Supervision as a Field of Study? 

Think pieces for 

An Open Forum at the annual meeting of the 

Council of Professors of Instructional Supervision

October, 2007

New York City

Helen M. Hazi and Noreen B. Garman, Chairs

The purpose of this two hour forum is to invite attendees to question whether supervision can be considered “a field of study,” and if so, how is the field of supervision currently represented in the scholarship. Prior to the session, attendees will have the opportunity to read think pieces written by COPIS members, and, during the forum the authors will serve as provocateurs in leading a discussion of the issues. Our provocateurs and their think pieces follow.

Daisy Arredondo Rucinski, The University of Alabama

Noreen B. Garman, University of Pittsburgh

Jeffrey Glanz, Yeshiva University

Stephen P. Gordon, Texas State University, San Marcos

Helen M. Hazi, West Virginia University

Patricia Holland, University of Houston

Marcia Knoll, Hunter College of the City University

Edward Pajak, Johns Hopkins University

On the Horizon: Supervisor as “Reform Tender” 

Daisy Arredondo Rucinski, The University of Alabama

darredo@bamaed.ua.edu

Will future descriptions of supervisors focus on their role as “tending the reform efforts”?  To what extent will supervision be understood as building teacher capacity toward changing schools into learning communities? Or alternatively, to what extent will supervision continue to be understood as evaluation of teachers – exacerbated by it being based on student achievement gains? Will a shift in emphasis toward supporting and coordinating professional development for accountability once again push a split between the personnel and professional development functions of supervision? It seems likely that as states (1) tighten their descriptions of what students should know and be able to do, (2) develop curriculum and assessment standards for the identified knowledge and skills, (3) assess teaching effectiveness in terms of student achievement on those identified standards, and, in general, (4) tighten the alignment of these processes, that the historical perspectives of clinical supervision as a helping or professional development function will assume a more prominent role. I see this “newer” role as being one of “tender of the reform efforts” and I believe such a shift in perspective presents both opportunities and challenges for the field of supervision. But before I describe those opportunities and challenges, I want to say more about why I think the state actions I’ve identified may lead to a revised role for supervisors.


Our most recent review of state policy actions (Arredondo-Rucinski & Hazi, 2007) focused on “mandating professional growth for teachers”. Some states have taken a highly controlling posture in this regard, i.e., mandating professional development content – frequently around reading or math, for example, and then specifying which grade level teachers must participate and for how many hours those teachers must be “developed” over the course of the school year. Effective teaching methods have been identified and described in some of these states, and such descriptions further delineate and delimit what teachers are expected to do to teach their students -- regardless of whether those students are in a small rural Alabama school or one located downtown in inner city Dallas. These actions are, of course, inconsistent with the standards recommended by the National Staff Development Council (NSDC, 2001) for the professional development of teachers, as well as being in direct conflict with generally accepted principles of much adult learning theory (Knowles, 1984; Mezirow, 1990). 

In 2001, the NSDC revised their standards for staff development so as to place emphasis on context, process, and content. Twelve NSDC standards are aimed at improving learning for all students. Three context standards focus on developing schools as learning communities, require school and district leaders skilled at guiding continuous instructional improvement, as well as resources to support adult learning and collaboration. Six process standards use disaggregated student data to determine adult learning priorities, monitor processes, and help sustain improvement. Data, for example, must be multiple sourced and applied to decisions made by and through teacher collaboration. Learning strategies are to be designed appropriately for the intended goals and apply knowledge about human learning and change. Three content standards state that professional development prepares educators to understand and appreciate all students, create safe, orderly, and supportive learning environments in which high expectations for all students are held and communicated. The emphasis of the professional development is on deepening content knowledge and pedagogical and assessment skills, as well as preparing educators to appropriately involve families and other stakeholders. Underpinning these identified standards are principles from adult learning theory, such as participation in decisions about content, appropriate delivery processes, and supportive learning environments (i.e., allocations of time and other resources).

Some states, Vermont for example, have developed a complete career cycle for the professional development of teachers beginning with induction and continuing through “permanent” or “professional” certification. Vermont has adopted the NSDC Standards as a guide for their teacher re-licensing process, which requires the development of a portfolio documenting the educator’s continuous professional growth through self-assessment, reflection, and professional development. (VT DOE, 2004) Vermont’s process delineates a complete reflective learning cycle for teachers, which begins with teachers’ self-assessments based on the five standards for Vermont educators: (1) Learning (expertise in endorsement area), (2) Professional knowledge (methodology and pedagogy), (3) Colleagueship (works collaboratively to improve learning), (4) Advocacy (works to improve the health of Vermont learners), and (5) Accountability (carries out professional responsibilities ethically), (VT DOE, 2004, p. 48). These five standards are further detailed in sixteen principles, for example, for Learning, Principle #1 states “The educator has knowledge and skills in the content of his or her endorsement(s) at a level that enables students to meet or exceed the standards represented in . . . Vermont’s Framework of Standards and Learning Opportunities” (p. 49). Although Vermont has developed indicators of quality for each of the identified standards, within the document are statements intended to convey the idea that professionals are in control of and responsible for their own learning and development. For example, printed in bold at the top of the Quality Indicators listed in the professional development handbook is the following statement: **Please note that the bulleted Quality Indicators which follow each Principle provide examples of evidence that the educator has met the Principle. These Quality Indicators are intended to provide guidance to educators seeking initial licensure or re-licensure. They are not intended to be exhaustive lists for evaluation purposes.” (p. 51). While Vermont has no state policy directly connecting teacher evaluation to professional development, re-licensure is based on local standards board-approved individual professional development plans and corresponding board-approved professional development activities. 

On the opposite end of a continuum of state control, are states that have connected this perspective of professional teacher to the use of ongoing professional development plans as a required part of a teacher evaluation process. These states, i.e. Alabama, Georgia, among others, may be conflating state statute and department of education mandates for professional development with effective learning environments for adult learners. I suspect that it is not a simple coincidence that in some of the states classified by Hazi and Arredondo Rucinski (2006) as exerting higher levels of state control in teacher evaluation statutes and regulations, that we also tend to find specific requirements for content and time. 

Alabama provides an interesting example of a state legislature that required LEA implementation of a mentoring program through adoption of a statute and allocation of funds in the Spring of 2007, along with the expectation that the program be implemented in the Fall of 2007. This action was taken without definition, criteria, or development of plans, and has lead practitioners to view with considerable skepticism the wisdom of the state legislative bodies (anecdotal comments only). These and other practitioners have also speculated that the only way principals will be able to physically conduct the newly revised teacher evaluation procedures based on standards and student achievement data, while providing motivational leadership for changing schools into learning communities and monitoring accountability, is by hiring separate instructional supervisors to “tend to the reform efforts” being taken on as a result of NCLB. These practitioners see the full time instructional supervisors (or coaches) as a way of providing acceptable (to teachers) leadership for school reforms. They argue that by separating the principal usually responsible for teacher evaluation from the supervisors who support teacher learning, coach teachers, explain and teach newer research on learning, interpret standards, lead development of  the curriculum, and maintain the school’s assessment data will school reforms survive and result in some improvement in student achievement. 

So, is supervision destined for a return to previously held perspectives on supervisors as instructional support personnel or “reform tenders”? I think it is. The complexity of leading school reform in an era of accountability and assessment coupled with the knowledge bases for professional development and adult learning make this return a distinct possibility. Such a vision of the role of the supervisor presents both opportunities and challenges. Perhaps it is time to focus educator attention on the core functions of schools – teaching and learning – and to place administrative support in the background. Perhaps such a shift in perspective of the supervisor might strengthen the positive aspects of teacher supervision and evaluation processes. Perhaps it would also make clear the value of good instructional supervision.

(This “think piece” will be further developed. Your thoughts are invited.)
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A Supervisory Career Less Traveled

A Think Piece

Noreen B. Garman, University of Pittsburgh

It’s a new millennium for education and the Council of Professors of Instructional Supervision (COPIS) members have agreed to revisit issues related to supervision as a field of study. It seems fitting since COPIS represents professors who are responsible for the education of supervisors. Alas, I’m not an appropriate person to respond to this invitation. At best I’m an historic voice from a “golden age” of supervision in the academy; at worst, I’m an apostate, renouncing a former belief that I held so dear. Still, I decided to use the opportunity to reflect on my journey through the field in hopes that I might say something about it in retrospect by writing this think piece. (Lauren Richardson reminds us that in good inquiry we don’t write what we know, but rather, we write to come to know. I’m hoping this is the case as I continue).

I came into the field of supervision from the back door, through public school teaching and then teacher education. I was never an administrator. I began supervising student teachers at the same time that I was hired to teach in the English Department at the University of Pittsburgh where I did my masters work. I was considered a good high school teacher…I knew what worked in the English literature classroom, I knew, from my experience, what good teaching was, because I experienced it and I passed on my wisdom to those I supervised. It worked well for almost two years until one day…when I gave a teacher some of my sure-fire methods … and then “observed” as the lesson disintegrated before my eyes in the novice classroom. I decided I needed something besides my own successful experiences to help teachers. I talked to the faculty coordinator about entering the School of Education. There was a new department in Curriculum and Supervision that showed promise.  She assured me that “you will gain absolutely nothing from education courses in supervision… you already know all you needed to.”  So, in 1969 I went into the doctoral program in Curriculum and Supervision. After graduation in 1973 I took a faculty position teaching supervision, curriculum and secondary education. At that point I was a single parent and needed to moonlight in the English Department….and for the next three years I taught six courses each term at a Research I university.

The World According to Clinical Supervision
By 1976 I was an assistant professor in the Curriculum and Supervision Department. Morris Cogan was my colleague and friend. The late Bob Goldhammer had been a faculty member early in my study and his influence remained, even as we  heard the stories about the Cogan/Goldhammer tussle to claim the seminal work in clinical supervision  For me, clinical supervision, as a practice and a tacit philosophy, represented a life altering experience. It was not the clinical supervision that Morris had envisioned in the 1950’s.  It gave hope for supervision to become a major element in scholastic reconstruction. Situated in the  heady times of the civil rights and feminist movements,  it opened the mindwindows for the fresh air of self awareness, reflection, and restructuring of personal spirit as well as cultural mores. Clinical supervision held out the promise as a universal remedy for an ailing educational system. Those of us who taught and wrote about clinical supervision took seriously the Aristotelian, “an unexamined life is not worth living.” It became the centerpiece of our supervisory practice. I wonder now whether there was more than a modicum of solipsism mixed with narcissism that fueled our commitment

We faced a dilemma, however. Traditional supervision, as practiced in schools, included personnel evaluation of teachers, often carried out dysfunctionally for purposes of bureaucratic accountability. Evaluation was tied to an old and discredited notion of inspection. So we made an unfortunate bargain. Since many of us saw the main contaminant in the field of supervision as personnel evaluation of teachers, we eliminated it from our discourse, insisting that “supervision is for the improvement of instruction.”   Some of us even ignored the fact that, in order to think and talk about improvement, we needed to delve more deeply into what we meant by “improvement.” We seldom explored the theoretic challenges of making judgments about someone else’s practice, disregarding the contested aspects of the normative in supervision. We left the philosophic discourses to the curriculum and the evaluation scholars. We also left ourselves open for the scourge of branding….improvement of instruction could be sold with more palatable brands, such as staff development, instructional leadership, mentoring, etc. (witness the initiatives of the AERA/SIG Instructional Supervision in 1998-2000, as well as the ASCD attempts to initiate a name change.) As the new millennium approached, it seemed to me that many of us were still hanging on to the “improvement of instruction” banner and narratives, ignoring the theoretics that could inform personnel evaluation. (See Holland & Garman, 2001)..

Meanwhile a group of evaluation scholars were exploring philosophic underpinnings in their field through hermeneutic lenses. Thomas Schwandt, Jennifer Greene, Deborah Kerdeman (to mention a few) were addressing issues of power, control, agency and the significance of how we construct “other.” In other words, issues that address our orientation to practice, or as Schwandt says, “praxis.”  Schwandt (2001) posited that “ praxis is about our ‘concernful dealings’ with one another….It is about our effort to do the right thing and do it well in our everyday interactions with one another” (p.77). He explicated the importance of responsiveness, reminding us of the normative dimension of practice. “Responsiveness” he said, “is first and foremost the virtue of being oriented or attentive to praxis (practice). It is to recognize that one is dealing with situations that are lived, embodied, experienced and performed (p.78). Schwandt wrote about the importance of wise judgment and of discernment as the need to apprehend the interrelationships of human affairs that requires a power to discriminate, “as  discrimination is understood in art, literary, film or music criticism” (echoes of Eisner’s earlier notion of educational connoisseurship in supervision). Schwandt’s explication of normative practice warned: 

Moreover, the kind of judgment (practical deliberation) demanded by responsiveness is above all not a simple matter of weigh and sum;  it is not calculative as, for example, Scrivens suggests it should be in evaluation. Simple weighing assumes that there is some unitary concept of value at stake in a situation calling for judgment (p.80).

As Schwandt and other evaluation scholars suggest, judgment is at the center of inquiry. Yet these ideas espoused by the evaluation scholars are not necessarily new in educational philosophy. The significance, however, is that they are being carried on as a major discourse in the field of evaluation.

 
In supervision this perspective would mean rejecting the instrumentalist view of practical rationality. Instead we would be challenged to frame evaluative judgment in terms of accounts of the perspectival, the conditional and the comprehensive. We would assume that there is no unitary concept of “value,” that rule-based synthesis as a matter of judgment is replaced by judgment as a narrative account of the recognition of quality. This narrative takes up the personal, social economic, political and cultural conditions that affect the perceptions and the worth or merit of those we are asked to judge within the interactive space of supervisory practice.

On Abandonment and Reconciliation


It’s important for me to remember that there are scholars in supervision that were concerned with the practice of supervision in service of evaluation (perhaps in a golden age). As early as 1984 Sergiovanni and other critics noted that the typical reductionism of a rational/technical approach was symptomatic of the “web of primitive scientism” in which educational supervision seemed trapped. I resonated with the perspectives of many of my COPIS colleagues who struggled in the 1980’s and 90’s to get us out of the trap. Helen Hazi, Pat Holland, Jerry Starratt, Ed Pajak, Fran Bolin. Carl Glickman, Tom Sergiovanni, John Smyth all wrote theoretically and philosophically from, what I considered, an enlightened view of possibilities. Their work excited my thinking.

However, the decade of the nineties brought a number of challenges that moved my interests away from the practice of supervision. I accepted a Fulbrightship to the Philippines during a sabbatical leave and when I returned I took on a major responsibility for administering two programs in Bosnia/Herzegovina during and after the war. (Traveling and working in a war zone with war-torn educators certainly challenges one’s world view.) Meanwhile back at the academy, the Pitt School of Education had settled into a reorganization that diminished the scholarship in supervision. The theoretic and philosophic discourses in the field of curriculum studies seemed to me to be thriving, and I put my academic energies into teaching curriculum and social foundations of education, as well as a doctoral core course. With Maria Piantanida I published two books related to qualitative/interpretive dissertation work. Still it was difficult to give up a field that transformed my thinking about teaching and learning and played an important part in my emergent scholarship…a field that has been good to me.  Then a few years ago I experienced a rather sad regret when I read Bill Pinar’s comment in Understanding Currticulum (1995):

Garman’s employment of hermeneutics as the basis for supervisory inquiry and practice, implying as it does the primacy of a moral vision of supervision, may be her greatest contribution to the field. It may rival in significance the seminal contributions of Thomas Sergiovanni and John Smyth, the two scholars often regarded as the most important in the area of supervision (p.730).

In mentioning this I realize that I run the risk of self-aggrandizement. (Being compared to Sergiovanni and Smyth is an honor, if not misguided). Actually I mention this to highlight the basis for a deep regret…a sense that, perhaps I abandoned the field at a time when I could have contributed, not only to supervision, but most certainly to my own emergent thinking. So it may be that, as I write this, I find myself looking for forgiveness…Yet forgiveness is what we do after we give up on making the past better.

The Blue Pill or the Red Pill?


If, indeed, I have abandon the field of supervision, what right do I have to contribute to this collection of think pieces, joining a group of colleagues that continue to make significant contributions to the field? I acknowledge the hubris reflected in my attempts. I’m also grateful to Helen Hazi and Pat Holland who have continued to stay in conversation with me about supervision. They’ve challenged me to write, even as they realize I probably don’t have much to contribute. It’s forced me, however, to face my dilemma. I find the evaluation scholarship provocative, full of potential ideas for supervisory practice. Newer scholarship in feminist philosophy, cultural studies and curriculum studies hold interesting promise. One part of me is interested in contributing to productive and moral forms of democratic praxis. I’m less convinced, however, that this is worthwhile, or even possible.


Two years ago Helen Hazi and I began to explore what was happening in Pennsylvania and West Virginia schools as a result of the recent accountability mandates and initiatives. We called our study, “Teach by Numbers.” I knew that situations in many schools were radically changed, but I was not prepared for the all-encompassing metric world in schools. It became clear to me that the political bureautechnocracy is now rampant in an impoverished educational landscape where a single cybernetic narrative controls the action of practitioners. And although early in the twentieth century schools had been given over to various forms of social engineering that grew to shape the educational culture … now, in the new millennium, sophisticated technologies are dominating the world of schools. We are dangerously close to living within technological determinism and the emphasis has spawned a cybercratic authority whose narrative is cleansed of social conflict and moral struggle. We know that teachers do more than impart skills and content; they enact the role of social and moral agent in a civic institution that is responsible as an agency of social justice and cultural democracy. The obstacle, however, is a technocratic system that serves a view of teaching and schooling based on the valuing of cultural uniformity, a punitive notion of accountability and an uncritical perspective of patriotic nationalism, corporate thinking and class, race and gender privilege.


Most worrisome, however, are the attitudes and actions that were reported as we talked with teachers and administrators. Our work led us to posit that the educational cyberworld is breeding a culture of compliance, surveillance and seduction (see Hazi and Garman, 2007).  It’s as if this cyberworld creates a virtual reality through a host of technologies that place real human forms of teaching at risk of extinction. Educators are being programmed to accept the data-driven world with its packaged curricula as a normalized reality. 

 
For me the film, the Matrix (Wachowski & Wachowski, 1999) provides an overarching metaphor portraying an iconic educational dilemma. In the Matrix, machines program humans. The film’s main character, Neo, discovers that his understanding of reality is, in reality, a machine-world super program designed to maintain human beings in a coma-like state. In its collective coma, the human race provides the artificial world of machines with a source of power. Humans are, in this sense, programmed by the matrix—the name given to the executive program that keeps the human batteries alive—to meet the needs of technology. The film challenges me to ask, When might we wake up to the realization that educational reality is a complex narrative we have been told all our lives to keep us compliant? In what ways does our consumption of compulsory education and social engineering, popular media and corrupted government, constitute us as subjects that provide energy for the progress of the social machine? Is it possible for educators to muster the willingness to believe that reality, delivered as universal truth, is really a collective delusion?


To discover the truth (about the Matrix), Neo, the film’s protagonist, must move from the false consciousness that has formed the framework for his life to a new consciousness that is a manifestation of the true reality. The iconic “Red Pill/Blue Pill” scene in the film takes place when Morpheus, leader of a group of radical revolutionaries, offers Neo the irrevocable choice to continue to live in the bondage of delusion or to escape to a state of consciousness where he will be free. The red pill will answer the question, “what is the Matrix?” (by removing him from it). The blue pill will leave Neo living and believing in the unquestioned world of the Matrix. As Neo reaches for the red pill, Morpheus warns Neo, “Remember, all I’m offering is the truth. Nothing more.”


I find myself in the Red Pill/Blue Pill Dilemma. The blue pill represents the world of research-based practices, data driven instruction, packaged and scripted curricula, classification of students and teachers, standardized rubrics and tests, AYP progress goals, large scale data reporting, etc, etc…in the service of political and economic imperatives made manifest through the master illusion; Accountability and Equity. The red pill represents an unknown quality. We are told that it can help us find the truth. We don’t know what the truth is, or even whether the pill will help find it. But when our mind is “unplugged” from the Matrix we can escape to a state of consciousness where we will be free. But, if we identify ourselves as educators, we are not free. We are forced to confront the dilemma. For me, the question obtains, How do I work with other educators to inquire about effective democratic and morally responsive supervision, curriculum and pedagogy in a virtual world…one where the real work must be rendered in a world of horrifying illusion? The red pill forces me to work, like Morpheus, as a radical revolutionary to promote a praxis of resistance by living outside of the Matrix of Deceit (See Pearlman, 2007).


So the metaphor of the journey that Neo takes is complete in the film. The journey starts with a question, there is a search for the answer and it may be reached. This suggests that the journey doesn’t start with Neo choosing between the pills, or with ourselves deciding whether to question. The act of asking the question is the starting point to seek truth and knowledge. My hope is to challenge us to consider how we come to terms with the choices we are called upon to make as we decide which pill we will take in contributing to the field of supervision.

Supervision as a Field of Study?


I appreciate the opportunity to participate in the panel which was challenged to consider whether, at this moment in time, supervision can be thought of as a field of study, and if so, how is the field represented in the scholarship?  It seems clear to me that COPIS and the AERA/SIG provide evidence of a field of study. (One manifestation of a field of study is the nurturing of scholarship through “communities of discourse.”) My colleagues here at this COPIS meeting are fine representatives of a scholarly discursive community. However, it would be arrogant of me, from my apostatical state, to attempt to comment about the state of the field of supervision. Rather, I hoped that my journey through the field would be helpful in raising questions for individuals about their recent inquiry and practice.


Most of all I would like us to consider the consequences of our choices in these chaotic times. For those who choose to take the blue pill, they may wish “to seek the truth” in a different way, or in a less mind jarring set of circumstances. They may argue that one can help make change best by working with the existing praxis, recognizing that by doing so they support the reality of the Matrix-like world of education. They complicate the notion of change since any  action is always situated in the taken for granted virtual reality of schooling. If I, however, choose the red pill, I’m destined to continue the search and to experience what Morpheus says is “like a splinter in your mind—driving you mad.”  I’m called to work against a culture of compliance, surveillance and seduction that must continue to keep the Matrix alive. Yet how does one, as an educator, work with other educators to resist their own work, their commitment… their livelihood?


Themes in the film challenge the field of supervision. As a postmodern aesthetic it demonstrates that it is humanity who pays the ultimate price for our educational ventures into the praxis of a treacherous virtual reality. We need to proceed with caution because that price may very well be the future of our children.

I’d like to thank Helen Hazi, Pat Holland, Jeanne Pearlman and Chad Barnett for helpng me to make complicated my thinking through their writing and conversations.   
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Think Piece prepared for the Council of Professors of Instructional Supervision (COPIS) Fall Conference, October 26-28, 2007, The College of Staten Island CUNY, panel “Supervision as a Field of Study? An Open Forum.”

From Cautious Optimism to Confirmed Despair:

The Demise of Supervision as a Field of Study
Jeffrey Glanz, Yeshiva University

Jeffrey Glanz is Silverstein Chair for Professional Ethics and Values in the School of Education and Administration at Yeshiva University.  His website is http://www.yu.edu/faculty/glanz
I’ve been asked to join an illustrious panel of scholars to offer my perspective on the field of supervision.  I thought of putting together a heavily referenced manuscript supporting my assertions and positions regarding the state of supervision as a field of study and practice.  On second thought, I decided against this approach for several reasons.  One, for the most part I am speaking to colleagues who are quite conversant with the literature and thus anything I cite, they have either read or written.  Two, since a good number of us are submitting Think Pieces I wanted to make this read as painless and quick as possible so that we may engage in good meaningful conversation at the conference.  I will state my position and then provide supporting or explanatory statements.  Then I will end with some questions to provoke thought and discussion.

Position:  

The field of supervision in its heyday was small, yet influential.  It had a journal, albeit shared with curriculum; it had a group (wasn’t really referred to as an “organization”) called COPIS that was well attended at twice a year functions; it had a spate of books on supervision; it influenced a good number of doctoral students to write dissertations on supervision; it encouraged and influenced discussion of supervision topics at national conferences; and it included some of the most prominent scholars the field has ever produced (including Robert H. Anderson, Ben Harris, Arthur Blumberg, Peter Oliva, Tom Sergiovanni, Carl Glickman, and many more; see “COPIS: A Brief History at www.copis.org – click on “History” link on the left).  

Few scholars and practitioners today are speaking or writing about supervision.  There is no journal to support supervision work; the numbers of supervision books out today pale by comparison to yesteryear; few doctoral students are interested in writing about supervision (aside from a few doctoral institutions), one is hard pressed to find a scholarly paper in a journal or at a conference on supervision, and the numbers of scholars today who see themselves as supervision scholars are infinitesimal.  

The field is dead.

Supporting Documentation:  

Note these 10 facts – If I have the opportunity I will expound on each of these points at the session:

1. Look around today at COPIS in New York City, how many supervision scholars attended?

2. We no longer can support a second meeting at ASCD.

3. We have no journal singly devoted to supervision.

4. Supervision, indeed, travels as Helen has pointed out, incognito, usurped or subsumed under the arms of administration and leadership.

5. ASCD exists only in name; there is no scholarly attention to supervision as a field or discipline.

6. Many supervision scholars of yesteryear have moved on to other areas of scholarship, as they are no longer attracted to supervision work nor see themselves as supervision scholars.

7. Supervision has not been able to eschew its bureaucratic heritage and name, despite feeble attempts to do so (e.g., calling it Super Vision, or whatever)

8. One might posit that a good number of publishers insist on using the name “supervision” for their book titles.  The fact that they do so is not an indication that the field is vibrant.  Publishers are in business for one major reason; i.e., to make a profit.  Traditional principal preparation programs still include as part of their curriculum a course on “supervision of instruction.”  The word “supervision,” for better or worse, is still recognizable.  

9. There are no recent empirical studies in supervision.

10. Supervision is called everything and anything but “supervision.”  When it is referred to, quite often, evaluation is meant.  Evaluation, in my estimation, is not supervision.

Some of us have recognized the “supervision crisis.”  Many years ago, Robert Krajewski wondered what happened to the “S” in “ASCD.”  In 2001, Pat Holland and Noreen Garmen offered a “resolution of the crisis of legitimacy in the field of supervision.”  My guess is that today, almost seven years later they would admit their resolution failed.  The fact that Helen Hazi put together a session of this nature is indicative of the state of supervision as a field.  At past COPIS conferences clarion cries were often heard about the possible demise or “moribundness” of supervision.  Ben Harris had an idea of opening COPIS to practitioners.  We were in “revival” mode.  We have to now admit that the field of supervision is really no longer needed.  In fact, when I’m asked to present or write these days, I’m inevitably asked to “do something in instructional leadership.”

I am no longer attached to the word “supervision” as I once was.  I say, let’s move on, to continue our important work by engaging teachers in meaningful, ongoing, non-evaluative dialogue for the purpose of encouraging reflection and change so that teaching matters and influences student growth, academically and otherwise.

Questions for Consideration:  

1. What does supervision mean to you?

2. Do you really believe supervision matters?

3. Are you willing to engage in serious empirical research on supervision topics?

4. Do you think we’ll ever have a journal of our own?

5. Do you see yourself, first and foremost, as a supervision scholar?

The School of the Future

and the

 Future of Supervision

Stephen P. Gordon, Texas State University

I am currently involved in a long-term project called the School of the Future.  The project’s purpose is to identify ways in which public schools will need to change in order to help meet future societal and individual needs.  Part of this project involves attempting to project future social, human health and development, cultural, political, economic, and environmental “meta-needs.” Another aspect of the project is to assess a worldview of public education that has controlled education in the United States since colonial times, and to describe how that worldview will need to change if public schools are going to meet our nation’s future needs(indeed, if they are going to survive. 

The project, although it has a long way to go, has tentatively identified a number of shifts in our educational worldview that need to take place if public education is to succeed in the 21st century.  Space in this brief essay does not allow discussion of all these necessary changes or a detailed analysis of why they are necessary.  I will limit the essay to two purposes.  First, I will discuss three of several aspects of the current educational worldview that will need to change if the school of the future is to help meet future societal and individual needs, as well as ways that supervision can assist the needed change.  My second purpose is to encourage COPIS members to think about and talk about other changes that will be necessary and how supervision can assist those changes. 

From Maintenance of the Status Quo to Equality, Equity, and Democracy

Theoretically, equal opportunity has always been a goal of public education.  In reality, the public school has consistently been a tool for maintaining the social and economic status quo.  A change in the old worldview will begin with recognition that the public in general and public education in particular have not lived up to our espoused value that “all men (and women) are created equal.” 

Although some consider equality and equity to be opposing concepts, in reality once we recognize that all persons have an equal right to “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness,” then equitable treatment of individuals and groups becomes the enactment of equality.  With an understanding of equality comes the realization that all persons deserve an education that will enable them to live fulfilling lives and make meaningful contributions to our democratic society.  

One role of supervision under the banner of equality, equity, and democracy will be to assist educators to engage in personal reflection on their own attitudes and actions toward different groups of students, and to help educators develop cultural competence in their interactions with students, parents, and community members.  Another role is to help educators collaboratively examine and change things like curriculum, student grouping, and instructional programs so they reflect a schoolwide commitment to equality and equity.  A third role of supervision in this area is the promotion of what Glickman (1998) calls a “democratic pedagogy” in which students are provided a rich learning environment that allows them to interact with and critique accepted knowledge and to eventually become self-directed learners who use their learning to contribute to their community.  Glickman envisions democratic pedagogy as “always building toward increasing student activity, choice participation, connection, and contribution” (para. 10).

The traditional tasks of supervision can be used to promote equality, equity, and democracy in the school of the future, but these tasks will need to be used in nontraditional ways.  For example, professional development will need to move from a primary concern with traditional skill development to more emphasis on the development of cultural self-awareness, cultural competence, and democratic pedagogy. Clinical supervision will need to place more emphasis on things like classroom culture, equitable treatment of students, and differentiated instruction. Action research will need to move from technical problem solving to critical research on areas like equal access to educational opportunity, de-tracking, teacher-parent collaboration in the teaching-learning process, and school-community collaboration for improved student learning. 

From Subject-based Curriculum to Interdisciplinary Curriculum Based on Societal and Individual Needs

Dividing the curriculum into separate subjects goes back at least as far as ancient Greece.  However, our nation and world have too many needs that require an interdisciplinary approach to continue to artificially divide learning into discreet subjects, and to further divide subjects into the discreet bits of knowledge typically measured by standardized achievement tests. Here I am not suggesting we throw out traditional content like language arts, science, math, and so on; these all need to be taught.  However, in the school of the future traditional content will be integrated as students utilize it to address real-world problems.  In fact, the school of the future will include content currently being de-emphasized or dropped from the curriculum because of the tendency to focus only on subject matter included in high-stakes tests.  Health, physical education, art, and music, for example, are all relevant to an education focused on our society’s meta-needs. 

Supervision of curriculum has always been a task addressed in comprehensive texts on instructional supervision, but it has not been addressed significantly in other venues.  All of this will change as schools move toward interdisciplinary curriculum aimed at meeting society’s meta-needs.  In the age of legislated learning, teachers have been socialized to believe that it is the state that develops the curriculum—either directly through mandated knowledge and skills or indirectly through high stakes tests that measure particular knowledge and skills.  The teacher’s job is to “teach the curriculum.” However, society’s meta-needs always present themselves within local contexts, and curriculum designed to meet society’s needs musts be developed within those local contexts.  Teachers, with little experience developing curriculum, and even less experience developing interdisciplinary curriculum, will need extensive supervisory assistance in the transition from mandated, separate-subjects curriculum to locally developed, interdisciplinary curriculum.

Supervision of curriculum in the school of the future will include assisting teachers to:

• 
Work with other teachers, parents, and community members to identify community and individual needs and connect those needs to society’s meta-needs. 

•
 Organize the curriculum around problems, concepts, or themes that will enable students to address individual, community and societal needs. 

• 
Design a developmental curriculum in which the most simple and concrete aspects of problems, concepts, or themes are addressed in the early years of school, and more complex and abstract aspects of the same problems, concepts, and themes are addressed as students reach higher levels of cognitive, social, and emotional development.  

• 
Integrate the various disciplines into the curriculum as tools for working with problems, concepts, or themes within the curriculum. 

If schools are going to improve in the future, curriculum will have to change radically, and supervision is the leadership function that is best positioned to facilitate such change.

From Transmission to Transaction and Transformation

The old educational worldview is concerned with transmission. “The transmission orientation is atomistic and behaviorist.  Schools emphasize the transmission of a fixed body of knowledge, skills and proper social norms…students are passive recipients of truth immutable and fixed” (Hanley, 1994, p. 198).  The new educational worldview will need to move beyond transmission and emphasize a combination of transaction and transformation.  

The transactional approach calls for the construction of knowledge through three types of interaction: interaction between new content and the learner’s existing knowledge, interaction among those in the learning environment, and interaction between those in the learning environment and the outsider world (which could include the school, family, community, or larger society).  The transactional approach fosters learning that is negotiated, collaborative, experiential, and jointly assessed.  The teaching and learning promoted by the transactional approach are intended to result in persons who are critical thinkers, good problems solvers, and active participants in the democratic process.  

Transformational learning is concerned with “personal discovery, interconnectedness, social awareness, and change…. the learning environment is positive to enhance the learners self-concept.  Learning is a holistic process integrating physical, cognitive, affective, and spiritual dimensions” (Hanley, 1994, p. 198).  In recent years, transformational learning has become closely associated with environmental and social justice.  The purpose of transformational learning is to promote personal and social change (Miller & Seller, 1985). 

Although many describe transactional and transformational learning as competing orientations, they will likely both be present in the school of the future.  In order to help meet our society’s complex needs, graduates of our schools will need to be critical thinkers, problem solvers, and engaged in the democratic process as well as confident, “integrated” individuals, capable of adapting to an ever-changing society and committed to social justice.  If the school of the future is going to assist society to meet its complex needs, it will need to free itself from the traditional emphasis on transmission while integrating transactional and transformational learning. 

Supervision will have an important role to play in the shift from transmission to transaction and transformation.  Professional development can help teachers develop teaching and assessment strategies consistent with these two approaches to learning.  Clinical supervision and peer coaching can assist teachers to try out, assess, and improve transactional and transformational strategies.  Action research can assess the effects of schoolwide efforts to integrate transactional and transformational learning into the school culture and across the school curriculum.  

Conclusion

I’ll conclude this paper by asking two questions of COPIS members and other educators who may read this essay:

1. 
What other shifts in our nation’s educational worldview will be necessary if the school of the future is going to help meet future societal and individual needs? 

2. 
How can supervision assist educators to bring about the changes you identified for question one?
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Checking the vitals of the field

Helen M. Hazi, West Virginia University

Helen.Hazi@mail.wvu.edu
When I think about the substance of my research over the years, I must seriously consider that I have been chasing the shadows of supervisors in hopes of understanding and contributing to their survival in the public schools.  I have written about critical incidents of practice, their entanglements with evaluation, and the effects of reform on the role, as well as their legal status, certification and standards. I believe that having been a K-12 practitioner has largely influenced my thinking as well as my pursuits. 

When I think about supervision as a field of study, I tend to look at indicators to consider supervision’s vitals, much like the U.S. judges economic health and I find myself speculating that the role still remains institutionally entrenched (at least on paper), since there has been a renewed interest in standards (as recent as 2005), most states maintain certificates that cover the central office supervisor (Hazi, 2002a), and there are renewed attempts to link it to student achievement (as the title of this conference portends).  Furthermore, the obsession with data driven instruction in these decades of accountability may preserve it as an indispensable arm of the state, delivering test data and judging teacher quality without the need to venture into classrooms. Thus, the health of the field of supervision remains a contested issue.

A field of study, according to Pinar et al. in Understanding Curriculum is “a tradition of language or discourse” (p. 7) that develops over time. All fields of study “have histories, all evolve, all suffer ‘paradigm‘ breaks, and all proceed in directions they might not have, had those who devoted their careers to these fields not existed” (p. 849). COPIS and the AERA Special Interest Group: Supervision and Instructional Leadership provide forums where scholars engage with theoretical and practical ideas and dilemmas deemed appropriate and worthy of our time. Although we each go our separate ways in our scholarship, we come together in these forums to share our thinking despite our serious differences.  Such diversity enriches our exchanges.

When I think about what of my work contributes to issues in supervision, I consider two of my studies that may provide brief perspectives on the tradition of discourse regarding supervision as a field of study. In the first, I reviewed the titles of papers presented from 1982 through 2003 in the SIG (Hazi, 2002b) and discovered the following:

• Less than one dozen supervision scholars regularly used the Supervision SIG as a forum for research.  The majority who presented were transient, i.e. "passing through from one place to another; stopping only briefly.” The transient may be 1) the doctoral student, who does research for the dissertation and then returns to practice never to do research, 2) those who principally teach supervision and occasionally do research, and/or 3) the boundary crossers who temporarily migrate to graze in the supervision research community, then move on. This latter category may include those in teacher education concerned about teacher development and those in educational psychology exploring the measurement of instruction.

• In the first decade of the SIG in the 1980s, there was a greater likelihood that “supervision” would appear in a paper’s title than in the 1990s. Since 1994, there was a 50% (or less) chance that “supervision” was used in the title at all. 

• Who was more likely to use the term "supervision" in paper titles?  This appeared to be an individual decision.  For example, it was noted that one scholar who called for the elimination of the term "Supervision" from the SIG's name, rarely, if at all, used it in paper titles presented in the SIG.  Furthermore, this scholar's student echoed and enacted the same sentiments.

 • The most frequently presented topics focused on practice. They included: the conference, diversity issues, mentoring, reflection, supervisory practice, teacher evaluation, cooperating teachers, student teachers, and teacher development. 

In the second study, I addressed the presence of supervision courses in leadership programs in UCEA institutions as revealed through websites. Here, I found that most programs had at least one (and typically only one) course with “supervision” in its title, and had the course within its program rather than importing it from another department.  Most importantly, where there was more than one supervision course, supervision scholars were present. 

Thus, where goes its scholars, so goes the field. Despite more recent calls to abandon the term “supervision” (by several scholars in the 1990s, by ASCD in 1997, and by the SIG in 2001), there remains a pulse beat of a field in its forums, through its courses, and in selected scholarship. This echoes an earlier time in the history of supervision when the field was similarly contested. 

Harold Spears in Improving the Supervision of Instruction tells of how in the 1930s supervision was “boycotted” in job title as well as in writings because it had come to be associated with fault-finding, coercion and control of teachers.  During this time the classroom visit and its conference became preoccupied with measuring instruction through the classroom check sheets and rating instruments, having been encouraged by the then fledgling testing movement. Teachers became dissatisfied with a focus on their personal as well as professional shortcomings, such that the period resulted in a 

widespread disposition to view classroom supervision with shame and doubt. So unpopular became the concept, the term itself was shunned by both educational practitioners and writers. The word was deleted from the title of many staff positions in school systems from coast to coast. Articles in educational journals likewise revealed this professional boycott. (p. 78)

Spears observed that there was no loss of interest in the improvement of instruction but a reluctance of writers in the field to have their names associated with the term. While “supervision” as a term was temporarily shunned, according to Spears, the next period of the field became more democratic and spawned teacher participation in curriculum work as well as in-service.

I return to Pinar’s notion of field of study where all fields have histories, all evolve, all suffer paradigm breaks. Shunning a name might be viewed as a profoundly significant event for a field of study; yet supervision traveled for a period “incognito” and then resurfaced (Hazi, 2001). (Indeed, in the 2007 COPIS program, 8 out of 10 papers have supervision in their titles.)  Perhaps the more recent shunning can be viewed in retrospect as productive, and as yet another one of the vital signs useful in diagnosing the health of supervision as a field of study.
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Supervision as a Field of Study?

A Pragmatic View

Patricia E. Holland, University of Houston

It is now over twenty years since Donald Schon’s theory of reflective practice (1993, 1997) excited the ranks of COPIS.   Reflective practice was seized upon as a useful heuristic for describing the ways that supervisors engage teachers in thinking about and constructing an understanding their own practice (Smyth, 1987; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2006).  It also provided a well-articulated alternative to what was then the dominant approach to the practice for supervision, namely, the prescriptively technological Hunter model of teaching and supervision (Hunter, 1984).   Schon’s theory of reflective practice was an important addition to the body of substantive scholarship that had produced two other heuristics for the study and practice of supervision in the preceding two decades.  These two heuristics were the rationale for clinical supervision presented by Cogan (1973) and Goldhammer (1969), and Glickman’s (1981) model of developmental supervision the following decade.


What characterizes each of these—now historic—schema is that they serve a dual purpose of offering practical guidance to practitioners about how to carry out their responsibility of supervising teachers, and also of grounding such practice in scholarly disciplines and concepts.   By linking the practice of supervision with relevant scholarship, each of these earlier conceptualizations portrayed supervision as both a field of practice and a field of study.  Unfortunately, such a combination of purposes has not been realized in the approaches to supervision that have appeared in the past two decades.  Consider, for example, the currently popular “walkthrough” strategy for supervision (Downey, et al, 2004).  The strategy of three minute observation visits to teachers’ classrooms is described solely practical terms of how to conduct such visits and how to craft “feedback” for teachers based on what the supervisor observes.   In fact, the stated rationale for the strategy is simply that is practical and time-saving (Downey, et al, 2004.)  

These brief observations about the history and current state of the field of supervision are intended to set the stage for an assumption that the field of supervision is, in fact, moribund because insufficient attention is paid to the theories and scholarship that underlie practice.  Furthermore, it is to suggest that recovering the kind of dual emphasis on the practice as well as on the theory and scholarship that underlies it is necessary to revitalize supervision.  Such a dual emphasis reflects a philosophy of Deweyian pragmatism that can be seen as underlying the previously mentioned theories and models of practice that have historically proven to be most robust in depicting supervision as both a field of study and practice.  In particular, four major tenets of Deweyian pragmatism provide the underpinnings of a view of supervision that not only integrates theory and practice, but also points the way to a reinvigorated scholarship of supervision.   What follows is a cursory outline of these major tenets and their implications for supervision as a field of study and practice.

Real-world experiences


The first of these tenets is that “real-world” experiences provide the basis for both theory and practice.  This idea follows from Dewey’s view of experience as interaction between an individual and his or her environment (Dewey, 1938).  Carol Rogers makes the point that because Dewey’s view of experience “means interaction between oneself and the world, there is a change not only in the self but also in the environment as a result” (Rogers, 2002, p. 846).   She goes on to explain that in addition to the changes in the individual and the environment brought about by interacting with the circumstances and problems encountered in experiencing the world, Dewey also recognizes the importance of “continuity” among experiences.  In other words, through the mental processes of recognizing and constructing explanatory theories of the connections among experiences, random events become integrated as knowledge of larger patterns and concepts that inform further encounters with the world (Rogers, 2002).  


In the context of supervision, real-world experiences and problems are the obvious basis for supervisory practice.  Unfortunately the practice of supervision is too often merely random experiences, particularly the experiences of supervisors’ observing classrooms for the purpose of evaluation.  What is missing is the continuity that produces usable knowledge.  By recognizing supervision as a field of study as well as practice such continuity can be achieved.  While scholars play a major role in shaping the conceptual and theoretical knowledge that provides continuity, such knowledge is ultimately vetted through the experience of practitioners who apply abstract concepts to concrete situation of practice.

 Discourse community


The second tenet of Deweyian pragmatism that informs thinking about supervision as both a field of study and practice is that knowledge is developed and enacted within community.   For Dewey, the knowledge that derives from experience exists as such only when communicated to others who share an interest in it.  

Men live in a community in virtue of the things which they have in common; and communication is the way in which they come to possess things in common. What they must have in common in order to form a community or society are aims, beliefs, aspirations, knowledge--a common understanding--likemindedness as the sociologists say (Dewey, 1916, p. 5).

In more recent conceptions of pragmatism (Rorty, 1979; Prawat, 2000) this idea of a community of shared interest has centered on language as a mediating force that shapes and sustains communities and communication within them.  Thus, the idea of community becomes more particularly the notion of a community of discourse.  


This notion of a community of discourse should inform our thinking about supervision.   Quite simply, as scholars and as practitioners of supervision we are members of a discourse community that we shape by the language we use to talk about supervision.  In turn, as members of that community we are shaped by that language to think about supervision in particular ways.   Within the discourse community of supervision a specialized language has evolved that warrants continued scrutiny, especially by scholars, but also by practitioners, as to the ways that we construe supervision and the effects of those construals on the nature of scholarship and practice.  Furthermore, such scrutiny should include consideration of the extent to which the field of supervision merits legitimacy as a community of discourse in terms of there being agreed upon criteria for reaching agreement (Rorty, 1979).

Meaning-making


The third tenet of Deweyian pragmatism to be considered is its goal of meaning-making.  It is a somewhat arbitrary to separate this tenet from what has been discussed above as the primacy Dewey placed on experience.  Distinguishing the goal of meaning-making from the process of experience does, however, draw attention to the creation of meaning out of experience.  As Rogers (2002) has described the distinction: “Dewey might…say that experience is what happens to you; what you do with what happens to you is directly dependent on the meaning that you make of it” (p. 848).  The distinction is important because it leads to consideration of the importance Dewey attached to reflection as a specialized process of inquiry that mirrors scientific inquiry (Dewey, 1933; Rogers, 2002).  


It is impossible to consider the implications for the field of supervision of Dewey’s process of meaning-making through reflection without again mentioning the excitement with which supervision scholars greeted Donald Schon’s theory of reflective practice (1983, 1987).
   It was, of course, Dewey’s own thinking about reflection and meaning-making that provided the foundation for Schon’s theory about the epistemological basis for the preparation and practice of professionals.   Schon offered a way to think about supervision that Sergiovanni described as “…the kind of alternative mindscape that has resulted in high-yield thinking, inquiry and dialogue on understanding, developing and using practical theories of action” (Sergiovanni, 1990, p. 248).


This mindscape that many scholars had twenty years ago of supervision as a field of study and practice based in Schon’s application of Dewey’s notion of reflection to the practice of professionals has been obscured.  The increasing demands on educators to adopt the language and values of a business model have resulted in supervision becoming a mechanism for quality assurance and efficiency of teachers in performing in ways that are thought to correlate with improvement of standardized test scores.  Meaning-making through reflection has been co-opted to become only a technical process of data analysis that is devoid of the rigorous inquiry about the nature and meaning of experience that Dewey and Schon had in mind.  

The situation begs for an examination of conscience by scholars in supervision.  To what extent have we bought into the business model’s discourse of accountability for teaching and learning in narrowly defined terms of a measurable product?  In what ways have we sought to articulate and advocate a compelling counter-discourse about supervision that is firmly anchored in and legitimated by theory and scholarship?  Deweyian pragmatism provides strong support for such a counter-discourse, one that views supervision not as a means, but as an end-in-itself, as an experience of reflection and meaning-making

Moral implications   


The final tenet of Deweyian pragmatism recognizes that there are moral implications in the ways we think—or fail to think—about our experiences.  For Dewey such thinking only achieves moral purpose when it occurs and develops within a social context, in other words, within a community.  In fact, for Dewey “all morality is social” (1922), a conclusion he drew from what he described as “two facts, that moral judgment and moral responsibility are the work wrought in us by the social environment” (Dewey, 1922).  According to Henry, Dewey’s view:

…portrays moral life as a set of lived agreements that do not exist within individuals per se but are created between individuals engaged in a process of solving their moral problems with solutions that are sensitive to their lived situations (Henry 2001, p. 276).

Henry’s description could well provide the elements of a charge to those of us in 

the field of supervision to attend to the moral implications of our practice and scholarship.  As we wrestle with the challenges of creating and portraying the meaning of our experiences of practicing and theorizing about supervision, we are urged to remain mindful that our work not only shapes our immediate circumstances but also the larger discourse community of supervision.  We are also asked to assume responsibility for the ways in which our practice and our language reflect what Garman called for as an ethical practice of supervision (1982), as well as how supervision supports the creation of the kind of schools Sergiovanni and Starratt (2006) have described as moral communities.
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Is the field of supervision moribund?

What might the future hold for “supervision”?
Marcia Knoll, College of the City University

Supervision is alive and well and being practiced in schools. In most districts it is a required activity of the principal and perhaps the assistant principals and department chairpersons. In addition, supervision is a state mandated role of school leaders. That is the good news. But supervision is not usually conducted in a manner that promotes the conditions necessary to ensure professional growth for teachers. This bad news takes two forms. First, the manner in which one-on-one supervision is conducted. Second, the narrow range of practices through which supervision occurs thus restricting opportunities for teachers’ growth and development. 

 The manner in which supervision is conducted has not really changed from its draconian origins. Unfortunately many supervisors still besiege teachers with, “That is the wrong way to do it. This is the right way.” In far too many schools teacher supervision procedures represent an ineffective and unproductive attempt to rate teachers rather than a way to identify how to improve instruction in their classrooms and create a plan to make that happen. When done well, however, teacher supervision can provide a fertile ground for systematic individualized teacher growth and development.

Professional growth results when supervisors engage teachers in reflection and discussion about instruction. The clinical supervision model developed by Goldhammer (1969) Cogan (1973) and others serves as a model of a supervision process that promotes professional growth. Ideally, the teacher meets with the supervisor before the observation to discuss the instructional plans for the lesson, as well as the expectations for student learning.  The principal collects authentic data about what was observed by writing an objective script. The script is used to provide the data discussed with the teacher at the post-observation conference. The post-observation conference serves as the opportunity to talk about the collected data, collaboratively identify what factors could be improved upon and then formulate a plan for teacher growth. 

The creation of a growth plan for improvement is what makes the observation activity a key factor in teacher growth. It changes observation from a summative activity, which rates teachers, to a formative activity, which involves the teacher in a substantive process for growth as discussed by Knoll (2002). Teachers leave a conference that has concluded with the creation of a growth plan feeling that they have something substantive to work on, which will help them to grow, rather than believing that their teaching performance was not very good, which leaves them dejected and erodes their confidence.

What the model does not present is the manner in which supervisors engage teachers in reflection and discussion about instruction so that the teacher’s voice is expressed and heard.  Costa and Garmston (2001) have discussed cognitive coaching strategies as a vehicle for those types of discussions. Knoll (2002) has presented two factors to consider when conducting a conference directed toward teacher growth. The first is the use of active listening. Active listening first considers the nonverbal behavior of the supervisor, which sends the messages: I care about you, you’re important and I am interested in what you have to say. The supervisor focuses only on the teacher during the conference, and allows no interruptions or distractions. Eye contact is maintained, as the supervisor nods his/her head, leans in and smiles. Active listening then sends the message that I seek to understand what you are saying and I am sensitive to your needs. This is accomplished in two ways. First, by paraphrasing to restate or summarize what the teacher says, which demonstrates that the teacher has been heard. Second, through statements of recognition about the teacher’s feelings, as for example. “I can feel your disappointment in not being able to get all of the students to do their homework.” Interactive listening is the third aspect of active listening sending a message of support and confidence in the teacher and his/her ability to grow. The supervisor might say, for example, “That should work.” Or, “You know how to do that.”

 The second factor to use when conducting conferences targeting teacher growth is reflection, which moves beyond building confidence to developing reflection as a habit which teachers can use following instruction to continually monitor their effectiveness.

Questions that supervisors should ask focus on instruction and engage the teacher in considering the aspects of the lesson that went well and those that perhaps did not go as well and why that happened. The supervisor probes for information by asking the teacher to, say more about the situation and its causes or explain what is meant by an unclear statement, or extending the ideas by asking the teacher for other ways to accomplish a goal.  Lastly, the supervisor seeks clarification of global statements that the teacher may not really mean by asking the teacher to explain why that was said or expressed as a belief.  

A number of studies conducted by Acheson and Gall (1980) confirm that teachers have accepted the clinical model of supervision when it is conducted using objective observation techniques. In addition, the supervisory process is considered productive and helpful by teachers when the supervisor uses active listening and reflection actions called "indirect" behaviors (e.g., accepting feelings and ideas, giving praise and encouragement, asking questions). Improving the way in which one-on-one supervisory interactions are conducted could greatly impact teachers’ growth but it is not really enough. 

The importance of the principals' knowledge and direct engagement in the improvement of instruction and student learning is significant, however it cannot be the only form or even the primary form of learning for teachers. There is not sufficient time in the supervisor’s day to significantly impact what teachers need to master if they are truly to influence student achievement. Creating conditions for professional learning communities offers the most powerful opportunity for reform. McLaughlin (1994) describes these professional communities of teachers as the path to change in the classroom. What is needed is a wider definition of supervision, which includes groups of teachers working together in learning communities. Garmston (2005) predicts that it is collegial groups of teachers working together that will impact the improvement of student achievement. 

Warren Little (2003) states that when teachers form strong professional learning communities, the conditions for improving teaching and learning are strengthened. Teachers daily interactions with colleagues in which they help each other to design lessons, develop a deeper understanding of content, review and analyze student work products and solve the myriad of problems they face are a substantive means of learning for teachers. Providing a structured, consistent way for small, productive groups of teachers to communicate about teaching and learning is one of the most powerful and underused means of achieving professional learning and instructional improvement. 

It is important for the supervisor to schedule a duty-free, weekly time for the learning communities to meet. This sends the message to teachers that learning community meetings are an important part of their professional responsibilities. Finding the time may not be easy but it is critically important if the communities are to make an impact on student achievement. The communities could meet before the school day, or when school is scheduled to start late or end early. The supervisor could schedule common planning time for team members or additional paid time could be added to the school day each week. The composition of the teams can be set by the supervisor, the school’s leadership team, or the teachers. Teams can be constructed by grade, content areas or be composed of teachers interested in a particular topic to be discussed. 

For learning communities to successfully improve student achievement, leadership, structure and goals are required. Pappano (2006) says that without these the meetings will result at best in congenial teacher chitchat or, at worst easily get sidetracked. A structured learning community begins with the establishment of ground rules; these are the way in which the group will operate. These rules should be developed and agreed upon by the community, be brief, and stated positively.  The community should also decide the particular responsibility of each member of the group. For example, who will keep the minutes, call for agenda items, be sure everyone participates, etc. The community should also decide how their work would be evaluated. They could decide to collect student work samples, student test data, observe instruction, and/or conduct self-evaluations.

The goal of the community is essential because without a direction and a purpose the learning community has very little chance of being successful. The supervisor, the school leadership team, or the community itself could establish the goal. The identification and understanding of the goal will lead to the type of community activities selected. Knoll (2002) discusses three types of communities that can operate. Study groups discuss and analyze the meaning of collected data and assist teachers to use assessment data to inform instruction. The study groups collaboratively design lessons and commit to teaching them.  Teachers observe each other and discuss the observations. Discussion groups share classroom practices and learn some new ones. They seek answers to problems in the classroom and explore ideas for change in the way they do things. Learning groups utilize resources such as a book to learn and use new strategies. They use simulations to try them out. They demonstrate new strategies or techniques for the other members and practice using the new techniques or materials. No matter the type of community formed, every meeting should end with a commitment to do something or try something and be prepared to report the results at the next meeting.

There is wide agreement that the supervisor needs to be actively involved in the work of the learning communities. Teachers need their support. Supervisors need to model, value, and develop a culture of trust and mutual respect, a belief in continuous improvement, interpersonal accountability and the skills to work collaboratively. Teachers are being asked to speak honestly and openly about themselves and the way in which they teach. They must admit failure, share secretes and insights, ask difficult questions, compromise and really help each other. 

Knoll (2002) describes the supervisor’s active role in the community without being a member of the community. The supervisor monitors team meetings by dropping in from time to time and occasionally joining a community meeting when invited or offering assistance to a community who is discussing an area of the supervisor’s expertise. The supervisor receives the minutes of all community meetings and can therefore keep track of their work and progress. The work of the communities needs to be celebrated and supervisors should highlight selected teams by asking them to present their work at a faculty meeting, or writing an article about their work for the school newsletter or the board of education.

The work of the learning community can be monitored by using an organized list of factors that contribute to the successful functioning of the learning community. The supervisor can use the list during drop-ins and by the members of the community as a self-reflection. Such a list should include responses to the following questions.

· What is the Climate of team meeting?  Are all members present, treated with respect and dignity, following established ground rules and participating?

· What procedures are in effect? Do the scheduled meetings regularly take place, and follow a written agenda? Are minutes of each meeting prepared, sent to the supervisor and keep for future use? 

· What is the topic of the conversation heard? Is data being discussed, analyzed or being used? Are instructional strategies, lesson design or materials being discussed? Are problems or concerns of an academic, social and emotional or management nature being discussed?

· Are plans to improve the situation being developed? Will the community members design new lessons, observe each other, seek out and try new materials or strategies and report back to the community about them?

Fullan (2003) describes the leaders' work for the future as the building of learning organizations where people continually expand their capacities. Looking at a broader view of supervision as leadership of a learning organization devoted to the continuous growth of all its members is the future direction of supervision if the goal of improved achievement for all students is to be realized. This can be achieved in two ways. First, by changing the manner in which the supervisory process is conducted, and second, by establishing and maintaining learning communities. Senge (2000) predicts that organizations can only achieve the results that they truly desire by becoming learning organizations where people continually expand their capacity to grow and learn. Hopefully, continued research will better help us to prove this belief.
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Is the Field of Supervision Moribund? (And can anything be done about it?)

Edward Pajak, Johns Hopkins University

The Washington Post published an article on August 12, 2007 about a man named Peter Houghton, who is described as the “first permanent lifetime recipient” of a Jarvik 2000 Left Ventricular Assist System. Seven years after the Jarvik 2000 was implanted, following an episode of severe heart failure, Houghton’s physical well being has greatly improved. Now age 68, he has participated in a 91-mile charity walk, writes books, travels nationally and internationally giving speeches, and maintains what is described as a “daunting work schedule.”

Since the Jarvik 2000 was implanted, however, Houghton says that he has become more “coldhearted” and “less sympathetic in some ways.” He reports feeling unable to connect with others, including his twin grandsons. Houghton complains: “They’re 8, and I don’t want to be bothered to have a reasonable relationship with them and I don’t know why.” In the words of the reporter who wrote the story, Houghton, “can only feel enough to regret that he doesn’t feel enough.”

What does this have to do with supervision? For one thing, Mr. Houghton’s unfortunate cyborg-like existence (which may or may not be the result of his encounter with Dr. Jarvik’s invention) is an apt analogy for the situation in which supervision of instruction finds itself at the beginning of the 21st century. Although new textbooks on the subject of supervision are written each year, supervision scholars occasionally travel nationally and even internationally giving speeches, and almost everyone maintains a daunting work schedule teaching graduate level courses, my sense is that instructional supervision, like the unfortunate Mr. Houghton, has become more “coldhearted” and “less sympathetic.” Supervision, as a field of study and practice, in other words, seems to have lost its “heart” and, consequently, its ability to “feel.” 

But, things haven’t always been this way and don’t have to stay this way. 

Every COPIS member worth his or her salt can easily conjure up a ten-minute lecture on the history of supervision in education. Beginning with an emphasis on “inspection” in the late 19th century and moving on to scientific management principles in the years preceding World War I, the grand evolution finally culminates in today’s enlightened era, combining teacher’s professional development with reflective practice and democratic action. While certain portions of that simple master narrative are no doubt accurate, the story is incomplete because it omits important elements of the story that comprise the heart of supervision.

Despite the availability of several books and journal articles on the topic, little, if any, mention is ever made, for example, of the group of African-American women known as “Jeanes Supervisors” who worked tirelessly to improve both the quality of instruction in schools and the quality of life in communities throughout the southeastern United States in the first half of the 20th century. The Jeanes program was modeled after the efforts of a heroic woman named Virginia Randolph, an African-American educator who taught in a small rural school in Virginia more than one hundred years ago. 

Finding the ramshackle facility to which she was assigned somewhat inadequate for the purposes she intended, Ms. Randolf took responsibility for cleaning and beautifying the school building and grounds. She also involved the families of her students in grassroots fund-raising activities to purchase instructional supplies and encouraged them to follow her example by taking pride in and beautifying their own homes and community. Inspired by these efforts, the Anna T. Jeanes Foundation was started in 1907 with a $1 million endowment. This gift established the Jeanes Supervisors, who engaged in a wide range of activities on behalf of disenfranchised children. According to one account: 

Initially, much of the focus was on vocational education and on improving school facilities. Later they began to supervise academic classes and to move into curriculum development...They helped to raise money for school programs, including field days and commencements, and encouraged parents, teachers and students to work together. In a sense, one historian points out, the Jeanes Supervisors were ahead of their time, encouraging parents to take an interest in and become involved in their children's schools. http://www.usca.edu/aasc/jeanes.htm.

An article entitled, “The Supervision of Instruction,” published in the Journal of Negro Education identified four categories of responsibilities typical of Jeanes Supervisors:

First, she prepares yearly plans for the improvement of instruction. Second, she seeks to improve teachers under her guidance by means of teachers’ meetings, institutes, extension courses, reading circle work, summer school attendance, demonstration teaching, and professional reading. Third, she seeks to improve instruction through the use of outlines, county-wide examinations, score cards, and visitation and conference…Fourth, she seeks to improve the school and the community through such activities and devices as fairs, group commencements, field days, contests, campaigns, programs, and various clubs and organizations. (Washington, 1932, p. 237)

Mobilizing the community on behalf of improving academics was only part of the story. The historical record shows that Jeanes Supervisors also looked after the nutritional and health needs of students and community members, and even began registering Black voters years before passage of the federal Voting Rights Act. 

While this all may sound touching and almost quaint, such battles are still being waged on behalf of African American children today. Two years ago I visited a school in the city of Baltimore, which had recently shown impressive progress on a number of fronts, and had the pleasure of meeting Dr. Mary Minter, principal of William Paca Elementary. According to the teachers, parents, students, and staff members I spoke with, Dr. Minter began her new assignment at the school three years before, much like Virginia Randolph did one hundred years ago, by concentrating her efforts on improving the facility. According to a longtime staff member, “ceiling tiles and carpets were dirty and the building had a terrible smell.” A teacher credited the principal with the fact that:

The school is cleaner, the walls are painted, the cafeteria has been moved to the first floor. I had mice in my room. Now it looks like a school, instead of a dump.

A member of the school’s leadership team talked about how such efforts improved the morale and confidence of students, parents, and teachers:

The principal started with improving the physical building to help students feel better about themselves. The parents bought in when they saw the facilities were so much better. High expectations were also communicated to the staff: ‘Our students can do, no matter where they come from.’

A male assistant principal described with admiration how the principal inspired everyone with her dedication:

Dr. Minter has a mission.  She keeps us motivated. Everyone takes responsibility.  We collectively pull each other through. The principal is at the school from 4:30 a.m. to 6 p.m. or later six days a week. She never puts those demands on others, but leads by example.

When asked, Dr. Minter admitted that she didn’t always arrive at school before the break of dawn. But teachers proudly told stories about how she always made a point to arrive at school before anyone else on Monday morning, often donning coveralls and rubber gloves, to scrub away any graffiti that had been painted on the front door over the weekend.

Particularly interesting was the high importance that Dr. Minter and her entire staff placed on classroom observation and feedback. The principal reported that she and her leadership team conduct both announced and unannounced classroom visits for the first 90 minutes of school every morning. Members of the leadership team themselves estimated that they spent even more time in classrooms. The school-wide focus at the moment was on whether students were being given opportunities to practice higher order thinking. 

Teachers at William Paca sometimes teach model lessons that are accompanied with group observations and feedback. A name is drawn from a hat and that teacher selects an outstanding lesson that is then taught for the principal and grade-level colleagues. The teacher then gets feedback from the group about what worked well and what didn’t work, as well as about what colleagues learned from the observation and will take back to their own classrooms.

Teachers said that they recognized that the purpose of frequent classroom observation is to improve instruction for students. Even the few teachers on improvement plans said they understood that. Observation and conferencing were done informally every day and was considered by everyone to be crucial to the school’s improvement. Students and teachers said they were accustomed to having visitors in the classroom. Students were proud to show the work that they’ve done to visitors.

The second grade team had this to say about classroom observation: 

Observation and feedback make teachers more aware of what they are teaching and whether students are learning. You become more effective when you’re used to having people come in. It keeps the teachers on their toes. Teachers observe each other. Substitutes are hired or teachers divide up their students among other classes. Teachers observe each other to get new ideas and to see if there is consistency across classrooms. There’s not just one way to teach a skill. It’s important to get new perspectives. It’s also beneficial to get feedback from your peers.

Formal observations are conducted once a week by the principal, who holds a pre-observation conference with teachers prior to formal observations. During this time, the conversation focuses on what the teacher sees as her strengths, about how well she thinks she is doing, and what kind of support she needs. The teacher and principal also discuss what the principal will be looking for during the observation. Teachers receive written feedback after classroom observations, which are usually face-to-face, but short visits might just be acknowledged with a note. Suggestions for teacher improvement are incorporated into each teacher’s individual professional development plan. Feedback is usually provided on the same day as the observation.

According to a member of the leadership team: 

If a lesson is unsuccessful, the principal will come back and observe again after you’ve had a chance to develop the skill you’re working on. Observations are used to develop growth, not to punish. We’re here to help you grow professionally to help students learn. Teachers know they can rely on the leadership team to provide help and support their needs. Teachers are respected as equals by the leadership team.

At about the same time that the Jeanes Supervisors were formed, supervision of instruction in some urban areas was influenced by what Edward Elliott called, “the democratic motive of American education” (Elliott, 1914, p. 2). In a book entitled, City School Supervision, Elliott (1914) distinguished “administrative efficiency,” which demanded “centralization of administrative power,” from “supervisory efficiency, which required “decentralized, cooperative, expert, supervision” (p. 78) (emphasis in the original). Administrators stifled the individuality of teachers and children, Elliott argued, when they misapplied administrative control to the work of teachers and the accomplishments of students. During the 1920s, many other authors also argued that democracy should be the guiding principle of supervision in education (e.g., Hosic, 1920; Barr & Burton, 1926; Burton, 1927; Ayer & Barr, 1928; Stone, 1929). Continuing through the 1930s, publications by the Department of Supervisors and Directors of Instruction (the forerunner of ASCD) repeatedly emphasized the need for involvement by teachers in decisions related to instruction, as well as group deliberation and experimentation in solving problems in education (DSDI, 1932; 1933; 1934). 

One year after the end of World War II, ASCD published a Yearbook entitled, Leadership Through Supervision (1946). The first sentence read: “With earth-shattering impact, an atomic bomb dropped on Hiroshima.” This terrifying historical fact marked the end of the struggle against fascism, according to the authors, and the beginning of the struggle to master technology. In a prescient call to action, educators were urged to focus efforts on helping “young people understand and practice the democratic way of life in a technological age” and to help society “achieve control over its technology” (Van Til, 1946, p. 2). The authors also argued for an expanded role of the supervisor, beyond the local and immediate problems of students and teachers, to include the problems of society as well. If democracy is to survive the technological age, the 1946 Yearbook cautioned in words that still ring true today, its citizens must openly address issues of “war and peace, international cooperation and understanding, class conflict, poverty amidst plenty, urban isolation and anonymity, concentration of wealth among relatively few, centralization of government, and the quality of food, health, and shelter available to young people” (Van Til, 1946, p. 3). 

My reading of the historical literature suggests that our field once did have plenty of heart, but it began to lose it in the 1960s and 1970s as a traditional concern for the needs of children and the quality of their lives was replaced by a corporate mentality and an obsession with the “needs of an ever-changing society.” That catch-phrase has become so much a part of educators’ thinking that many students parrot those exact words when they write papers for my classes. That view is amplified by incessant reports warning about the dire consequences of the United States falling behind in the global economy. Yet, as Jonathan Kozol recently noted, “childhood does not exist to serve the national economy” (Kozol, 2007).  

The reporter of the Washington Post story that I began with, also interviewed Robert K. Jarvik, legendary inventor of the world’s first permanent total artificial heart (and ubiquitous purveyor of Lipitor on TV), who said that he doubts that Houghton’s complaints about lack of feeling are related to the Jarvik 2000 pump. Recipients of the Left Ventricular Assist System, he asserts, “are normal again, restoring physical conditions. How they go on with their lives is what they do, not what doctors do.” He also noted, rather defensively: “It’s hard to measure being human.”

Speaking of measurement, Jarvik happens to be married to Marilyn vos Savant who, according to the Guinness Book of World's Records, holds the world's highest intelligence quotient (I.Q.) ever recorded. With a score of 228, she is 88 points smarter than the next smartest genius. Vos Savant pens a column for the Sunday weekly Parade magazine, which is (rather condescendingly) entitled, “Ask Marilyn.” There, she applies her superhuman intellect to questions that have perplexed humankind for eons. According to her own website, http://www.marilynvossavant.com/bio.html, as well Wikipedia (another infallible source), vos Savant’s most celebrated accomplishment to date has been her correct response to the following query posed by a truth-seeking reader in 1990:

Suppose you're on a game show, and you're given the choice of three doors. Behind one door is a car, behind the others, goats. You pick a door, say #1, and the host, who knows what's behind the doors, opens another door, say #3, which has a goat. He says to you, "Do you want to pick door #2?" Is it to your advantage to switch your choice of doors?

Recently, she successfully tackled this question of equally profound significance:

What do these digital numbers have in common: 111, 202, 222, 252, 505, 525, 555, 609, 629, 659, 808, 828, 858, 906, 926, 956?
On September 30, 2007, vos Savant weighed in on a question from a young reader, who asked whether standardized test scores should be used for making decisions about college admissions. Marilyn replied:

I believe that standardized test scores should be a decision factor in only two cases: when they are high (Who could have guessed that?) and when they are low. These scores are useful as proof that students will or won’t be effective in their studies. I suggest that schools discount scores between these extremes. In that middle ground, where the majority of scores reside, I think that the tests prove very little. http://www.parade.com/articles/editions/2007/edition_09-30-2007/Ask_Marilyn
Today, we find ourselves struggling with the question: “Supervision and Student Achievement: Can We Make the Connection?” (An option for us, I suppose, might be to consult the oracle of Parade magazine and seek her advice.) Instead, I suggest that we pose another question to ourselves: “To what end?”  Evidence (n=1) suggests that what I.Q. tests (and probably other paper-and-pencil tests) measure most successfully is the ability of a person to correctly answer logic problems. Paralleling trends in contemporary society, education has become obsessed with technology, engineered solutions, and higher scores, all the while efficiently and relentlessly classifying students, teachers, and schools as “winners” or “losers” according to their standardized test results. 

Noreen Garman, Duncan Waite, and Tom Sergiovanni are among the few supervision authors who have written explicitly about the importance of “heart.” Most of us write passionately about the need to question, examine, and interrogate taken-for-granted values, assumptions, beliefs, actions, theories, and techniques, but, strangely enough, never feelings. When feelings are addressed, they are usually treated as something to be acknowledged and “reflected back” to teachers during conference, but never internalized. But cognition and technique alone do not provide adequately for the kinds of learning that are needed to truly improve teaching.

Part of the reason, we’ve lost heart may be the lack of distinction between “instruction” and “teaching,” and our field’s embrace of the former over the latter. What happens in the classroom, as well as between a supervisor and a teacher, has been reduced to conveying accurate information from one person to another. That is, indeed, what “instruction” is all about, but not teaching. Teaching is much more than that.

Essentially, I believe, the field of supervision in education has to refocus itself around students, teachers, and learning. This is not a new direction, it is a reaffirmation of an important part of our legacy that has been forgotten, ignored, or suppressed. It never disappeared, but continues to exist even today. At William Paca Elementary, for example, a mixed group of 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade students were asked what their teachers were like. The children eagerly replied:

They push us and help us learn stuff. They don’t get mad if we do something wrong. The teachers work with us. If we disagree, or mess up, we get to discuss or get another explanation of why.  

An interviewer, feigning surprise, told the students that it sounded as if they actually enjoyed going to class. Several responded:

Yes. I like to go to class. I like math, reading, and I want to get an education.  

Every year when we come back there is always something new to do. We want to go to class. Yes, get an education. Learn about a lot of things. I’m happy to come to school.

And that’s what supervision should really be all about. It doesn’t get any better than that. 

� Evidence of this excitement can be found in the archives of the Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, notably “A Symposium on Schon’s Concept of Reflective Practice: Critiques, Commentaries, Illustrations,”  Journal of Curriculum and Supervision 5 (Fall 1989), 6-69.





