibilities. The term "central office
supervisor” {s used to refer to district level staff.

** Tn at least one LFA, position titles do not adequately convey supervisory
responsibilities. For instance, a vice principal (by title) may be a
supprvisor (by certification), and may carry out both roles. Or a teacher
(by title) may function as a supervisor working across several schools.

7 c .11,
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Formal certification requirements and levels of authority vary among each
of these role groups, and different kinds of expertise are apparent. Also,
classification varies, with principals, vice principals, agd central office
staff considered to be adninistrative and supervisory (A8S), and the other two
role groups usually considered to be teachers. This disg;ﬁccion 1s important
not only in how each is pefceived by clasaroom teachers, but also in how they
are collectively perceived by the lay community when the organizational and
staffing arrangements of a school system are examinad; the fewer ALS staff
listed, the ecsier it is to refute accusations of a top~heavy administratiom.

When role grou; labels are set aside, each person assuming some
supervisory responaibility theoretically has expertise to offer. When based
in a single school, ;pplication of that expertise is facilitated by proxinity'
and frequency of contact, and such accessibility {s usually recognized as
supportive (Roberts & Kemney, 1984). When working across schools the
supervisor draws on a wider base of experience for enrichment and helping
teachers network. Across~school supervisors can facilitate articulation
between schools (e.g., junior to senior high school), and application of the
standardized core curriculum that exists in most Maryland LEAs. Within~-school
supervisors can facilitate c;oss~8tade articulation of'the curriculum,
attending to pre-requisite skills of students. Generali#ts tend to focus on
iff5tructional processes and student activity; specialists tend to focus on
curriculum content and te~cher presentation. The former are found nosc\often
supervising elementary teachers, the latter at the secondary level.

At the elementary level, according to assistant superintendents of 16

LEAs, primary responsibility for teacher evaluation usually belongs to the
Q ;

12



principal. frinary responsibility for supervisioﬁ and assistance belongs to
the principals in 561 of the LEAs, and to central office supervisors in 63%
of the LEAs. In a few.cases, prinafy responsibility for ;oth evaluation and
supervision #9 undertaken by vice pringipals and others. (See Table 2.)

At the éecond;ry level, principals are primarily responsible for teacher
evaluation in 75 of the LEAs, witﬁ ﬁrimary responsibility undertaken by
central office stéff'in 387 of the districts, and by vice-principals in 197 of
the disériéts. Suﬁervision and assistance ig_the primary responsibility of
central office staff in 56% of the LEAs and of principals in 382 of the LEAs.
(See Table 3.) .

'vege data indicate that there may be confugion in several districts.

Ultimately only one person can assume primary responsibility for a given task,

. ' A
. with others involved to various degrees, but if two or more role,groups assume

primary responsibility, Fhere must be powerful coordinating mechanisms in
place to avoid confusion. Survey data indicate that such coordination {is
rare. While there is some evidence that central office supervisors may review
teacher progress with principals in a systematic manner, it is more commoun for
each role group to work fairly separately. Such separation is more likely at
the secondary level, where emphasis 1is given to subject area expertise.

The more role groups involved, the greater is the potential confusion,
especially if more than one group assumes primary responsibility. From a
teacher's perspectiv{ﬁ it 1s desiraﬁle that the two or three supervisors
1an1Ved give matching messages. From a central office supervisor's perspec-
tive, it is desirable that the effort invested is worthwhile,'since visiting
seven or eight schools to work with an average of 94 teachers W&h a mean

expenditure of 63 days during the year is fairly demanding and should not be-

-

—
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Table 2

\
¢ Pargicipation in Supervision and Evaluation of Elementary Teachers by Percent of LEAs

(as Reported by 16 Assistant Superintendents)

.?;;p of Participation Central Office | Principals Vice Principals ! school-Based |
in Supervision Staff Others*

pAk | A P 1 ) G P ! 1 P 1

_;+ . ¢ iL

Supervision/ 637 . 25% | 563 0% 67  19% | ez |25% .
Assistance , ? t ‘
Evaluation 25% | 19% 88% 0% 6x 132 ' or  169%
General Participation*** 6% | 25% 13% | oz‘ ox | 132 - 0%z | 62

% School-~Based Others include curriculum coordinators and resource teachers.
4% P = primary responsibility; I = involvemsnt, but not a primary responsibility.

s2* Included in this category are those responses which failed to distinguish between
participation as supervision/assistance and/or as evaluation.

14 :




Table 3

Participation in Supervision and Evaluation of Secondary Teachers by Percent of LEAs
(as reported by Assistant Superintendents, N=16)
(as Reported by 16 Assistant Superintendents)

e N
4 ) ‘
Type of Participation Central Office | Principals | Vice Principals Scheool-Based
in Supervision Staff . Others*
prx Th* 4 I | 4 1 1 I
Supervision/ 56% 31% 38% 6% 62 25% . 6% 19%
Assistance
Evaluation 1 a8z |19x [75% | ex 19 | 192 ox | oz
General Participation*** 13% 192 132 07 0z l» 192 0z 0%

* School-Based Others include curriculum coordinators and resource teachers.
** P = primary responsibility; I = involvement, but not a primary responsibiliéy.

*%* Included in this category are those responses which failed to distinguish between
participation as supervision/assistance and/or as evaluation,

15
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at cross purposes nor redundant in light of other supervisors' activities.
These concerns relate to the extent to which incumbents of the supervisory

role have a common understanding of the purpose and tasks of supervision.

Number of Teacers Supervised

One important feature of a supervisory structure 1is the number of
teachers supervised by each supervisor. Table 4 shows the average number of
teachers supervised by central office supervisors, who each stated the number
of teachers they supervi :d. Assistant superintendents stated their percep-
tions of the number of teachers supervised by central office supervisors.

Results indics.: that assistant superintendents believe that the average
number of teachers supervised at the elementary level 1s 83.93, but central ’
office staff report that they supervise an average of 119.33 teachers. There
is less difference between the assistant superintendents’ estimate of the
number of teachers supervised at the secondary level (60), and _cual numbers
reported by central office supervisors (71.39). The average number of
teachers actually supervised by central office supervisors varies from a low
of 58.20 secondary teachers per supervisor in a small district, to a high of
171 elemenca?y teachers in a large district. In a'few cases, supervisors with.
both elementary and secondary responsibilities may supervise as wmany as 275
teachers. Across all levels, the average number of teachers supervised by a

\

central office supervisor is 94.
Table 5 shows the average number of teache.s supervised by school-baoef
staff. On average, elementary principals supervise a few as 19 or 20 teachérs

in small and medium districts, but secondary principals supervise as msny/as

16

12



Table 4

Average Number of Teachers Supervised at Elementary and Secondarv levels,
by Central Office Supervisors, by District 51zg

Respondent Role

Average number of Teachers shpervised

by District Size

arge

Medium Small

Total

Mean

N

Mean ___N Mean N | Mean

(Elementary)

>

Assistant
Superintendents*

64.00

78.25 15 83.93

Central Office
Supervisors

171.00

L101.00 | 8

93.50 0 0 9 | 119.33

(Secondary)

JAssistant
Superintendents*

65.00

55.71 7 62.86 16 | 60.00

ICentral Office
Supervisors

90.50

87.00 10 58.20 18 71.39

(Elementary and/
or Secondary)

Assistant
Superintendents

not applicable

Supervisor

Ifentral Office
|

275.00

48.00 3 | 111.67 5 | 131.02

]

* Ajsistant superintendents stated their perceptions of central office supervisors'’
a’sisnuents. '

Q
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Table 5

Average Number of Teachers Supervised at Elementary and Secondary Levels,

by School-Based Staff, by District Size

hlespondent Role

Average number of Teachers Supervised
by District Size

Large

Medium . Small Total
N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
(Elementary)
Principals 6 | 29.75 6 | 20.00 s |19.50 | 15 | 22.43
N
N\ \
(Secondary)
Principals 4 | 61.25 4 | 61.00 s | 34.60 | 13 | s50.92
(Elenentiiy and/ \\
or Secondary) N
Building Supervisor 0 0 2 39.50 3 36.00 5 37.78
rielping Teacher 4 1105.25 2 99.00 0 0 6 1103.17

18




61 or 62 teachers in medium or large districts. Supervisory tasks are also
carried out by others, such as helping teachers or vice principals. In single

~

school buildings, such staff supervise abou£'38 teachérs, but if they work
Acréss sever#l schools they éupervise!103 teachers, on average.

Comparison by district size 1nd1¢ates that, in general, the larger the
discrict the greater the number ofiteachers assigned to a single supervisor.
Itlis interesting to note that s-al} districts do not use helping'teachers,
nor do they report having central office staff working solely with elementary
teachers. (This might contribute to cross-grade articulation.) Large
districts report no building level sﬁﬂ;r§1sors. Howeve?, other data sources
indicate that department heads do participate in teacher supervision in
districts of various sizes, and that some small pEAs do assign centrai office

. i
supervisors to either elementary or secondary levels.

4

The quality of supervision is affected by the time spent and number of

teachers supervised. Central office supervisors (1002 time in this role)
spend about 30% of their time (61 days) om observation aqd assistance, and 5%
on evaluation.* On average, a central office supervisor supé&vises 94
teachers, which means that he/she can spend up to four hours a year in direct
interaction with each teacher (assuming minimal travel and efficient time
management) . Principals and other school-based supervisors spend about 317 of
their time (63 days) observing and assisting teachers and h.71 on evaluation.
On average, a principal supervises 36 teachers, and can sp;hd almost two days

a year in direct interaction. Other supervisory staff can Apend between two

hours and two days with each teacher. Infrequent brief interaction may be

*# Travel time {s included in these time allocatioms.

1
19 ;
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effective when the supervisor has built rapport with most of the (94) teachers
over time, hut if teacher turnover is high, or supervisors are reassigned
often, difficulties are likely to be encountered. The ratio of time and
teachers seems to offer greater opportunity for impact by principals than by

central office supervisors.

Number of Schools Visited

The number of buildings a supervisor must visit also has an important
effect on supervision. According to the survey, the average number of schools
assigned to a oupetvi#or 18 7.32, ranging from a low of 2.46 schools for
school-based staff in medium-size districts, to a high of 11.83 schools for
central office supervisors in largc~§1zed districts. (See Table 6.) The
assistant superintendents' estimates for number of schools visited by a
central office supervisof range from a low of 6 schools in small districts to
a high of 14 schools in large districts. The time th@c supervisors invest
in traveling reduces the 30% of their time which they spend on observation and
assistance. While articulation of the curriculum and knowledge of a range of
teaching strategies is enhanced by communication across schools, current
practices indicate a need for more effective management of schedules and

school assignments.

Number of People qugtvisfhs a Teacher

The average number of individuals supervising/evaluating a teacher is
reported in Table 7 by the role groups responding to the survey in large,

medium, and small districts. Within dietricts'of the same size, there are

/

discrepancié’a between the role groups’ survay‘responses, reflecting va;riation

\

of practice within a given district. For instance, two schools in the same

district may have teachers supervised by only two people (e.g., principal and

20
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Table 6

Average Number of Schools Visited by Central Office and School-Based
Supervisors, According to the Size of the District

- s

Assistant Central Office|l School-Based
District Size Superintendents’| Supervisors Staff Total
: (Perceptions)*
N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
Large 1 2 |14.00 6 {11.83 12 |7.58 | 20 | 9.50
Medium 7 " 19.14 13 10.92 14 $.71 34 8.00
Small 7 6.00 13 | 7.77 13 | 2.46 33 |s3.03
Total , 16 8.38 32 9.81 39 4.85 87 7.32

* Assistant Superintendents do not visit schools to supervise teachers. These data present
their perceptions of the number of schools visited by the average central office
supervisor.
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Table 7

Average Number of People Supervising/Evaluating a Teacher

£

Assistant !

District Size Superintendents’'] Central Office School~Based
(Perceptions)® Supervisors Staff Total

N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean
Large 2| 2.50 6 2.83 12 2.00 | 20 2.30
Medium 7 1.86 13 2.15 14 2.16 | 3 2.09
Small 8 2.38 13 | 2.54 13 2.38 | 33 2.44

- | /

* Assistant superintendents do not supcrvi;e tcacher;: These data present their
perceptions of the number of people supervising/evaluating a teacher.

22 \
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area supervisor), or by as wany as five people, depending on.ouch factors as
q?pervisor conscigntiousness, teacher maturity or capability, size of school,
availability of resource teachers, and the principal’s relationship with

I
voutsiders.” Thus, teachers can expect at least two people to be advising

them about how to improve their work, and may interact'with even more. They
are'aost l1ikely to react to the "suthority” closest to them, responding to the
program expertise of prartnent heads or similar others. They may experience
conflict if messages giveﬁ diffe; among various supervisors, and feel torn
between what appears<to be acgountability issues (usually raised by the
principal), and more immediate concerns of curriculum or instruction (usually
raised by department heads or central office supervisors). These reactions
indicate that it is extremely important for all supervisors tﬁ define their

roles, coordinate activities, and share a common philosophy and set of

priorities.

Common Understanding of Supervision

An effective supervisory process depends upon‘a co-nonly,shared under-
standing among all staff as ﬁ; the philosophy, purpose, and process of
supervision. For instance, an LEA may believe that the pﬁtpose of supervision
is to guide and assist teachers in improving the quality of instruction, and
that the process includes both data-based decision-making and systematic
activities (such as training, coagpins, and curriculum and staff development).
This section reports the responses to a sﬁrvey question about such common
understandings.

On average, there is a moderate degree of common understanding across
role groups. (See Table 8.) An analysis of the open-ended cosments to the

same question indicates a divided opinion among respondents regarding clarity;
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although some supervisors feal that a clear undetocanding about i@pcrvioion

has been achieved in their district, the majority state there is rbon for

improvement.
Table 8
Perceptions about Common Understanding of
Purposg, Philosophy, and Process of Supervision
l Roles Groups
| Agsistant Central Office School~-
' Responses Superintendents Supervisors Based Staff
! (N=17) (N=31) (N=38)
‘Positive comments about |
jthe understanding of . CoL
isupervision. 8 T 8 ] 11
'Negative or qualified !
comments about the under- - ' |
'standing of supervision. 6 : 15 12 |
Neutral or no comment about l
the understanding of super-
vision. 3 8 15
| i P

For example, central office supervisors stated:

There is a need to make clear the purpose of supervision; the
promotion of teachers:’grovth in effective instruction (formative
evaluation). Therefore, we must make clear the similarities and
differences between formative and summative evaluation (rating).
Classroom supervision 1is still perceived as rating, or even punitive,
and not as a part of the learning process. There is a need to
understand the two discrete functions of the supervisory conference.

The teachers feel it is perfectly clear that it seems overly negative.

In a large pluralistic organfzation, the variety and thrust of
multiple goals contribute to varieties of 4interpretation and
implementation.

Supervisors and prihcipsls at the elementary level have a similar
understanding of "supervision;” however, some situations have led
teachers to doubt the expressed purposes.
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School-based supervigors said:

e Since the role of supervision at any level has not been defined and/or
1s often misinterprated, there is little reason to suspect it is
understood.

L J
o Principals and central office staff view supervision as an improvement
process, while teachers tend to look on supervision as a monitoring
process. :

Assistant superintendents commented:

o In an attempt to be all things to all people, efforts become so
diffused that there is too often no clear definition of purpose.

o Supervisors know the components and try to convey them; some teachers
understand the role but little is done by upper levels to' provide
support with citizens or fiscal authorities. 3

e Most A&S personnel know our philosophy and process. Some of them,
however, do not convey this to teachers. Some principals are

. reluctant to observe classes and try to use supervisors as the
"heavies" in evaluations of teachers.

e A number of issues cloud the mstter: What is the authority of
supervisors? Where is the supervisor in the hierarchy? Should they
evaluate? GCeneralist or specialist? K-~12 vs. elementary or
secondary?

Table 9 presents the survey results related to philosophic beliefs about
supervision. Across the school system, most people believe: "supervision and
evaluation of teachers are linked by common criteria but separated in time and
purpose” (mean of 3.61), and “supervision and evaluation are essentially the
same thing” (3.60). The answers are contradictory. Most authorities on
supervision/evaluation would accept the first answer as part of a positive
philosophy of supervision, and say that the second rating reflects the
negative impact of supervision equated with susmative teacher evaluation.
Moderately high ratings on two additional items, "supervision is primarily a
pro forma monitoring process” (3.48) and "supervision is primarily an

accountability process” (3.54), reinforce a philosophy of supervf;ion (as

practiced) that centers around summative evaluation. The least practiced
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supervisory beliefs are: (1) "supervision and evaluation are totally separate
activities" (2.19), and (2) "supervision is primarily an improvement proccqa"
(3.28). \Thooa responses suggast that in practice supexrvision and evaluation
are closely entwined, and an important stated goal of the teacher supervision/
evaluation process in many LEAs, namely, the improvement of teaching, is not

being implemented.

Table 9

¢

.

—Practice and Preference about the Nature of Supervision

Ratings .
Survey Item Practice Praference
v N=86 N=84
Mean Mean
[4
Across the school system, most
people believe:

supervision is primarily an improvement 3.28 © 4,73
process
supervision is primarily a pro forma 3.48 3.07
pro forma monitoring pr .cess i
supervision 1s primarily an accountability 3.54 3.24
process
supervision and evaluation ate essentially 3.60 2,80
the same thing
supervision and evaluation are linked by 3.61 3.90
common criteria but separated in time and
purpose
supervision and evaluation are totally 2.19 ! 2.9
separate activities. ;

Scale ranges from 1.00 (minimal) to 5.00 (high agreement).
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Some significant differences in regponses are seen between role groups

and sizes of districts. School-based staff believe that "supervision is
primarily a pro forma monitoring process,"” to a gréater degree than do
assistant superintendents (means éf 3.71 and 2.81, respectively). The pattern
of response (if not Fhe relative difference), holds true for "supervision is
primarily an accountability process"’(schog}~based staff: 3.82; assistant

.
superintendents: 3.i3), and "supervision and evaluation of teachers are "
essentially the éame thing” (school-based ¢ vtaff: 3.75; assistent superinten-
dents: 3.13). These differences suggest a conflict in practiqg.that could be
crucial to the issue of supervision. Since teachers are most influenced by
those in close and frequent’contact, they more readily believe the messages of
school¥based s+aff, who indicate that super;ision is not a process of
improvement but an exercise in accountability.

. Ratings ‘for the most practiced belief within a role group show that
central of fice administrators believe that "supervision and evaluation of
teachers are essentially the same thing" (3.65). School-based supervisors
believe that "supervision is primarily an accountability process” (3.82), and
assistant superintendents believe that "supervision and évaluation are linked
by common criteria but separated in time and purpo;e" (3.94). All three
groups agree that the least practiced philosophy is that supervision and
evaluation are totally separate activities (mean for central office
supervisors is 1.97, for school-based staff is 2.33, for assistant
superintendents is 2.31).

One significant difference between two sizes of districts is apparent.'
Respondents in small districts believe that supervision is primarily pro forma
monitoring to a greater extent than do supervisors in large districts (means

£

of 3.67 and 2.95, respectively).
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Looking at both size and role, a pattern of differcnce‘flerges for the
responses by central office supervisors. In large districts, they believe
that: (1) "supervision is primarily an improvement process” (3.83) to a
greater degree'chan does the same role group in medium-size districts (2.92);
(2) "supervision is primarily a pro forma monitoring process" (2.67) to a
lesser extent than central office supervisors in medium (3.67) and small-size
districts (3.85); (3)‘”super§1sion and evaluation of teachers are essentialiy
the same thing" (3.00) less often than theipreers in small districts (3.92);
and (4) "supervision and evaluation are totally separate activities" (2.83)
more often than members of the same role group in madium-size districts
(1.75). This pattern of response seems to suggest that central office
supervisors in large districts think that formative and summative evaluation
have been separated in the supervisory processes of their LEAs. A similar
understanding (with less dramatic differences) seems apparent in the responses
of assistant superintendents of large d}stricts. However, the sample size
(N=2) is too small to draw a firm conclusion.

Whereas, in general, ratings for practice suggest a philosophy based on
supervision as pro forma monitoring, an accountability process, or supervision
equal to evaluation, ratings for preference clearly display a belief in
supervision as primarily an improvement procéss, a belief held conéistently by
all role groups. These findings suggest discrepancies, some of which may be
addressed by improving communication within an LEA. In other cases, however
discrepancies may need to be addressed by redesigning organizational

arrangements for supervision.

Organizational Arrangements

Organizational arrangements for teacher supervision and evaluation

include formal hierarchical systems such as may be illustrated in
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organizational charts or indicated in job descriptions, as well as mechanisas
¢

.es;ablished to coordinate and carry out the tasks involved. Arrangements are

fnfluenced by the LEA's philosophy, their operating assumptions about an
effective organization, and perceived purposes of supervision and evaluation;
the ways in which those beliefs are related to curriculum and staff
development; and by operating constraints such as district size, contract
agreements, and resource allocations. Arrangements and their relative
effectiveness are made more complex when LEAs try to establish a single set of
constructs to satisfy the different purposes of evaluation and supervision.*
Some LEAs confound the issue by overtly stating that the objectives of
evaluation include both personnel appraisal and improvement of practice.
While evaluation may include data collection and analysis, and established
procedures might ensure that findings are reviewed with teachers, those
activities often do not result in behavioral change. Therefore, it is
inappropriate to state that evaluation will meet the objective of improvement
of teacher quality.

In most Maryland LEAs, organizational charts indicate that teacheg%
report to principals, and that A&S staff report to superintendents (in small
districts) or assistant superintendents (in large districts). Such a

reporting system suggests arrangements for staff evaluation (annual

% As Darling~Hammond et al. (1983) point out, summative evaluation may be used
in personnel decision-making, is related to accountability (due process),
and for that reason must be fairly standardized. Formative evaluation
(developmental assessment) on the other hand, is improvement oriented and
context specific. Changing teacher performance (the purpose of supervision)
involves processes that may be inconsistent with those used to derive
evaluative judgements. While both supervision and evaluation may require
supervisors to carry out similar activities (e.g., classroom observation and
review of lesson plans), since the purposes are different, task definition
should differ. However, it is more common to find school systems and staff
attempting to force-fit tasks and purposes, and making organizational
arrangements accordingly.
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performance appraisal). Just as a supervisor's annual review (by the super-
intendent) may be informed by an assistant superintendent, a teacher's review
may be informed by a vice principal or department head. Such arrangements
seem logical 1f the review is to be adequately informed (and assuming that
those providing information have interacted frequently on jgrious kinds of
tasks with the staff person being reviewed). Supposedly, the purpose of
evaluation is thus served.

~ However, issues of relative expertise and influence are raised, and
others enter the system — subject area supervisors ‘u secomdary schools,
especially where there are no department beads; and resource speéialists or
general supervisors in elementary schools. These people may each visit a
classroom only once a year, but, nevertheless, provide input for the teacher's
annual review.

Supervisory arrangements are more varied and complex. A leacher may be
advised by a team leader or department head, vice principal and ;ringipal,
regional supervisor, and central office specialist or supervisor. While
secondary teachers may feel allegiance to content specialists, ¢lementary
teachers may be more responsive to the general expertise of their princ?pals.
Those most in need of help turn to the most accessible saurce, and 3cy be more
{nfluenced by informal contacts than by formal systems. In some cases, mixed
messages from‘vqfious sources may result in the teacher ignoring all of them.

Recognizing these issues, each LEA has designed its own way.of organizing
for supervision. In some cases, organizational systems or models evolve
through tradition or expediency. In other cases, purposeful plamuing results
in redesign. Firth and Eiken (1982) analyzed seven organizational models, six

of which are found in Marylend LEAs.* (See Table 10.) These models are not

* Intemediate Service Agencies are not part of the state structure.
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Table 10

Alternative Models of Organizing for Supervision*

Models

Organizational
Assumpt ions

¢ Skills

Decision~Making

Influences on Effectivensss

Staff Consultant Roles

An effective
organization
distinguishes and
separates those who
advise from those
who direct.

Human, msoagerial,
technical, with
emphasis on
instructional
competence,

information broker.

comsnicating as an

Advisory, sympathetic
to teachers’ cause,
can persuade but may
be over-ruled by
aduinistracive

expediency.

Needs good relationships with principals
and teachers, flaxidbilicty to respond to
school needs; must be supported dby LEA
commitmant to imstructional improvement.

Line Authority Roles

An effective
organization
combines authority
and responsibilicy
for various
operacions in the
same posirion.

Administrative,
menagerial
technical
{curriculum and
suparvigion),
balancing
supervigory
respongibilicies
with management
decisions.

Adninistracive, with
potential for linking
curriculum,
igstruction, and
administration, 1if
incumbent’s expertise
and values so
develop.

Needs to overcome barxiers to teachers'
concerns, incumbent's suthoritarisn
behavior; must enhance skills in curriculum
and supervision to dalance competition for
energy easily invested in mansgement.

Multiple Central
Office Units

An effective
organization fully
utilizes
specialization

Fach incumbent has
highly specialized
technical skills
wc‘ao art, mﬂtc.
reading, career
education, specisl
ed.).

&

‘ Advocate for

speciality, stressing
distinguishing
characteristics of
curriculum unit;
reluctant to co~
ordinate across total
instructional
program.

Needs to bslance specific curriculum
commitment with total curriculum design to
reduce conflict and competition; must
collaborate if supervision is to assist
rathexr than disrupt.

* Besed on Firclr & Eiken, 1982.
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Table 10 (continued)

r’

Models

Dentralised Area
Support Roles

Organizational '

Asguapt Lons Skills Decision-Naking Influences on Effectivesess

An effective Specialist~turned- Programmatic, Feeds to maintain sulctiple commmicatfion °
arganization - generalist, facilitating channels, provide technical sssistance for

assigns responsi-
bility close to the
oparational level.

techaical skills
relating to
general instruc-
tional program snd

roagional involvement
in curriculom,

responding to school
priorities with

program development; must avoid being
co~opted into purposeless directives or
retreating into minor aresas of spociality.

Roles

organisation
separates
rasponsibility for
evaluation from
ragpoasibility for
support,

analyesis, feeddack
of dats with mea-~
sures & methods to
observe classroom
pearformance;
skills {n gosl
setting and
mopitoring.

prescribed,
corrective, focusing
specified standards
snd actions to be
taken for improvement
-~a8sesmment resulce
determine agsistance
given.

inservice. long~range discrict ¢
" goals,
Performsnce Assessment] An effective Collcéttoh. Analytic, rationsl, Needs to acknowledge limits of measures/

standards uend vith swbsoquent imvestment on
cortain instructitmal arees, sometimes st
the expensa of teacher-felt-needs or

curriculum. Relative velwe 1s decermised by

the nature of the agsessment meseure snd
methods used. .

Local Scboolrsdﬁport
Roles

An effective
orgsuization uses
people immediately
available and
familiar with the
situvacion.

Tachnical teaching
skills held by
incumbents (dapart
ment heads, vice
principals,
resource teachers)
Plus acquired
skill 1in aseisting
othars.

Autonomoas, within
subject or grade
lavel teaasm, resheping
progras without
principal’s 4avolve~
ment, sometimes
deciding to do
sothing despite
teacher needs.

Neads to clearly define role parameters,
be1ld communication and coordinstion
mechanisns, avoid competition smong depert~
ments; must build incumbant integrity.

Intermediate §ervice
Agency Roles

An effective
organizstion shsres
specislized
services rather
than duplficates
general resources.

Wide ranging wich
in agency;
specialiste,
generalists, atc.

Di.‘“t. .‘th'y.
external to the

school and system,
often dependent on
iaformal influsnce.

Neads o scknowvledge complexities of
"1syers” of supervision, of individual
preference on service dslivery, and of
potencial inter~organisation conflict of
exparcise or suthority. Relative value 1is
influanced by {nter-orgsnisation relation-
shipe negotiated, and exteat of redundancy
or reinformcenent between supervisory

groupe.




necessarily mutually exclusive, but when two or more are combined, their

effectiveness 1s affected by the extent to which individual and organizatiomnal

underlying assumptions are aligned. For instance, many central office super-

visors in Maryland prefer the staff consultant role, seeing themselves as

advisors "in white hats,” but in several LEAs the organizational assumptions

put them in line authority roles to combine evaluation (black hat) with

supervision (white hat). The assumptions of the two models are in conflict,
which requires incumbents to develop considerable expertise to accomplish role
effectiveness.

" The models of nultiple central office units and decentralired area

support are popularliu large school systems. When both are used toget@er,
there is great conflict of organizational assunptiéns and incumbent skills,
requiring leadership which excells in collaboration and complex coordination
1f the system is to be effective. Without such coordination the two models
operate independently, and ultiua;e impact on instruction is patchy.

The models of performance assessment and staff consultant are compatible

to some extent; the conflict lies between the structure of the former and the
flexibility of the latter. Maryland LEAs combining these models do maintain a
balance, finding it easier to do so without a rigid checklist of criteria,
instead using general guidelines or categories of teacher responsibility.

Local school<§qpport roles are used informally in all schools, because

the assumptions reflect reality. When the model is formally recognized, and

incumbents participate in task clarification, skill development, and coor-

dinéciﬁg activities, effectiveness is likely to be'greater than when the model

is used informally. This model is used in combination with others in Maryland

/
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LEAs, since alone it isolates schools from each other and 1Pct§ashs departneﬁt
or school autonomy (poﬁsibly at the expense of curriculum fidelity or articula-
tion). - |

Each of the séven models identified by Firth and Eiken has advantages and
disadvantages in various areas. Thgy are outliged in Table 11. Review of
organizational arrangements in Haryl#nd LEAs indicates that no one uses a
single model, and that some need to attend to the disadvantages being

practiced.

Two examples of local arrangements are described in Tahle 12, following

the same framework as in Table 10.* The first wodel, Intefﬁctive Teams,
involves depattneﬁt heads or team leaders as school-based technical
specialists, and principals and central office supervisors as generalists.
All three role group reprc&entatives are collegial, agree on parameters of

responsibility, and use a common knowledge base. The principal is primarily

responsible for evaluation and may suggest. that areas 'to be improved are

addressed by the deparc‘ent head (who does not evaluate). Each team member
participates in training and planning with counterp;rts from other schools and
subject areas, contributing to district wide coordiﬁation of curriculum and
instruction as well as supervision and evaluation. Effectiveness is
influenced by the extent to which team members use a common knowledge base,
apply effective communication, establish parameters of responsﬁbility and
collegial relationships, and maintain professional integrity. The potential
conflict between school needs and central office preferences needs to be'~

acknowledged to guard against inequities of resource allocation (including

-staff time) and use of administrative authority.

* These descriptions present the intended ideal. Problems and disadvantages
are not discussed.
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Table 11%

Bureaucratic Models for Supervision of Instruction

!

t

* from:

Firth & Eiken {1982)
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Table 12

Examples of Organizational Models in Maryland

organization l1i{nks
technicsl
specialists with
1ine managers to
accomplish diverse
meﬂl.

managerial: cors
skills common to
a1l incumbents,
each incumbent
stressing a
diffarent primery
skill. All
dinpoeed to
coordinate,

»
Organisational :
Models Asswaptions Skills Decision-Making Influences on Kffectivensss
' +ntcncun Toans An effective Technical, wman, Prurpose~specific, Neads to develop and msintsin common

goal-dirvected, inter-
sctive — assfstance
provided influenced
by asesssment of
individual, by school
and digtrict curric~
ulwm activicy, and by
adatiaistrative

nowledge base, effective commuaication,
clear parsmeters of responsibility gpithin
team, collegial relationships smoag ’
inculiibents, and bigh fategrity. Nay weed ¢
negotiste parsmeters of suthority and
resource allocation (school ve. cemtrel
offsce).

Pecontral ized Support

tae
IS

An effactive
organisation

aes
tesponsidiliicy at
the opexational

Specialist~turoed-
genarsliist, with
managerial,
cechaicsl, and
human skills,

- el

Primary incugbest needa teo bulld tescher
trust, and develop and maincein axcalleat
skills as s "1inker” on sevaral dimsnsions;
must balance responses to demands of ochool
vs. central office which may confliict with

level, linking balancing varied td school and eystem | each other,
) purposas and tasks (s "linker,” curriculus and
ot positions. facilitator, or instruction.
internal changs
agent).
:
-
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The second model, Decentralized Support, locates central office

supervisors in schools with the dual responsibilities of vice princ}pal and
curriculum and instructional supervisor.®* While the principal is responsible
for evaluation, and influences the assistance provided, the "linker” is also
responsive to teachers' needs and is pro#active in pressing for application of
LEA curriculum and instruction priorities. Effectiveness is influenced by thg
extent to whiéh incumbents can balance the various demands of system, schbol,
and teacher; develop an& apply a broad set of skills (maintaining chnsistency
across the LEA); and build and maintain teachers' trust. .. ;
No single organizational model is likely to be appropriate for all | 5
districts. However, all districts need to take into account the same issues, |
considering the potential advantages and diggﬁvantages of management
decisions. As indicated in this section of the repoft, those decisions relate |
to). (1) resource allocation, that is, the ratio of teachers to supervisors
(and vice versa), and the number of schools visited; (2) staffing, that 1is,
the individuals and role groups involved and how they coordimate their .°
responsibilities; and (3) task coordination, that is, the extent to which
incumbents share a common understanding of the philosophy, purpose, and
practice of supervision. Ideally, these decisions ghould be bdbased on a
philosophy or operating assumptions relating to effective organizations,
schools, and classrooms, and to the personal and organizational perspectives
brought to bear in professional relationships. Therefore, in any 1n1§18t1ve
t; change any aspeét of supervision and evaluation, representatives of rxole
groups affected should be 1nvoig§g in planning that change. A process of

strategic interactive planning (Ackoff, 1977) might be used, allowing

* This "linker"” role is similar to the Project Basic Facilitator role, which
. located MSDE staff in LEAs to assist in program implementation.
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&
participagts to define the existing system and determine operating assumptions

S

before setting up new arrangements, activities, or techniques. The nature of

supervision from an individual incumbent'’s perspective should be defined in

éonjunctgpn with the organizational desién.

9
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ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIRS OF SUPERVISORS

This chapter discusses responéibilitics specifically related to direct
supervision, use of supervisory time, and observance of and assistance to
teachers. A fourth section suggests improvement possibilities. The

perspective is primarily from the point of view of the individual superV1sor!\

\
\

Supervisory Responsibilities [ 4 \

The responsibilities of supervisors are described in job descriptions and
are otherwise suggesfed by fincumbents who indicate their perceptions of
practice and preference with respect to the various knowledge, skills, and
activities relating to supervision. Relationships between responsibilities

and those things for which supervisors are held accountable are also

’

discussed.

Job Descriptions

Job descriptions were submitted by 11 LEAs for central office instruc-
tiona' supervisors -- both generalist and subject specialist positions.
Descriptions were also submifted for principals, vice principals, and
teachers. 1In general, job descriptions are lists of duties or responsibili-
ties including curriculum development, staff development; teacher supervision,

“and administration. Specificity varies from "observes and evaluates instruc-
tion," to "observes the in-class performance of middle school teachers, and
confers and consults with them regarding their performance, teaching ability,
and their professional development.” (Neither of these examples suggests that
the supervisor is ‘accountable for helping the teacher to become more
effective.) Items are not usually categorized (as is suggested by Saif
(1976), who provides four general categories or areas of accountability for

principals). Job descrigtions average 30 items for principals and vice
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principals, and 18 for central office gtaff. There is a general match between
job description items and the 14 behaviors on which supervisors spend their
time. However, none of tﬁe job descriptions suggests primary accountabilities,
how the tasks might Se prioritized, orlhow an individﬁal would or should
divide her/his time among the many duties listed. They neither specify how
any of the tasks should be carried out, nor give criteria for judging effec—
tive performance in the position. Job descriptions can be used to clarify and
differentiate supervisory roles and responsibilities. (See Oliva (1984) for a
variety of job descriptions.) The descriptions reviewed for this study did
not do this systematically, although some used key operative verbs to indicate
level of responsibility or interaction with others with similar tasks. ("Work
with..."” 1is an example of doubtful definition, but "Establish and maintain. ..

with assistance from..." suggests greater clarity.)

Supervisors' Perceptions of Responsibilities

A general understanding of what supervisors do, the ways in which they
identify needs and opportunities, the kinds of strategies they recommend, and
the knowledge and skills they demonstrate are presented in Table 13. Mean
rat#ngs of practice and preference are given (on a five point scale where
1.06 = minimal and 5.00 = high agreement). Of the five general areas relating
to direct supervision, there is strongest agreement that superQisors "monitor
teachers' progress, paying greater attention to those who are less effective
or new,” and lowest agreement that supervisors discuss/coordinate among each
other to "contribute to teachers' annual evaluation.” Preferences are high
for all five areas, withi~a strong desire fer teachers to have a common
understanding of the supervisory process. The highest ratings for specific
practice are: "identify needs and opportunities by observing in the

classroom”" (4.67), "identify needs and opportunities by talking with the
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Table 13

Ratings of Ceneral Understanding of Activity Relating cto Direct Supervision

-

-~

Praccice Preference
Survey Item (N=8S%) (w=8%)
Mean Meax
Ceneral Activicy Areas
1. Easure teachers have common mdontandi”
of the supervisory process , 4.05 4.79
/
2, Ydentify teachers’ avea of need or oppor-
tunicies for professional growth - 3.91 4.60
3. Systematically discuss needs, recommending
actions leading to improvement / 3.9 4.66
/
4, Systematically discuss needs Wich principal
(or relevant othars) con:rib;itin; to teachers'
aunnual evaluation .82 4.63
5. Monitor teachers' progress, paying greater
actention to those who are less effective or new 4.28 4.7%
Specific Activities
6. Identify needs and opportunities by:
a. observing in the classroom 4.67 4.87
b. revieving lessons 3.69 4.35
¢. talking wich the teacher 4.35 4.81
d. talking with the principal 3.91 4.48
e. talking wich relevant others 3.28 4.06
f. analyzing student grades, test scores 2.89 3.76
8. comparing wvhat the teacher does with
what {8 recommendad by the system 3.87 4.39
h. comparing what the tescher does with
what 1s recommendad by ressarch on
effective schools 3.21 4.06
f. compsring what che ceacher does with
whact she/he planned to do 4.01 4.52
7. Offer recommendactions including:
a. school inservice 3.35 4.12
b, district inservice 3.61 4.38
c. 1individualized self-improvement
activities negotiated through goal
setting .37 4.35
d. involvement in curriculum development 3.56 .18
e. lesson-specific techniques, activities 3.96 h.46
8. Dewonstrate knowledge and skill in:
a. interpersonsl relationships 4.18 4.74
b. administracion, record-keeping,
organizing 4.09 4.45
¢. ‘teaching/learning 4.14 6.65
d. specific curricolum 4.16 4.56
e. managewent of plsuned change 3.n 4.48
f. application of research on classroom/
taacher effectivensss 3.36 4.45

Scale ranges from 1.00 (wminimsl) to 5.00 (high agreement)
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teacher” (4.35). The least practiced activities are: "identify needs and
opportunities by analyzing student grades, test scovres” (2.89), "offer |
recommendations including school 1nservice“ (3.35), and "identify needs and
opportunities by comparing what the teacher does with what is recommended by
research on effective schools" (3.21). |

The most practiced supervisors' responsibilities are activities
compatible with a traditional supmative supervision/evaluation process, aad
two of the least pr#cticed, "analyzing student grades, tests" and "comparing
what the teacher does with the effective schools research” are part of a
school effectiveness model of supervision. -

In this category of the survey, there are ;ignificant differences in
practices for large ;;d medium-sized districts ~— a pattern indicating that
certain responsibilities are carried out most often in large~sized school
districts and least often in medium—-size districts. Such differences occur on
\

the following items:

A" \
e "identify needs and opportun1§i¥s by talking with principal” (means of
4.43 for large, and 3.44 for medium school districts)

e '"offer recommendations including school inservice" (means of 4.21 for
large, and 3.00 for med{um school districts)

e "offer recommendations including individualized self-improvement
activities negotiated through goal setting” (means of 4.21 for large
and 3.00 for medium school districts).

A possible explanation of this pattern might be that teacher activity in
large LFEAs is focused to a greater extent in the school while activity in
medium sized districts may be more centralized.

The highest ratings of preference (see Table 13) are: "identify needs
and opportunities by observing in the classroom" (4.87), and "talking with the

teacher' (4.81). The least preferred activities are: "identify needs and

opportunities by analyzing student grades, test scores" (3.76), "identify
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‘needs and opﬁortunitieo by talking with relevant others" (4.06), and "identify

needs and opportunities by comparing what the teacher does witﬂ what is
recommended by research on effective schools” (4.06). The item which shows
the greatest difference between what is practiced and what is preferred is
"demonstrates knowledge and skill in application on classroom/teacher effec~
tiveness" (means of 3.36 and 4.45, respecti%ely). Another item which shows a
large difference between practice and preference is the item which is related
to the clinical supervision and goal setting models, "offers recommendations
including individualized self-inprovemént activities negotiated through goal
setting” (means of 3.37 and 4.35, respectively). Apparently supervisors like
to be fairly independent, don't like using test data, but want to develop
greater egpertise in applying relevant research and contributing to teachers'
professional growth. The discrepancies between practice and preference
relating to demonstrated knowledge and skills suggest that supervisors may
aléo want to explore opportunities for their own professional growth.

Responsibilities and Accountabilities

The activities carried out by supervisors should relate to their
responsibilities which, in turn, should match those areas for which they are
held accountable.* The'categories of responsibility most frequently mentioned
by central office supervisors (in descending order) afe: curriculum/program
development or implementation, helping (supervising) teachers, and assessing
teachers. The focus of their actions appears to be seen as interacting with

teachers individually. The responses from school-based supervisors fall most

s

% Survey questions were: (1) According to your job description (or under-~
standing of your job), what is your primary responsibility in terms of
supervisors, i.e., what are you supposed to do? and (2) In terms of
supervision, what is your primary accountability, i.e., what 1is it your
{mmediate supervisor expects you to get done?

’ i
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often into the categorieséof 1n§t;uctiona1 leadership, teacher assessment, and
helping (supervising) teachers. The focus for these responsibilities appears

to be more generally on the school as an organization or teachers as a group,

rather than on teachers as individuals. Individuals in both groups often

mention wofe than one category and they usua}ly feel that their responsibili- .
ties match their accountabilities. Responsibilities and accountabilities are |
most often expressed in extremely general terms. Several individuals inter-

pret their accountabilities more narrowly than their responsibilities. Others

voice their frustration over the discrepancy between the two.

For example, one principal states that his/her priﬁary responsibility 1is
to "provide for the comnstant evalqation, maintenance, and improvement of the
instruction which occurs in my school.” His/her primary accountability 1is to
"encourage and nurture good teachers, help them grow professionally, and weed
out ineffective teachers if all modes of help do not produce desired resulfs."
He/she seems to feel a tension between the overall instructional program and
fdentification of individusl teachers' competence. Another principal
expresses parallel responsibility and accountability by saying his/her
responsibility is to "evaluate, supervise, and observe 21 teachers with the
purpose of improving instruction through professional growth.” His/her
accountability is to "use a goal-setting process which supports professional
growth. This learning is enhanced by developing Qetter instructional
strategles and programs.”

Although most central office supervisors believe that their responsibili~
ties generally match their accountabilities, several express frustration. One
11sts his/her primary responsibility as "leading curriculum development,
coordinating the instructional program, providing instructional materials, and
inservicing teachers.” His/her accountability 1s: "Everything! Lip service
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is given to the fact that ve are supposed to work in the schools 80%.
However, all other demands make this impossible.” Another describes his/her
responsibilities as curriculum development fnd implementation and evaluation of
teachers. His/her accountability 1is "not clearly defined; what I do is
accepted.” A third states his/her responsibilities are assisting teachers in
developing more effective teacher strategies, and developing and implementing
curriculum. His/her accountability is "responding to a wide variety of imposed
priorities.”

The general picture of supervisory responsibility that emerges is one
that 1s influenced by curriculum development activities as well as direct
teacher ass;stancé. A$ in any administrative position, there {s a tension
between the needs of the individual (teacher) and the demands of the program.
Responsibilities and accountabilities are described in gemeral rather than
specific terms by supervisors themselves. Job descriptions do not always
match activities. Most supervisors view their responsibilities within a
context of summative supervision/evaluation process, and there is little
evidence that incumbents are successful in creating "double-win" strategies to
link tasks of direct supervision of individual teachers with tasks of
curr;Lulum or program development and administration.®* The low degree of
interaction among supervisors reinforces the concern about common

understandings or shared philosophy about” supervision and the improvement of

practice.

* It should be noted that anecdotal information identifies some individual
examples of excellent linkage of tasks and people, but these are isolated
and not systemically applied.
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% The Use of Supervisory Time

Time analysis ;rpvides useful information on which activities are
receiving the most suparvisory attention. It halps decision-makers set or
realign priorities, and it 1is the foundation for planning more effective use
of available time. This section reports omn supervisory use of time as
indicated by survey data, iefers to relevant literature, and discusses how
organizational influences impact supervisory time.

Respondents to thc!survey were asked to account for their use of time and
also give their preference for how their time should be spent. Specifically,
central office supervisors accounted for 100% of their time (using a 200
work-day year as a base) and assistant superintendents estimated the time
expenditures of central office supervisors in a similar manner. School~based
supervisors were asked to determine the percentage of time spent on super-~
visory tasks, and to subdivide that time. Several respondents had difficulty
in estimating their time so that‘results added up to 1002. Responses that
totaled more than 1152 were discarded.

Table 14 presents use of time by central office supervisors, in terms of

o

practice and preference. It also rank orders each activity so the allocations

of time can more easily be compared, both in terms of practice and in terms of
preference. On the average,)over 55% of ;hcir time is spent on the first
three activities: observing and assisting teachers -~ 30.67% (61.34 days);
attending meetings ~- 14.382 (28:?6 days); and developing or reviewing
curriculum ~~ 10.27% (20.54 days).* Not surprisingly, the largest amount of
time is spent on observing and assisting teachers. However, the total time

spent 1n interacting with teachers and related instructional concerns

* These functions are similar to those reported in the ASCD pilot study by
Blumberg (1984).
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Table 14

Practice and Preference\of
Central Office Supervisors' Usk of Time

" Practice (N=31 N | Preference (N=28)
Activity “#Days YTime |[Rank \#Days Time |Rank
Observe and assist teachers | 61.34 30.67 1 37.53 1
Attend meetings 28.76 14.38 2 11.18 3
Dcvelop/review curriculum 20.54 10.27 3 12.47 2
Write proposals, plans,

‘| reports, keep records 16 .50 8.25 4 7.3 3.67 8
Plan/conduct staff develop- .
ment/inservice 15.08 7.53 S 19.86 9.93 4
Evaluate teachers 10.80 5.40 6 10.82 5.41 6
Manage/assist with state or
federal programs 8.12 4.06 7 3.62 1.80] 12
Interact with parents/
community 7.42 3.71 8 9.50 4.75 7
Participate in MSDE initia-
tives and other "out of
system' activities 7.12 3.56 9 5.58 2.79 9
Plan/conduct "events" or
summer programs 7.10 3.55 {10 5.08 2.54) 10
Learn (e.g., by reading,
attending staff development
activities, "trading places”
with school staff) 5.94 2.97 |11 11.00 5.50 5
Test students, collect/
analyze test results 5.20 2.60 |} 12 3.82 1.911 11
Other 2.76 1.38 |13 | 1.28 .64 | 13
Negotiate Contracts 1.04 .53 14 .64 .32 14

Percentages are based on a "year" of 200 working days.
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(observation/assistance, evaluation, staff and curriculum development,
testing/analyzing results) accounts for slightly nor; than one-half of their
time (approximately 57%). Central office supervisors report Ehey have alio.t
no time (2.97%) to learn new things about their work on the job. In fact,
several respondents stated that they used their owﬁ time for this activity.

When stating preferences for use of time, central office aupcrvisofi said
they would like to spend more ﬁiac in the areas of observiﬁs/assisting
teachers, plamning/conducting inservice, reviewing curriculum, interacting
with parents/community; about the same amount of time in evaluating teachers;
and less time in all other areas (mostly administration). The same teache;
interaction and instructional concerns as mentioned earlier would account for
about 677 of their time if they carried out their preferences.

Assistant superintendents’ estimate of central office supervisors' use of
time is reported in Table 15. They estimate about 82 more time spent in
observation/assistance of teachers and about 27 less time spent in attending
meetings than do the supervisors themselves. Overall their estimates vary
slightly from the supervisors self-reports in the importance given each area.
There is general agreement between the two role groups on the six most
time~consuming activities, witﬁ central office supervisors allocating 76.5% of
their time, and assistant superintendents estimating 78.6%. 1t 1is interesting
to note that the former would prefer to invest about 75 days observing and
assisting teachers, and assistant superintendents think that 77 days are being
invested and would prefer 92 days on th&t task. In general, assistant
superintendents would prefer that supervisors spend more time in observing/
assisting teachers, in staff and curriculum development, in interacting with
parents/community, and in learning activitiés; .They would prefer that

supervisors spend less time in all other areas listed.
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Table 15

Assistant Superintendents’ Estimates of
Central Office Supervisors' Use of Time

>

. T 1 Practice (N=15 Preference (N=15 )
Activity ays “XTime [Rank |#Days ime | Rank

Observe and assist teachers | 77.46 38.73 1 92.26 46.13 1
Attend meetings 24.40 12.20 | 2 | 16.94 8.47] &
Develop/review curriculum 20.80 10.40 3 23.46 11.73 2
Evaluate teachers 12,80 6.40 | &4 | 12.26 6.13] 5
Plan/conduct staff develop- :
ment/inservice 11.74 5.87 | 5 18.40 9.20 3
Write proposals, plans,
reports, keep records 10.00 5.00 6 6.14 3.07} 10
Participate in MSDE initia-
tives and other "out of
wystem" activities 9.06 4.5 | 7 | 7.3 3.67| 8=
Learn (e.g., by reading,
attending staff development \
activities, "trading places'| :
with other school staff) 8.80 4,40 8 11.20 5.60 6
Plan/conduct "events” (e.g.,| -
career fair, film festival),
Or summer Programs 6.94 3.47 9 4,54 2,271 11
Manage/assist with state of
federal programs 5.86 2.93 | 10 4.26 2.13) 12
Other &.54 2.27 | 11 10,66 5.33 7
Intéf;ct'iith parents/ :
community 4.14 2.07 12 7.34 3.67f 8=
Test students, collect/
analyze test results 3.34 1.67 | 13 3.34 1.67}F 13
Negotiate contracts 1.06 .53 16. .54 271 14

Percentages are based on "year" of 200 working days.
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Table 16 prc;onto data on the use of time by school-dased supervisors
(mainly principals). This group reports that on<ehéfivcra;e 29.65% (about 59
days) of their time is used in taeks{not related to supervision of teachers
(such as program and school management). Of their total time, 31.662 (63,32
days) is spent in observing/assisting teachers. As might be expected, this
group spends more time than central office supervisors in cvaluation activi~
ties' and less on curriculum development. However, they spend slightl} more
time than central office supervisors on staff development. ﬁhen the teacher~
interaction activities and areas of instructional concern are added together
(observation/assistance, staff and curriculum development, testing/anslyzing
results), they represent approximately the same time expenditure for school-v
based supervisors (591) as for central office supervisors (57%). (It should
be noted that the former group assists, on average, 36 teachers, in coapariso;
to 94 assisted by central office supervisors.)

If they aéted on thei; preferences, school-based administrators would
spend more time observins/aésistins teachers, in staff and curriculum develop-
ment, and in learning activiéias, and less time in evaluation snd non-
supervisory tasks. ‘

It is somewhat difficult to make comparisons between the use of time as
reported in the survey and a typical supervisor's use of time, because there
are only a few similar discussions of time expenditures within the
professional literature. Ome of these investigations (Roberts, Friedman, &
Maguire, 1982), an administrative study of 25 schools in a rural Maryland
district, suggests that central office supervisors spend slightly more time
than shown by the current survey in assisting/observing teachers (357 vs.

312), in conducting training/workshops (92 vs. 82), and in evaluating teachers

(11Z vs. 5%), and less time than shown in the survey in developing/selecting
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Table 16

Practice and Preference of School-Based Supervisors'
Use of Time*

L4

Practice(N=38)

Preference (N=34)

Activity fDays Time |[Rank| #Days

Observe and assist teachers '63.32 31.66 1 | 87.24 43.62
Tasks not directly related

to supervision 59.28 29,64 | 2 23.98 11.99
Other 22.04 11,02 3 8 4.00
Evaluate teachers 17.42 8.71 4 16.08 8.04
Learn 15.76 7.88 5 21.70 10.85
Plan/conduct staff develop-~

ment/inservice 15.5 7.75 6 27.02 13.51
Develop/review curriculum 14.66 7.33 7 21.70 9.57

* The majority of school-based staff are principals, also includes building~

level supervisors and helping teachers.

54

47

T el

Cod



curriculum (5% vs. 10%). The greater percentage of time spent in activities
related to supervisor—-teacher interaction and instructional conc2rns than
reported in the survey might be explained by the fact that the leadership of
this particular LEA makes clear itse expectation that supervisors spend a
significant amount of time assisting teachers, and holds then accountable for
such activities.

A study (Burch and Danley, 1980) of how central office supervisors spend
time found that they spend about 59% of their time in roles related to
instructional improvement (i.e., information and dissemination, resource
allocation, training and development, observatfon and evaluation, and
motivation), and.the remainder of their tiﬁe in roles important to the
functioning of schools but unrelated to instruction (i.e., ceremonial host,
formal communications, external contacts, and crisis management).

Another report (Sullivan, 1982) suggests that the self~reports of time
usage given in the district study and éhe current survey may over-estimate the
actual amount of time spent in supervisor~te?cher interaction. Sullivan
shows, through a direct analysis of supervis;ry behavior, that central offlce
supervisors spend 61% of their time engaged in formal and informal verbal
interaction, mainly with their peers, and not with teachers (" ho accounted for
only 14% of the communication). Direct technital agsistance to the teachers
(including classroom observation and inservice education) took even less
supervisory time (7%). Ten percent of the supervisor's time was involved in
travel.

A national survey of principals' use of time shows that Maryland

principals report using more time in instructional leadership activities than

did principals in the national group. in the national group, the

‘non®@ervisory tasks accounted for the largest portion of principals' time,
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ranging from 70% of their time at the elementary level to 80% of their time at
the éenior high school level; most of this time was spent in the office
responding to paperwork. Only 30% of principals' time at the elementary
level, and 20% at the senior high' school level, was spent on tasks of instruc-
tional leadership including classroom supervision, teacher evaluation, and
planning.’ No significant amount of time was spent on staff development or

selecting materials (Howell, 1981).

A 1975 report of use of time by superintendents, assistant superinten—

- -

dents, principals, vice principals, special supervisors, and reading
specialists stated that the administraté;; spent their supervisory time as
follows: 12% in individual observatiom of the teacher/classroom, 4% in
individual conferences with teachers, 107 in planning with groups of teachers,
and 4% in planning inservice. After a‘series of training workshopé. these
activities increased from 26% to 54% of the administrators' time’(Ward, 1975).

This latter investigation confirms that staff development activities
relating co technical skills and time management techniéﬁes can help increase
the amount of supervisory time spent observing and assisting teachers, and
decrease the amount of time given to administrative tasks.* Time management
skills are viewed as desirable supervisor compétencies. and various strategies
are discussed in the literature to improve them (Champagne & Hogan, 1981;
Sergiovanni, 1984; Sexton & Switzer, }982; Stevens, 1984).

However, it should also be noted that even when people have good time

management skills and are professional and productive, other influences affect

how they use their time. One of these 1is personal preference. Preference

. * Time management and related training is variously defined, Ideally, it
begins with clarification of organizational priorities and purposes and
{ndividual role definition, relates to needed expertise, and also attends
to the specifics of time management skills.

]
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results in supervisors spending more time on assignments that they enjoy --
each individual emphasizing particular tasks according to his/her style or

type (Mitroff, 1976). Self ass. ssment, coupled with job analysis, can

-
=

influence time and energy allocations suggested by personﬁl preference, and
such training might benefit supervisors.

A second significant influence on use of time is organizational account-
ability, which may include fire fighting, temporary assignnen;s, or tasks in a
"management by objectives' system. Time is spent in response to organizational
accountabi}ity when a more senior person requires a supervisor to get a job
done. Survey information indicates that organizational accountability does
take time away from supervision in Maryland. The survey respondents (central
of fice supervisors and school-based supervisors) addressed two related
questions: (1) In the last 12 months, what two or three issues, concerns, or
programs, took the most attention, time, and enmergy ¢. educators in the
system, and (2) In the last 12 months, did those concerns or programs interact
with supervisory responsibilities (i.e., was the task made easier, more
difficult)? The answers show that, in the opinion of all respﬁndents, adminis~-
trative and school/instructional improvement issues (in that order) were the
focus of school systems' attention, and most respondents felt these issues and
concerns made supervisory tasks much more difficult by taking time away from
supervisory responsibilities.

Some examples of the administrative concerns o& which supervisors
reported they spent time are the budget crisis, consolidation of schools, and

reduction of supervisory staff. Examples of instructional issues include

Project Basic testing, use of computers, and curriculum revision.
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Assistant superintendents also stated that specific assignments (mainly
in the areas of administration and curriculum) took supervisors away from
observing and assisting teachers. The examples given include:

e Administrative responsibilities for a subject area, general
administrative responsibilities, curriculum development committees

e Too much time on refining curriculum, planning events, information
gathering, and idea exchange v
e As general supervisors in a small county, chey are assigned many
responsibilities, 1.e., attending meetings, chairing advisory
councils, writing curriculum, serving on negotiations team,
preparing budget, etc., etc., etc.

e Curriculum development, Board reports, other reports to the
Superintendent

e Supervisors have "lost time” for such activities as: 350th
anniversary responsibilities, certified and non-certified
negotiations, planning of summer school, etc.

e Budget preparation, equipment specifications, state meetings, legal
hearings (special ed.), building committees, interview committees,
etc.

These survey comments highlight the dilemma of many administrators who

assign supervisors to accomplish necessary administrative and curriculum

tasks, but then discover supervisors lack sufficient time for observing and

-

assisting teachers. Senior administrators must first acknowledge this
conflict, and then systematically allocate supervisory time.in accordance with
the districf% philosophy and priorities before such conflicts of organiza-

tional accountability can be resolved.

Observation and Assistance

A major supervisory task is to gather information regarding teaching
effectiveness for the purposes of administrative performance 3p§raisal
(summat ive evaluation) or developmental assessment (formative e§a1uation).
Thé kind of information gathered‘and how it is uhed determine how well these

purposes are achieved. Maryland supervisors most often gather information
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through observation and by talking with teachers. They ugually do not gather
such information by talking with other staff, analyzing student test scores,
or comparing what the teacher does with vhat is recommended by the effective
schools research. Omnce information is gathered and analyzed, igplications
need to be explored, and strategies and new knowledge determined and applied.
Strategizing and knowledge building occurs through one-on-one supervi;>¥-
teacher fnteraétion, or staff development. If little interactiom occurs after
information gathering, assistance 15 minimal. This section reports how
supervisors observe and analyze the process and content of teaching, and how
they interact with teachers. It compares survey results with the observation/
evaluation checklists/frameworks from the Maryland LEA and gives recommenda-
tions for the improvement of observation and assistance.

Focus on Instructional Process

when observing how teachers teach, supervisors focus on the instructional
process occurring in the classroom. The models or methods used by Maryland
supervisors are discussed, with reference to the literature in each case: (1)
instructional variety to match learni- ' styles, (2) checklists of local
standards, (3) frameworks for direct 1nstrﬁction models, (4) classification
systems, and (5) teacher-determined models.*

Instructional variety. Most survey respondents (mean of 3.88) claim to

look at how a teacher teaches, focusing on "instructional variety accom-
modating students learning styles and prior learning/ability levels.”" (See
Table 17.) The focus on learning styles is interesting, especially since
experience shows that both supervisors and teachers have difficulty using

research findings to match teaching and learning styles in the classroom.

* Summaries of the models and metho®s for supervision most frequently
digscussed are summarized in the Appendix. ‘
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Tadle 17

Supervisory Practice and Preference in
Looking at Now a Teacher Teaches in Lqrte. Medium, and Swall LEAs

P:gc:ici and Preference by District Size
. ~ Large Med {um Small Total
. Survey Item (N=19) ! (N=34) (¥=33) (N=8)
Practice]Preferenca| Practice|Preference |[Practice|Preference |Practice|Preferencel
Means Means Means Means Means Means Means Means

Focus on:
1. Instructional processes of a model 3.74 31.89 3.27 3.88 3.12 3.85 3.32 3.87
2. Instructional stra:c}ies of a taxonomy 3.26 3.74 2.70 3.50 2.91 3.61 2.91 3.67/
3. Impact of instruction using s 3.89 4,22 2.82 3.56 3.38 4,16 3.27 3.9

classiffication system ]
4. What che teacher determined in & 2.50 3.50 2.59 3.72 2.57 3.70 2.56 3.66

preconference
5. Instructional variety, accommodating |- 4.21 4.74 3.79 $.33 3.79 4.61 3.88 4,53

students' learning scyles ~V/
6. A given checklist or framework 2,69 3.2% y  3.87 3.73 3.23 3.9 3.33 3j?é

Scale ranges from 1.00 (minimal) to 5.00 (high agreement). >
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The literature has presented confusing information about diagnosing

personality styles and preferred cognitive and affective modes. Although some
supervisors and teachers are aware of this knowledge, they have difficulty in
applying it in complex educational settings. What frequently happens is that
supervisors intuitively judge a teaching style (e.g., lecture) to be
inappropriate for a child who is not learning (e.g., & bored student or ome
with low verbal skill) and tell the teacher to use another aétivity (e.ge»
role~-playing). The teacher, in tumm, adds the new activity to his/her
teaching repertoire and perhaps the student learns better. ﬁowever, a variety
of activities alone does not demonstrate use of the learning theory behind
teaching~1eafn1ng styles or create optimal learniné conditions. Supervisors
andﬁteachers need to recognize the general principles of that theory. They
must acknowledge their preferfed modes of teaching and guard against over
teaching in that mode. For example, according to the Myers-Briggs personality
typology, many high school teachers (e.g., of physical sciences, physical
education, home economics, business) are detail-oriented thinkers, while
others (e.g., language arts, guidance counselors) are more likelf to be
intuitive conceptualizers. Each group needs to vary teaching activicies to
meet needs of students unlike themselves, and to do so purposefully. While
students should have the opportunity to learn through their preferred style,
they should also be challenged by less "comfortable” approaches. Research
shows that it is valuable for teachers to devefop specific learning activities
that reinforce basic learning styles, and teachers should have materials
available to support these activities (Friedman and Alley, 1984). Research on
teaching-learning styles also suggests that specific instructional models,

such as Active Teaching, can be successfully adapted for students with various
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preferred learning styles and that teachers whose teaching styles differ from
thos; used by the model may need extra guidance when iupieuentins the model
(Good, Crouws, & Ebmeler, 1983).

Attending’to the prior learning of students seems to be an overloaked
but vital aspe;t,of»classroom {nstruction (Bloom, 1976). If teachers provide
for appropriate learniﬁs and success in the early stages of learning, then
students are more likely to be succ;ssful in later stages of related learning.
Supervisors #nd teachers can ascertain learning levels by carefully examining
students’ previous achievement test results (vhich survey results suggest
supervisors do noF do), responses on classroom tests, or student answers to
questions on knowledge pertinent to the next lesson (Squires, Huitt, & Segars,
1983). |

Simple awareness of learning theory is not enough to operationalize its
implications for teaching and learning effectively. What is needed is what
Joyce & Showers (1984) label executive control over this body of knowledge.
Supervisors and teachers must be able to analyze the classroom situation and
integrate learning‘theory into that context. To gain executive control over
new knowledge, both supervisors and teachers need the kind of training
experience that will give them practice in developing and applying that skill.

While survey respondents claim that greatest attention is paid to
instructional variety to match learning styles, materials submitted do not
strongly support this claim, nor do they provide evidence of attention to the
concepts outlined above. Although many observational checklists contain items
asking if the teacher provides for individual differences, they dé not +define

how that might be done.

Checklists. e second highest practice ratihg (mean of 3.37) related to

the use of traditional checklists/frameworks for observation/evaluation. Only
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medium-sized districts rate checklists as the most practiced method (mean of

3.87). Overall, of the six alternatives listed, use of a checklist ranks
fourth by preference. Among the 1rterials subuitted from 21 LEAs were 16.
standard checklists/frameworks. Three LEAs used goal setting or performance
appraisal systems. Also, two respondents used inét;unenta based on identified
1nstruééional models: Activé Teaching and Madeline Huntttfs lesson framework.

Although the majority of districts are using a traditional LEA
checklist/framework for observation/evaluation, the instruments vary greatly
in both content and format and how they are actually used. Some have
supporting materials that describe purposes and procedures; others do not.

The 16 checklist/frameworks are used generally for the purpose of summative
evaluation. They most oft;n require a rating (e.g., ouéstanding, satisfactory,
unsatisfactory) and/or a brief comment on general teacher attributes, class-
room behaviors, staff relationships, or professional development. In some
LEAs, thé general behaviors being assessed on a checklist are described in
fuller detail 1in supplementary materials. In a few cases, the checklist
corresponds to statements or lists of the qualities and skills of effective
teachers.

There are weaknesses in materials from all sizes of districts. Some
checklists contain items that are so general (e.g., teacher resourcefulness,
use of a variety of instructional techniques) that it is difficult to
determine what a satisfactory rating on that item might mean. Approximately
forty-five percent of the items on the checklists relate to personal,
administrative, and curriculum concerns (e.g., appropriate dress, record
keeping, professional relations) rather than instructional behaviors or \
classroom management., This. occurs evemn though the purpose or goal most

frequently ment{ioned for evaluation is instructional improvement, None of the
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checklists suggests which, if any,‘ceacher attributes or behaviors to be rated
are most important fot'effective teaching, of how much of a behavior is
required for a satisfactory rating. In general, supervisors simply record the
incidence of behavior (e.g., lesson planning, attractive appearance, or
higher-level questioning techniques). They do not assess how much of it is
neceasary for successful teaching. One of the more noticeable deficiencies in
the LEA checklists is the failure of 1te-s'on a observation checklist to match
those on the evaluation report form. Occasionally, it is just a‘lack of

parallel phrasing of items, but sometimes an item/category on one form is

completely absent on the other.

The best checklist examples are accompanied by supporting and explanatory
materials that clearly describe the purposes or goals for evaluation, proce-
dures for observation/evaluation (who, how, when, by whom), policies for
téacher redress, and remedial help that might be given to persons receiving
poor ratings. They reflect well-designed systems of observation/evaluation
that are based on professional knowledge. The criteria used in the assessment
of teaching show familiarity with current knowledge of teaching effectiveness.

While identical observation/forms were received from respondents within
an LEA in many cases, in some cases different forms or observation frameworks
were used by supervisors in a given LEA. Such variety 1is not usually intended
by senior administrators. Use of standardized observation/evaluation forms
also varies in some LEA's. For example, in some districts the same form is
supposed to be used by principals to gather information for administrative
performance'and by central office sypervisors to gather information for
developmental assessment. However, the supervisors may not find the form

useful for their purposes and disregard it. Some principals may choose to use
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evaluation checklists primarily for record-~keeping rather than during observa-~
tion, or they use one form for obec;vetion and another for evaluation. In
general practice, forms are filled out annually Gy the principal, who uses
information collected during the.year by the various puperviaors who may or-
may not have used the form. The form satisfies "due process,” and reflects
overall performance. )
The literature reflects both widespread use and dissatisfaction with the
traditional checklist systems used most oftcnvin the observation'and evalua-
tion of teachers. More than 652 of school districts use checklists, most - °
often for the purpose of summative evaluation (McGreal, 1983). The major
complaint about checklists is that they lack both reliability (consistency
across observers/evaluators) and validity (accurateness and comprehensiveness
in assessing teacher quality as defined by agreed on criterig)‘(HcGreal 1983;
Peterson & Kauchak, 1982). Teachers claim that uany,s;pervisors are
incompetent, observers who give subjective appraisals of their teaching; they
also argueﬁzhat many of the criteria used to judge their performance are not
valid. Analysis of many checklists support such criticism. Criteria are
often stated in the form of traits, characteristics, teaching styles, or
behaviors that are locally determined to be important. C(Criteria often relate

i

|
to administrative or personality factors rather than instructional behaviors.

'Frequently ratings reflect littﬁr\real evitlence of a conmection with student

learning. Checklists tend to address relatively general areas of competence
which have ambiguous definitions, and this leads to subjective determinations
of competence during observation., It is well-known that observers frequent‘y

differ in the ratings they assign the same teacher. Critics also feel that it

58

65



is presumptious to think that anyone can identify a finite number of criteria
for effective teaching, applicable to all teachers in all situations (ERS,
1978: McGreal, 1983; Peterson & Kauchak, 1982).

The most serious deficiency of checklist systems of observation and
evaluation is that they fail to achieve one of their major goals, the improve-
ment of teaching. Collection of information and evaluation do not, by
themselves, identify improvements. If improvements are to be made, informa-
tion has to be analyzed, conclusions drawn, and specific str;tésies or
activities selected and implemented. Appropriate strategizing and implementa-
tion (with administrative support) does result in improvement.

Direct instruction frameworks. In at least two districts, observatios

formats are used that are based on specific instructional models: Active
Teaching and Madeline Hunter's Framework. Thesé instruments differ in two
important ways from the LEA checklists: (1) they contain only items related‘
to the instructional behaviors specified by the model; and (2) those behaviors
occur in a particular sequence. Observations of teaching are therefore
focused to a much greater degree. This type of observation/evaluation
supplies Information that is useful in improving teaching and is supported by
research on effective schools. However, such a J;;hod {s not generic -~
cannot be used for all subiects and all grade levels -~ and should be used

only when it is in harmony with local criteria.

Classification systems. Supervisors in large districts gave a relatively
high rating (3.87) to the statement "I focus on the impact of instruction on
students using a given classification system'” (e.g., a time~on~task model).

The assertion was not substantiated by the materials submitted, however.
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Perhaps this can be explained by the fact that guch models are used in a few
LEAs as part of an instructional improvement process in geveral classrooms or
schools. They do not seem to be part of the sen@rnl supervisory process.

Teacher-determined modals. The biggest difference in ratings between

what 1s practiced and what is preferred is focusing on "that which She teacher
determined in a pre-conference” (means of 2.56 and 3.66, raspectively).
suggesting some preference for tﬁis basic element of the clinical supervision
or goal-setting models but little practice of 1t. Materials from three LEAs
are goal setting or performance appraisal processes in which teachers set
goals with their supervisors in a pre-conference, and are observed and
evaluated on these goals. Although the goal-setting process is a significant
departure from the use of a traditional checklist in supervision, in that it
aids and structures formative evaluation, the forms for summative evaluation
in thesé districts are similar to others not using the goal-setting process.
The model most frequently discussed in the literature as a strategy for
developmental assessment is the clinical supervisionvmodel. This model uses a
structured system for observing teachers and conferencing with them on instruc-
tional improvement. Attivities are grouped into che‘following five steps:
(1) pre-observation conference —- determining the purpose and focus of
observation, (2) observation -~ gathering descriptive data about classroom
events, (3) analysis and Strategy session -- reviewing and interpreting
observation data as related to agreed on purpose, educational theory, and
research, (4) post—observation conference ~- giving feedback to the teacher on
the observation and its analysis, and planning next steps, and (5) critique -~

jointly analyzing the usefulness of the cycle's activicies. Emphasis is
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placed on the collegial relationship of the supervisor and teacher as they
work together through the steps of the model, and on the descriptive and
non-evaluative nature of observation.

In practice, clinical supervision appears to be fully implemented only
rarely, and some of the implementation appears to follow the "form" but not
the "spirit"” of the model. In other words, in some instances clinical super-
vision is being used as what Snyder (1981) calls an "inspection system” or
means for teacher evaluation and not teacher improvement. In these cases, the
Yeool skillg" of the model are being used to monitor and evaluate teachers.
Another, more positive, adaptation of the model seen in practice is the
incorporation of the spirit of coileagueship into supervision but not the
step-by-step methodology (McFaul & Cooper, 1984: Garman, 1982). It is likely
that the requ.rements of the model, especially the time commitments necessary
for sﬁccess and the collegial interaction ‘of teacher and supervisor, make it
difficult to implement in some se;tings, especially some urban schools.
Perhaps in these situations environmental changes need to occur before the
model can succeed (McFaul & Cooper, 1984). Goldsberry (1984) stresses the
{mportance of aligning the supervisory approach with other organizational
interventions, such as staff and curriculum d;velopwent and teacher evaluation.

Overall, it appears that no single theoretical model meets local needs,
and no local model meets the stated LEA goal of improvement of practice. So
much attention is paid to "means" that little is given to "ends.”" There are
various resources in use in the state, but few instances in which they are
used to their greatest degree of effectiveness. Yet, in some cases appro-
priate materials have been developed and observation procedures negotiated.
The bhard wory‘of &eyelopmeut has been done, and what is needed is application

L]
for assistance and improvement.



Focus On Instructional Cuntent \

When observing what teachers teach, supervisors focus on the content 6&
{nstruction: the curriculum being taught by the teacher. The survey shows.
that supervisors gather information about the curriculum most often by looking
at "the match with the district core curriculum” (mean of 4.35) or "the match
with given curriculum objectives"” (4.34). (See Table 18.) Evaluation/
observation masgiials seem to document this; 17 of the 21 observation
checklist/frm‘iz§kks submitted mentioned objectives, goals, or purposes of the
curriculum.

The highest preference<?§t1ngs were given to the same two items as the
highest practice ratings: 'the match with the district core curriculum"
(4.55) and "the match with given curriculum objectives” (4.67). The item
with the greatest difference between practice and preference is "the match
with objectives and activities specified by the teacher in a preconference"
(means of 2.96 and 3.92), suggesting limited attentiom to preconferencing and
a preference for this concept (which 1s related to the clinical supervision or
goal-setting models). )

Responges are generally similar across districts regardless of size. One
exception is the significant difference in reported practice for "engage in
pre~ and post~conferences about observed lessons” in large and medium sized
di;tricts. (The mean score for large districts is 4.26, while for medium
sized districts the mean score is 2.97, suggesting preconferencing is
occurring in a significant number of the larger LEAs but in few of the medium
sized LEAs.) An analysis of the observation/ evaluation materials submitted

shows that three large Maryland districts use the concept of setting perform~

ance goals for content before summative evaluation.
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Table 18
Ratings of Supervisory Practice and Preference A /
- Looking at What a Tesacher Teaches in
Large, Medium, and Small LEAs .
T - Practice and Preference by District Size
Large Medium Small Total
Survey Item (N=19) (N=32) (N=33) (N=84)
~ Practice|Preference | Practice [Preference| Practice [Preference |Practice |Preferenc
e Means Means Means Means Means Means Means Means
Focus on:
1. Match with core curriculus 4.79 4.89 4,22 4.39 4.21 4.52 4.35 4.55
2. Match with approved tests 2.9 3.35 2.19 2.45 3.19 3.56 2.75 3.10
3. Match with given curriculum objectives 4.79 4.89 4.21 4,53 4.21 4.67 4.34 4.67
4., datch with objectives sand activities 3.79 4,42 2.56 \ 3.69 2.87 3.84 2.96 2.92
specified in preconference
L
Scale vanges from 1.00 (minimal) to 5.00 (high agreement) .




Given the Project'Basic curriculum match mandate, the nuwber of'LEAs
having centralized core curricula, and the research on,curricu;umdélignment
(Brady et al., 1977; Niedermeyer, 1977), it is not surprising tha:;supervisors
focus on this area. Preconﬁerencing is not necessarily an dlternative, but
can be a useful clarification process. What is not determined by the surve;
or supporting materials is exactly how supervisors make judgments on effective
alignment of objectives, instructional activities, and assessment. Checklists
do not include items related to this area.

Experts cautioh that efforts to improve curriculum alignment require
careful consideration of what 1s most important in a curriculum because ofﬁthe
competing number of topics that could be taught. This process is likely to be
time consuming and inwolve conflict (Squires, Huitt, Segars, 1983).. Since all
Maryland LEAs matched objectives fand state-~wide tests) to curriculum for
Project Basic, local experience is probably ahead of the literature in this
area (especially since Project Basic facilitators used relevant research to
inform their efforts). However, not all supervisors were involved in that
process, and some could possibly benefit from professional development activi-
ties to gain executive coatrol over knowledge and skills relating to
curriculum alignment, and the relative importance of content addressed by
teachers being supervised.

Supervisor~Teacher Interactions

In the process of gathering information about a teacher's performance
(mainly through observation), supervisors engage in a set of interactions with
teachers during which they communicate their personal perspectives about

observation/evaluation, and gather and analyze feedback data about teaching
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(see Table 19). The nature of these interactions helps to determine whethe;//
or not supervisors effectively achieve goals related CO&administr;tive g
appraisal or developmental assessment (and/or assistance).

The survey shows that, in practice, supervisors communicate their
personal perspectives about observation:)valuation most oftéﬁ by showing they
are "responsive to teachers' concerns, by building trust” (mean of 4.40);
Given a preference, they would do the same.

The interaction supervisors most frequently engage in is to acknowledge

teacher efforts and success (4.66). Fairly often, they also make recommenda- el

e
e
e
et

tions for improvement (4.53), and review conclusions (succeggeswanﬁﬁgﬁbtte
comings) (4.48).

The highest preference ratings for these interactions are "acknowledge
efforts and successes' (4.90), "review conclusions (successes and short-
comings) after a lesson” (4.81), and "am responsive to teachers'’ éoncerns,
build trust” (;.81). The lowest rated item is: "review teaéher's activities
in and out of the classroom" (3.89). Once again, the largest discrepancy in
ratings between practice and preference (occurs on the item related to the
clinical supervision and goalsetting models, "engage in pre~ and post-confer-
ences about observed lesson(s)" (means of 3.46 and 4.34, réspectively).

Reports of supervisory interactions are fairly consistent across
respondent role groups, with assistant superintendents reporting a somewhat
lower perception of "practice” on all items.

‘Although the types of teacher interactions which appear to occur
frequently certainly are essential to good supervisioﬁ, it 1is also interesting
to note what supervisors do not do. They are ﬂot engaging in pre- andrpost~
conferences, nor are they exploring the teachers' feelings or ideas; two

elements which are central to the concept of developmental assessment in the
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Table 19

Ratings of Practice and Preference in Supervisor-Teacher Interactions

-

. Rating
Survey Item Practice Preference
(N=85) (N=85)
Mean Megn
Personal Perspective
Engage in open discussion;
reach a common understanding 4.13 4.70
Am responsive to teacher's
concerns, build trust 4.40 4.81
Explore teacher's feelings,
ideas 4.01 4.54
Data Gathering/Analysis Activities

Engage in pre-~ and post- ‘<;‘ﬂ
conferences about observed i
lesson(s) 3.46 4.34
Objectively describe events
observed in classroom 4.34 4.61
Review conclusions (successes/
short-comings) 4.48 4.81
Make recommendations for
improvement 4.53 4,80
Acknowledge efforts and !
successes ! 4,606 4.90

{
Review teacher's activities |
in and out of the classroom ! 3.34 3.89
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clinical or goal-setting models (Squires, 1978). Supervisors also are not
reviewing teachers' activities in and out of the classroom. In other words,
sﬁpervisors are not discussing teachers’' contributions to the school as a
whole in curriculum planning or school leadership, a concept appropriate to

comprehensive administrative assegssment.

Improving Assistance

It is apparent that many Maryland LEAs could benefit from choosing a

model of supervision that: (1) more effectively and efficiently employs
[

available staff in activities that help teachers improve student instruction,
and (2) more closely aligns supervisory ‘Eéivities with organizational goals.

A process of integrated supervision might be developed in which the
following objectives are achieved.

e (ross-hierarchical decision-making occurs to define the philosophy and
purpose of supervision and its relationship to evaluation. Subse-
quently, strategic planning takes place to design appropriate
organizational arrangements and technical processes (Ackoff, 1977).

e Evaluation for personnel decision-making (accountability) is separated
in time and purpose from supervision (see Table 20 for examples)
(Knapp, 1983; McGreal, 1982; Oliva, 1984; Stiggins & Bridgeford,
1984).

e Supervision consists of the systematic provision of informacion,
training, and assistance to aid teachers in making improvements in
delivery of imnstruction, as identified by individual assessment and/or
organizational needs.

¢ Identification of improvement opportunities (and the extent to .which
teachers effectively apply recommendations) occurs in part through
classroom observation. Such observation is separate in time and
purpose from observation conducted for evaluation, but both chould be
based on guidelines or standards that reflect general criteria of
effective teaching. Observation is purposeful, focusing on observable
behaviors, not personal conclusions (Evertson & Holley, 1981;: Soar, et
al., 1983).

e Information collected during developmental assessment influences the
design of staff and curriculum development activities for groups of
teachers who have common improvement needs. It also contributes to
information used in determining improvement activities, designed to
meet needs as perceived by individuals (Cawelti & Reavis, 1980).

Q ‘ ()7
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Table 20

A Comparison of Two Purposes for Teacher Observation/Evaluation

Purpose

Staff Responsibilicy

Supervisor~Teacher
Relationship

Process

Data Collactiqn

Adainistrative Perform-
ance Appraisal -~ to
sample a teacher's
overall performsnce, ¢t
measure competence for
administrative
decision-msking, e.g3.,
retention, digmissal,
tenure, promotion

Principal (may have
input of
supervisors)

' Superior~
subordinate

Formal procedures
with legal standing
(due process)

Use of standardized
evaluation criterias

Annual or biannual
observation

Global focus on wide
variety of technical
behavior

May include
avaluation of
non~classroon
activities

Teacher observation using standardiszed
criteris and methods and measures

Review of teaching materials

Ongoing monftoring of all teacher activities

Developmental Agsess-
ment -~ to improve
instructional delivery
by diagnosing oppor-
tunities for teacher
improvement leading to
continuous professional
development for all
staff :

Central office
supervisors,
helping teachers,
department heads,
principals (in sowe
schools)

Collegial

Contaxt specific
procedures

Use of diagnostic
criteria

Frequent observation
(sometimes at
teacher's request)

Focus on specific
teaching behavior
often mutually
determined as an area
that could be
{mproved

Teacher observation using context specific
criteria

Use of wultiple data sources for information
on teaching behavior e¢.g., peer evaluation,
self-evaluation, student evaluation, analysis
of teaching materi{als

7



e Responsibility for .developmental assessment 4nd assistance is shared
among central office supervisors, principals, and experienced teachers
(e.g., vice principals, resource teachers, and department heads). The
three role groups are required to coordinate activities, with the
principal assuming primary responsibility for evaluation, the depart-
ment head assuming primary responsibility for individual on-site
coaching (operational level activities), and the central office
supervisor assuming primary responsibility for system~wide or cross-
school activities. The teacher hears one megsage of evaluation, one
message of improvement, and the two are related. In small systems, if
one person is solely responsible for evaluation and assistance,
purposes must remain separate (Hawley, 1982; Oliva, 1984), with the
supervisor being careful to clarify his/her role when interacting with
teachers.

" While all Maryland LEAs have one or more elements of an effective super-
visory system in place, all have room for improvement. Needs differ, but the
greatest common needs are for supervisors to coordinate activities, focus on
priorities, and pay much greater attention to strategizing and knowledge
building for improvement. In much of the supervision literature and in
distéict practice, the overwhelming concern has been how to design and imple-
ment effective developmental assessment (Lewis, 1982). This concern,
reflecting a desire to make cost-effective data-based decisions, is admirable
but incomplete: once the methods and measures of assessment are developed and
implemented, improvement strategies must be identified and applied. Without
the latter, the former are not of much use to teachers. Many Maryland LEAs

may choose to modify their methods and measures of assessment, and most

probably need to improve their assistance capability.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In order to inform state and local administrators and supervisors in
Marqund, data vere collected (by survey questionnaire, document analysis, and
{nformal interviews), and the professional literature was reviewed to
determine supervisory practices and preferences in the state in relation to
general national research and practice. Some key findings and issues were
identified.

. 1

e While everyone would prefer to share a common philosophy of super-
vision as an improvement process, in practice assistant superinten-~
dents believe that "supervision and evaluation are linked by common
criteria but separated in time and purpose;" central office super-
visors believe that "supervision and evaluation of teachers are
essentially the same thing;" and school-based supervisors believe that
"supervision {s primarily an accountability process.” Within school
systems, there is rarely a common understanding among role groups of
the purpose, philosophy, and process of supervision. '

e Supervisory responsibilities are undertaken by central office
supervisors and specialists, principals and vice principals,
department heads and team leaders, curriculum coordinators, and
resource teachers. Only central office staff, principals, and
vice~principals are considéred to be administrators, and only they can
influence teachers' annual performance reviews (evaluation). Usually, -
principals have primary responsibility for evaluation, but in several
LFAs more than one role group "claims" primary responsibility.

!
e On average, each central office supervisor supervises 94 teachers in
seven schools, spending about 63 days a year in classroom observation
and direct assistance.

e Job descriptions for supervisors often indicate general responsibili-
ties in the areas of curriculum development, staff development,
teacher supervision, and administration. However, they do not
systematically clarify such responsibilities by suggesting linkages
becween areas, prioritizing duties, or stating measures of job
effectiveness.

e O0f five general areas related to supervisory responsibility, the most
practiced activity is "monitor teachers' progress, paying greater
attention to those who are less effective or new." The least
practiced activity is "systematically discuss needs and opportunities
with the appropriate principal, contributing to teachers' annual
evaluations.”
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Although many supervisors feel their supervisory responsibilicies (as
"understood” or stated in a job description) are compatible with their
accountabilities (what their immediate supervisor expects), some voice
frustration over a discrepancy between the two.

Most supervisors view their responsibilities within a context of a
summative supervision/evaluation, and there is little evidence that
incumbents are successful in creating "double-win" strategies that
link tasks of direct supervision with tasks of curriculum or progran
development, or administration.

On average, elementary principals supervise 20 teachers, and secondary
principals supervise 62 teachers, spending about 60 days a year in
classroom observation and direct assistance.

Others involved in supervision-sﬁbég;iae‘about 38 teachers if based in
a single school, or 103 teachers if working across several schools.

e

The larger the district, the more teachers superviseﬁ‘by~any
supervisor. In small and large districts, teachers are supervised by
more individuals than in medium sized districts. On average, a

‘teacher 1is supervised by two or three people, each of whom may have

different priorities.

Central office supervisors spend their time as follows: in observing
and assisting teachers (30.67%); attending meetings (10.27%); writing
proposals, plans, reports, and record keeping (8.25%); planning/
conducting staff development/inservice (7.53%); and evaluating
teachers, (5.40%). School-based supervisors (mainly principals) spend
29.65% on tasks not related to the supervision of teachers, and 31.662
of their time observing/assisting teachers.

Supervisors reported that administrative and instructional improvement
issues took time away from supervision. Since instructional improve-
ment is, tffedretically, the desired outcome of supervision, this
complaint {8 a concern related to the understanding of supervision and
to the LEA mission of schooling.

In observing the ins;ructional process, supervisors say they focus on
instructional variety in accommodating students' learning styles and
prior learning/ability levels. This is a concern because supervisors
and tecachers have difficulty in interpreting the research related to
these concepts, and many observation/evaluation materials from the
LEAs do not support such a statement.

Supervisors give the second highest rating to focusing on a given
checklist or framework. The materials submitted from LEAs support
this. 4

Overall, it appears that no single theoretical model for looking at
instructional process meets local needs and no local model meets the
LEA goal of improvement of practice. More attention is paid to the
"means" of data collection than the "end" of instructional
improvement.
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e In supervisor-teacher interactions, supervisors show they are
"responsive to teachers' concerns,"” and they "acknowledge teacher
efforts and successes."”

e When focusing on instructional content, supervisors most often look
at "the match with district core curriculum” or "the match with
curriculum objectives,” which is not surprising given the Project
Basic curriculum match mandate.

e In summary, supervisors prefer to be independent, do not like using
test data in decision-making, and want to develop greater expertise in
using relevant research.

In locally developed materials and survey responses, there was evidence
of a wide range of perspectives, expertise, and approaches. While diversity
might well be appropriate (given relative district size and existing
organizational priorities), there should be cohesion within an LEA, and much
stronger evidence of activity to address the preferred goal (stated bv survey
respondeﬁts) that supervision should result in the improvement of practice.
That goal is not impossible to achieve, and support may be provided by
materials such as this paper, by policy analysis such as the work of the State
Task Force on Teacher Quality, and by activities such as the various
conferences and workshops sponsored by state and local leaders. Ultimately,
local educators have responsibility for decisions and actions to influence and
improve practice and preference in supervision.

If it is assumed that changes can and should be made to improve the
organization and delivery of supervision, each LEA may benefit from applying a
process of interactive strategic planning, improving coordination, reducing
organizational complexity by clarifying roles and rdsponsibilities, and

[
focusing to a much greater extent on the\improvement phase of the supervision

cycle.
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APPENDICES

Summary of Models of Supervision Study

Administrative Assessment Model...cccececoccccccrccccccrovecoocoes
Clini(‘al Super"ision' o 00 0 0 000 00 0 0 0 0 o 00 @ 900 000 000 00 o 9 ® ¢ 0 P 0 000 & 00
Goal~setting Modell ® ¢ 09 00 00 00 0 o000 o 0 0 0 00 @ 00O 00D o 0 0 0 ¢ 00 0 00 000 & 00 0

Peer Supervision/Collegial Supervision/Cooperative
Professional Development.""".""."'.."."".."'O"""'O"

Scientific Approach or Effective School Supervision..............
Artistic/Naturalistic Approach....ceecersrvcceccecerccrcccccccces
Developmental Supervision....cecoeceeecococorececcrcccocceoccccces
Differentiated SUpervision...ceeeeeecosscoscccccecccsceccceocscnncs
Product/Accountability Model....ecveerccoccerescsccsncccccacocone

Georgia Teacher Assessment Model.....cc.oceecercceccocccccccccane
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Administrative Assessment Model

Description/Major Characteristics

Strengths

Weaknesses

rformance appraisal that rely on standardized criteris.

F:adit!onal checklist/frameworks for administrative
Major characteristics are:

high supervisor~low teacher involvement

evaluation viewed synonomous with observation

similar procedures for tenured and nontenured teachers
mnajor emphasis oo summative evaluation

existence of standardired criteria stated in form of
traits, characteristics, styles, or behaviors

instrumentstion formsts force comparative judgments to
be made between and among people.

can be used in situations of high
teacher—supervisor ratios

allows dissxricts to meet account-~
ability demands while mintimiring
the disruptive influence of
evaluation

checklists can direct attentfon to
specific aspects of teaching/
learning deemed fmportant by LEA

gives s degree of objectivity to
observations

provides s permanent record that
is quick and easy to make

can help a teacher analyre his/her
own behavior and determine what
the supervisor considers
important.

the degree of 1t

reinforces traditional nega-
tive coacepts of summative
evaluation

promotes low~-teacher fovolve~
sent and minimizes contact
time bDetween supervisors and
teachers

emphasizes standarfized
criteris which blocks coopera-]
tive activities Detween
teachers and supervisors

often emphasizes aduinistra-
tive rather than teaching
criteria; sometimes deals with
superfictal detail

the nuserous items on check~
1ists vary in significance,

usually no attempt to weigh

their importance

observers using checklists
oply to indicate whether or
not an sttribute exists not

when use of checklists is
routine, supervisors may make
judgement without careful
reflection and snalyeis.

References: FERS (1978); McCreal (1983), Peterson and Kauchak (1982)
e

e
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Clinical Supervismion

o m— ———— —

Description/Major Characteristics

Strengths

Weaknesgses

A nmodel that uses s systematic observation intensive
collegial process to improve fnstruction by carrving Sut
the following steps:

.

@ pre~observation conference -- 6uterm1n1ng the purpose
of observation

~
’

-/
e observation ~~ gathering descriptive data about class-
room events ‘

This

o critique ~~ jointly analyzing the usefulne
cycles activities.

?a of the

e analysis and strategy session -~ reviewing and inter~
preting observation dats as they relate to agreed on
purpose, educatfonal theory and research

I

@ post-observation conference -~ giving feedback to the
teacher on the observation, planning next steps

supervisof§\eycAe 18 repeatetll several times throughout |
the year as part of a plan for contipuous professional
developwment .

i

.

L

® recognizes {ndividual needs of
teachers

e-sllows teachers to set professional
development goals in a collegial
manner with supervisor

e reflects a democratic human
resources perspective of super-~
vision by incorporating concepts
of collegtality, collaboration,
skilled service, and ethical
conduct

e uses 8 specific cycle of wgeps in
its methodology which results in a
concrete strategy for collecting
data on classroom events .

o involves teachers f{n s process that
enables them to gain swareness of
their classroom behavior: assumes
that teachers can anulyze and- -
interpret behavior and can act in

-a self-directed and constructive
way

o mutual growth occurs for both
teacher and supervisor vis their
Ainteractions.

research does not conclude that
clinical supervision leads to
better teaching or student
achievement

requires extensive training

not all supervisors adapt well
ta a collegial relationship

requires up to ten hours of
supervisory time per cv-le

not all teachers need or
respond well to clinfcal
supervision

many of the conditfons which
must be present or clinical
supervision are prohibited by
the currvent realities of
teacher evaluation

L
requires high level of teacher
motivation

requires high commitment and
leadership from principal who
models collegiality

may require sajor organiza-
tionsl changes before it can
be successful,

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

References:

Garman (1982); Glatthorn (1984); Goldhsmmwer, Anderson, Krajewski (1980);

Goldsberry (1984); McGreal (1983); Squires, Huitt. Sesars,41933__m
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Goal~Setting Model

—

Description/Major Characteristics

Strengths

A system ip which teachers set individual performance goals
and criteris for evaluation. It s based on the following
assumptions:

e supervision/evaluation should focus on continual
growth and improvement, not finding incompetent
teachers

priorities must be set so that supervisors and
teachers can focus on what is most important

supervisors should be actively fnvolved {n helping
teachers reach goals

the different priority of responsibilities of the
supervisor/organization and teacher must be clarified
and brought closer together

contiruous dialogue between supervisor and teacher
concerning agreed upon priorities increase school
efficiency and the emotional well-being of the
teacher.

Most goal-setting procedures include three steps: (1)
setting goals in terms of expected results, (1) working
toward those goals, and (3) reviewing progress toward the
goals.

!

-l integrates individual and

e sy

Weaknesses

e promotes professional growth by
enhancing strengths and correcting
weaknesses

o fosters a positive relationship
between teacher and supervisor

focuses on individusl needs
clarifies performance expectations
and sets explicit criteris for
evaluation

organizational goals

@ helps teachers realize his/her

responsibility for professional
development

e cannot be used to rank
teachers

e produces meaningless or
inappropriate goals

requires too much time, inser~
vice training, and paperwork

e forces supervisors to make
decisions about teacher
performance {n areas which
they are not Qualified

e goals may requird a relatively
long time to achieve; long
time srans are not sufctable
for efiective feedback.

e ]

———

J

References:

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Peer Supervision/Collegisl Supervision/Cooperative Professional Development

Description/Major Characteristics

———— e

An approach usf‘s a structured, formal{
urpose of instructfonal {mprovement.
strategy iavolves teachers observing each other's classes,
iving each other feedback, and discussing shared profes—

{onal concerns.

it has been implemented in several forms with peers acting
s

¢ {nformal observers and consultants

® clindcal supervisors

® focused observers

o fnservice directors

¢ team teachers and observers

iCenerally, four characteri{stics are present: (1) wmoderately
formalized process, (2) fnvolves observation and feedback,

(3) is based on a collegial relationship, and (4) maintains
& non~evalustive emphasis.

~~p

e T u——. P —_

teachers to
rather than

turn to colleagues
supervisors for advice

taps the ability of teachers. to
provide useful feedback to peers
without extensive training

sustains norms of collegiality, s
feature of effective schoeols

pcoduces a sense of achievement
ir participating teschers that {s
associated with {ncreased job
satisfaction; functions as an
intrinsic reward

Strengths \ Weaknesses
1 system of peer e harnesses the ab{lity of teachers @ untraived teachers cannot
Us ally this to contribute to i{nstructional provide the sane quality as
improvement trained supervisors
[} lesitimizes‘the tendency for o the cost-effectiveness is

quest {oned {f substitutes
have to be provided

success of strategy is ques~
tionadle becRuse observation
and feedhback occur as randowm
events not linked to system
goals

buresucratic structure presents
barriers to success of such a
strategy

the prevailing milieu of the
school argues against {t:
schools make teachers indepen~
dent not team oriented;

compet {tive not cooperative;
and {solated, not interacting

collective bargatining sgree-
ments often interfere with
successful implemantation

peer evalusation has not been
successful in practice

—e—— o —

References:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . -

Alfonso & Goldsberry (1982); CGlatthorn (1984)
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Scientific Approach or Effective Schools Supervision

Description/Major Characteristics

¢’

<) Strengths

Weaknesses

A model of supervision/evaluation based on the findings of
behavioral research and the product-process studies of such
researchers as Rosenshine, Berliner, Brophy and Evertson,
and Bloom. Supervisors help teachers to use specific
teaching methods such as direct instruction or mastery
learning which this research suggests are most effective.
Supervisors and teachers carry out action research on
specific variables (e.g., time on task, success rate, so
that they can alter classtoom conditions to maximize
student learning).

»-

clarifies uaderstanding of the
components of effective teaching

focuses on well-defined
instructional behaviors and models

uses action research to supply
data for fnstructfonal decisfons

focuses attention on a limited
number of behaviors

encourages data-based decisfon~
wmaking

gives weight/authority to good
teachiog practices.

!

e difficult to agree on
criterion of effective
teaching

e often presents nne model of
teaching as the "only"” model

e difficult to implemcnt implica-
tions of research into unique
classroom sfituations

e narrow definitions of student
achievenent controversial ~-
usually low-level reasoning
such as recsll on comprehension
not higher level reasoning
such as spplication

e attention limiced to only a
fev variables not the whole
domain of teaching~learming

e supervisors/teachers often do
not agree that any findings
sufficiently well-established
to serve as the final authoricy

: @ many scientific findings about

teaching effectiveness are
contradictory

@ requires a new knowledge base
for many supervisors

References:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

McNeil (1982); Russell & Hunter
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Artistic/Nsturalistic Approach

-Description/Major Characteristics

-

Strengths

Weaknesses

A model of observation and interpretstion of classroom events that disputes the
existence of a scientific techoology for teaching. Iunstead it claims tesching
is an art, that has a performance quality that is characterized by boch skill
and grace. Or, in other works, effectiva teaching is similar to an aesthetic
experience. The model recognizes several kinds of objectives/outcomes (both
planned and unplanned). Evsluation practices depend on observation of events
and the reporting of them; the emphasis is on interpreting the meaning of the
~lassroom rather than changing teacher behavior. Characteristics include:

Q\Xttention to the muted or expressive character of events, not just their
incidence or literal meaning

o requires high level of "educational connoisseurship,” the ability to see
what is significant, yet subtle

e spprecistes both the unique and common contributions of a teacher

o requires the ability to {nterpret the neahing of events occuring to those
who experience thea and to be able to appreciate their educational
gignificance

o accepts the fact that the f{ndividual supervisor with his/her strengths,
sensitivities, and experfence 1s the major "instrument” through which an
educational events is perceived and its meaning given

e requires attention to the processes cof the classroom over extended periods
of time so that the significance of events can be placed in a temporal
context

® requires tescher-supervisor rapport so that dialogue and trust can be
developed

e\requires an ability to use language in a way that uses its potential to
blicize the expressive character of what has been)seen.

gives a compnte view of

of teaching ov mapping
out all that occurs in
teaching; records the
process of ceaching
not just behavior

focusas on 8 variety
of outcomes’ (both
antficipated snd
unanticipated) that
contribute greater
knowledge about the
teaching process than
other models

develops supervisor~
teacher rapport

treats teachers as
individuals.

supervision/evalua~
tion too subjective
-~ lacks precision

dependent on high~
level verbal/analytic
skills which few
supervigsors have

requires extensive
training

requires 15-20 hours
of classroom observa-
tion over seversl
months

is a theoretical
wodel, has not been
fully implemented.

References:
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Developmental Supervision

.

Description/Major Characteristics

Strengthe

Weaknesses

|

A model which matches supervisory behavior to the develop-
mental level of the teacher. Uses a continum of super~
visory behavior with three major orientations of behavior:
directive, collsborative, and non-directive. Each orienta-
tion includes specific major supervisory behaviors,

Two criteria sre used to measure teacher development:
lovel of teacher commitment to the job and level of
abstract thinking about problems. A.four-part paradigm
pairs level of commitment to levels of abstrace thinking;
aach 1is then matched with the sppropriate supervisory
behavior Orfentation:

L. Teacher dropouts: low commitment-low abstraction.
Directive supervision

2. Unfocused workers: high commitment~low abstraction.
Collaborative supervision.

3. Analytic Observers:
Collaborative supervision.

4. Professionals: high commitment-high abstraction.
Non-directive supervision.

Most teschers fall into #2 and #3, cherefore, collaborative

supervision will be used most frequently. The gosl of
supervision should be to help teachers reach a higher
developmental stage.

lov commitment-high abstraction.

® responds to individuqf needs for
supervision

e specifies supervisory behaviors ¢
be used with teacherx

[o)

e based on philosophy that teachers

grow and learn, can move toO
greater independence

requires & negative labeling
of some teachers (at lesst in
the supervisor’s wind)

requires a careful and time-
consuming assessment of each-
teacher's developmental level

e e . e e el

teachers developmeatal stages
may be difficult to determise,
or may be aifferent depending
upon a given situation .

teachers may be difficule to
categorize according to the
paradigm presented

has a rather narrow conccptionJ
of tescher development: level
of cosmitment £nd abstract
thinking.

Reference:

Glickman (1981)
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Differentiated Supervision

Description/Major Characteristics

o

Strengths

Weaknesses

model based off the assumptions that all teachers have
ifferent pr ssional growth needs and learning styles and
hat it is not possible (or necessary) for s eystem to
rovide clinical supervisfon to all teachers. This model
ats a teacher choose among four supervisory options (with
ﬁrtnclpll approval):

1. Clinical supervision -~ an intensfve process designed
to improve instruction by conferring with s teaching
on lesson planning, observing the lesson, analyzing
observational data, and giving the teacher feedback
about the observation.

2. Cooperative professional development -~ collegial
process in which a small group of teachars agree to
work together for their growth.

+3. Self developwent -~ allows the teacher to work
'« independently on professional growth.

4, Adwinfistratfive monitoring —- administrator monitors
staff by making brief and unannounced visits to
insure that staff are carrying out assignwents and
responsibilities.

allows teacher chofce

recognizes fndividual teacher
needs and learning style

allows supervisor to direct
efforts where most needed (or
wanted)

research shows model has positive

effect on school climate

requires active admintstrativel
leadership

requires supervisors to be
knowledgeable about four
varieties of supervision

coopefrative professional
development and self-develop~
ment depend on a high-~level of
teacher initiative which may
be burdensom to taachers

no real research proves that
it {mproves teaching
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Product/Accountability Model

Description/Major Characteristics

Strengths

Weaknesses

model which uses student achievement. as measured by
orm- or criterfon-referenced tests, to judge teacher
competence. s often linked to a CBE approach to
instruction. ’

o Fmphasis 15 on outcomes rather
than on teaching method. style, or
processes which are diffficult to
evaluate

e student performance models are
objecctive whereas others are
"subjece{ve™

@ student performance data ig¢ an
invaluable aid to fnstructional
decision-making.

difficulty in developing
criterfon~referenced measure~
mant of student growth

does not allov for confounding
influences and student growth
such as prior achievement or
SES

megsurenent ~statistical
problems in calculating gafn
scores

is most often used for summa-
tive evaluation tather than
formative evaluation/
suparvision

often viewed negatively by
teachers.

References: Borich (1977); McCreal (1983); Milliman (1981)
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Georgia Teacher Asesssment Model

Description/Major Characteristics

Strengths

Weaknesses

An example of a competency-based teacher assessmant
“rogram. A systematic sssessment of teacher performance
ased on a fleld-tested instrument, The Teacher Performance

Assessment Instrument (TPAT).

Tha instrument messures }4 tesching competencies related to
=lagsroom procedures, interpersonal skills, and teacher
isveloped matarials through observation, review of
materials, and interview. Each teacher is assessed by &
“rincipal, a person from outside the school, and anothex
seacher. Feedback from the assessment is given to cChe
seacher for the purpose of improvement.

criteria have been agreed on as
tndicators of competence by
educators

provides a concept framevwork of
teaching useful for anslyzing and
monitoring performante

provides an ObJ.c‘iv\ system for
evaluating teaching

1
uses well-trained observers

extensive Planning of pysteu and
development of 1nstrun?nts

\

teaching performsnce is not
merely the summ of discrice
competencies

geared to rid a system of
incompetent teachers not to
improve performance or
recognize excellence

expensive to implement

not all teaching can be
reduced to 2 competency
framevork

teaching and learning 1s
dependent on contextual
factors which limit the use-
fulness of generic
competencies

generic competencies are not

supported by rcoeafch

has been used wmostly with
beginning not experiericed
teachers

References: Elletl § Capie (1980); Lewis (1982); Peterson § fI“Chlk (19862)




