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ABSTRACT: If school superintendents were polled as to the 
level of agreement between the behaviors outlined in school 
division policy manuals and actu a l behaviours in schools, one 
might expect them to respond that there was, in fact , a high 
level of agreement. In fact, in today's site-based managed 
schools, it see ms critically important that the level of 
agreement be high since schoo ls operated under this 
ma nagement philosophy often h ave a great deal of a utonomy 
with les s day to day contact with superintendents. This 
article r elates the results of a recent study in which the 
perceptions of s up erintendents, principals, a nd teachers were 
ana lyzed a nd compared in order to determine the actual leve l 
of agreement betwee n the practices for instructional 
supervision outlined in the school division' s policy manual 
and the actu a l practice in the schools governed by those 
policies. 

RESUME : Si l'o n sondait !'opinion des superviseurs 
d'ecoles sur l'ecart entre le respect des r eglements 
mentionnes clans la partie « eco le » du m a nue l de 
reglements et ceux reellement suivis dans les ecoles, 
comme on pourrait s'y attendre, ils tomberaient presque 
tous d 'accord. En fait , aujourd'hui, clans les eco les 
dirigees independemment, il parait vraiment important de 
s 'entendre depuis que les eco les regies par cette 
phylosophie m a nageriale ont souvent de plus en plus 
d 'autonomie car , de mains en mains de contacts avec les 
superviseurs. Cet a rticle rapporte les resultats d 'une 
etude recente cla ns laquelle les perceptions des 
superviseurs , des directeurs et des professeurs ont e te 
analysees et compar ees afin d e determiner la reelle 
variation entre le s pratiques de surveillance educative 
soulignees clans la partie reservee pour les eco les du 
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manuel de reglements et la pratique courante dans les 
ecoles gerees par ces regles. 

The educational practice of instructional supervision appears to 
be a contentious issue in contemporary educational circles , and 
it has been characterized by shifting attitudes among researchers 
and educators .alike . For example, Kauchak, Peterson, and 
Driscoll (1985), in their examination of attitudes surrounding 
instructional supervision, observe that many educators are very 
critical of current supervisory practice and of those individuals 
who perform the task . They state that "teachers view them 
[supervisory visits] as being perfunctory with little or no impact 
on actual teaching performance" (p. 2) . Yet Jonasson (1993) 
suggests "if we wish to promote student learning in schools , we 
must invest time, money, and energies into the training and 
development of teachers [through regular instructional 
supervision]" (p. 19) . Further, Glickman (1990) , states that "we 
can think of supervision as the glue of a successful school" (p. 4). 

Many school systems in Canada and the United States have 
begun to utilize the practice of decentralization , often referred to 
as site-based management (SBM). In fact , Oswald (1995) points 
out that "site -based management ... is one of the most popular 
strategies to come out of the 1980's [sic] school reform movement" 
(p. 1). Typically, the decision-making process according to site­
based managerial practice allows a local manager (usually the 
principal) to make many of the day-to-day decisions (often in 
consultation with senior administrators) within his or her school 
(Brown, 1991). Proponents of site-based management often 
suggest that better decisions are usually arrived at due to the 
proximity of the decision maker to the problem. However , Hill 
and Bonan . (1991) note , "decentralization [site-based 
management] means that the people closest to a problem have the 
opportunity to solve it , but it should not be assumed that they 
will have the necessary knowledge and resources [to do so]" (p. 
1 7). 

Principals are often guided in their decision making by a set 
of policies developed by school boards and senior administrators. 
These policies tend to define a school board's expectations in a 
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way that effectively controls the actions of the professional staff 
in virtually a ll areas of the day to day operation of a school 
system (Carver & Carver, 1996). As Guba (1984) pointed out, 
"varying interpretations of the word policy greatly affect how and 
where particular policies are created and implemented and, 
ultimately, whether their results are as intended" (p. 63). One 
must wonder to what extent the policies enacted in school 
systems are actually implemented by principals or experienced by 
target-groups (often teachers) as intended by the policy-making 
bodies (school boards). 

The Problem of Definition 

The literature concerning educational policy-making is rife with 
debate . It seems that the root of the difficulty for most of the 
writers is in developing an acceptable phrase that precisely 
captures the essence of policy. As Caldwell and Spinks (1988) 
suggest, "conceptually, there is lack of agreement on the meaning 
of the term 'policy' which is often defined too broadly ... or too 
narrowly" (p. 90). With the apparent indistinctness of the 
definition of policy , one might be tempted to forego the need to 
make policies at all. However , Cash (1994) points out, "the 
primary reason for local school boards' exis tence ... [is] to provide 
strategic direction for school s yste ms and to fulfill nece ssary 
oversight functions [or, make policies]" (p. 18). 

There is a similar level of debate in the body of literature 
concerning instructional supervision. Zepeda indicated that many 
authors in the di scipline of instructional supervision view the 
practice as "a main office accountability measure" (Zepeda & 

Ponticelli, 1995, p . 1) rather than as an exercise which has some 
intrinsic or educational value . In contrast, Tracy (1995) observed 
that "the common thread in much of the supervision in schools 
today is the intent to improve classroom instruction through the 
observation of classroom teaching, analysi s of observed data, and 
face-to -face interaction between observer and teacher" (p. 320). 

It 1s generally accepted that effective ins tructional 
supervision is essential for the improvement of instruction in a 
school. Glickman (1990) suggests that supervision can 

Enhance teacher belief in a cause beyond oneself ... promote 
teachers ' sense of efficacy ... make te achers a ware of how 
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they complement each other in striving for common goals .. . 
stimulate teachers to plan common purpose and actions .. . 
[and] challenge teachers to think abstr act ly about their work. 
(p. 22) 

While these stated benefits appear to be aimed primarily at 
teachers who perform their duties in a poor or mediocre fashion, 
"[superv ision] intends to promote growth and ch a nge by helping 
teachers to experiment with new ideas" (Zepeda & Ponticelli, 
1995, p. 1) and, as such, one may argue that a ll teachers can 
benefit from quality instructional supervision. 

The key to effective instruction a l supervision from the point 
of view of both the teacher and the administrator, however, may 
be the clear articulation of the intended practices a nd procedures 
in a well-conceived policy and a well-trained supervisory staff. 
Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979) state "policy support is useless 
if not accompanied by political and managerial skill in utilizing 
available resources" (p. 465). In fact , Ellis (1986) states "if a 
teacher [superviso ry] system is research-based , designed to 
improve instruction, and approach ed with a cooperative attit ude 
by all parties, it can be an effective and dynamic agent for 
educational renewal" (p. 4). 

Guba (1985) , in his now classic work on the nature of effective 
policies, suggests that the term policy has meaning at three leve ls 
which he identified as "policy-in-intention [the domain of policy 
framers], policy-in-implementation [the domain of policy 
implementers], and policy-in-experience [the domain of policy 
target groups]" (p. 11 ). He posits that the leve ls of policy imply 
the domains or areas of administrative responsibility in which 
a ny policy exists. However, since "it is crucial to realize that the 
term policy does not denote a single concept" (Guba, 1985 , p. 11), 
any individua ls who make policy decisions , which appear to exist 
in these domains s imultaneous ly, must consider and evaluate 
them as they go abo ut the tasks of policy development. 

The Study 
In view of Guba's work, the author set out to investigate the 
attitudes and opinions of people in the three domains of policy 
(superintendents, principals, and teachers) in an urban Canadian 
school system . The purpose was to describe the intention, 
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implementation , and experience of the instructional supervision 
policy in that school division with a view to determining the level 
of congruence among the three domains of policy. 

The study was designed to be a case-study of the intent, 
implementation, and experience of the instructional supervision 
policy in an urban Canadian school system. The particular case 
under study was a school division. "In order to test the 
generalizability of themes and patterns" (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 
1996, p. 544) , a multi-site approach was used in which one school 
was chosen from each of the three broad categories of schools 
existing within the school division - that is, an elementary school, 
a high school, and an associate school. The school system was 
chosen at random from among a number of possible locations for 
study and the schools were also chosen at random from the three 
general types of schools within the system. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

The study was conducted in three phases. First , semi-structured 
personal interviews were conducted with the three 
superintendents of education responsible for teacher supervision 
in the school system to establish and clarify the intentions of the 
supervisory policy (policy-in-intention). Next, semi-structured 
personal interviews with the principals of the three schools under 
study yielded data describing the processes used to implement the 
instructional superv1s10n policy (policy-in-implementation). 
Finally, semi-structured personal interviews with three teachers 
in each school (2 tenured and 1 non-tenured) probed their 
experience of the supervisory policy in their schools (policy-in­
experience). The transcripts from each respondent were subjected 
to a content analysis which led to comparison and contrast with 
the other transcripts in each respondent group . 

The Context of the Study 

The school system was a medium-sized urban Canadian school 
system with a student population of 15 ,000 ranging from 
Kindergarten to Grade 12. There were 40 schools in the system 
ranging in focus according to: 
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(5) grade level - elementary (Kindergarten to Grade 8) and high 
school (Grades 9 to 12), 

(6) student population and demographics (associate schools -
schools for troubled children or children of particular ethnic 
backgrounds), and 

(7) program (fine arts and language immersion). 

At the time of study, this school system employed 825 teachers 
and 400 support staff and was divided into three geographical 
areas with a superintendent responsible for the personnel and 
operations of the schools in each area. 

Validity and R eliability 

Member-checking (Gall et al., 1996) was conducted at each stage 
of the study by asking each respondent to verify, in writing, that 
the transcripts of their interviews were accurate. The use of pre­
written questions and audio tapes in interviews was also 
suggested as a method of ensuring validity (Fraenkel & Wallen, 
1993, p . 400). In addition, to verify the analysis procedures , the 
researcher conducted interviews, verified content, and verified 
analysis procedures with one additional respondent who would be 
considered to be in a similar position within the school division 
studied but, who was not a study participant. 

What Superintendents Said 
The three superintendents identified ten basic intentions of 
instructional supervision which was divided into two categories: 
a) intended procedures, and b) intended outcomes (Table 1 
provides a n overview of superintendent perceptions). 

Int ended Procedures 

All three superintendents prefaced their descriptions of intended 
supervisory procedures with the statement that they viewed 
instructional supervision to be a high priority . They indicated 
that they expected principals to consider supervision as a high 
priority and it was their belief that the principals did indeed 
make supervision a high priority in their schools. 

All three superintendents emphatically identified the 
principals as the intended supervisors of teachers which was 
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consistent with the policy directive. T h ey also stated that, while 
the principal may choose to delegate his or her supervisory 
responsibility to others, he or she was still ultimately responsib le 
to ensure that it was conducted as intended. 

One superintendent suggested that during the development 
of the po licy t h ere had been a deliberate attempt to separate t h e 
processes of supervision and evaluation. He stated, however , that 
he viewed them as being inextricably in tertwined. 

The superintendents indicated that the policy was based on 
Glatthorn and Roller' s differentiated teacher evaluation model 
(1987) . It requ ired principa ls to allow teachers to choose from 
t h ree additional supervisory options: collegia l (peer) , clinical 
(co n d ucted by the principal using the Goldhammer model), a n d 
se lf-directed development . In addition , they indicated that 
principals were expected to use a closer form of s u pervision 
(conduct formal supervision on a more regular basis) with non­
te n ured teachers than with tenured teachers. 

Tabl e 1. Overview of superintendent perceptions regarding the 
t t f th r 1n e n 0 e supervisor ., po ICY 

Superintendent SA SB SC 
Perceptions of: 

Policy Making -initiat ive -continuous -li t . review 
Procedures typically from state of comp leted 
Used by Schoo l director or rev1s1on -put into 
Board superintendents policy 

Development of -principa ls were -development -large 
Current mandated to similar to committee 
Supervisory discuss policy that described worked on 
Policy with their staffs above deve lopment 

Policies in -gu idelines to -he lp -provide 
Genera l he lp the organization plan for 

organization to to strive for action 
stay on track excellence 

Purpose of -improve -improve -improve 
Instructiona l learning of instruction instruction 
Supervision students a nd develop 

-self- staff 
actualization 
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S u perintendent SA SB SC 
P e r ce ptions of: 

Individu a l -princip a ls -principals -principa ls 
Responsible for -peer -vice 
Supe rvision coaching principa ls 

-mentorships 

Supervision of -more -more - principals 
Tenured vs. supervision of directive with to 

on-tenured non- te nured non-te nured supervise 
Teach ers teachers teachers non-tenured 

t each ers 
clo se r 

Tra ining for -did so me in the -no tra in ing -no training 
Supe rvisees pas t but h as provide d provided 

fallen off 

Training for -did som e in t h e -no training -no training 
Supervisors past necessa ry necessary 

-is useful 

Priority of -high -high -high 
Supervi s ion 

Outcomes of -se lf-actualizing -improved -improve d 
S u pe rv ision -collegiality instruction teaching 

-re lev a nt s t a ff -staff -more 
deve lopment deve lopmt. informed 

-collegiality t eachers 

Ide a l Program -address -broad -forma l 
aca demics teacher training for 
-colla boration se rvices s up e rvisors 

-d iffe r e n - -collab-
tiated oration 

I ntended Outcomes 

All three superintendents expressed t h e opinion that the purpose 
of t h e instructional supervision policy and, t h erefore, of 
supervision itself was to improve instruction and learning and to 
deve lop staff. With respect to the ach ievement of improved 
instruction, the superintendents believed that cu rrent practice 
was sufficient to address that objective . Further , they said t h at 
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improved learning of students was an automatic result of 
improved instructional practice . 

The intention of a more developed staff was addressed by the 
superintendents in a very broad context . They stated that 
requiring or suggesting that teachers attend conferences and 
professional development courses out of, as well as, within the 
context of supervision produced a more developed staff and 
necessarily led to improved instruction. 

The superintendents indicated that a major intention of the 
supervisory process was to provide relevant in -service 
development for the teachers in the system by fostering close 
links between supervision and staff development activities that 
took place in the schools. They indicated that due to recent and 
rapid growth in the school system , principals had been given a 
great deal of autonomy with respect to the operation of their 
schools. Therefore , the superintendents expected each principal 
to formulate a staff development plan which had strong ties to the 
supervisory activities in his or her school. 

Finally, all three superintendents stated that it was intended 
to allow the principals to work closely with the teachers for 
growth rather than on annual performance appraisals . They 
believed that this process would lead to teacher self-actualization 
and encourage teachers to complete their tasks with a high level 
of morale and dedication . 

Analysis q.nd Discussion of Superint endent Responses 

(Policy-in-Intention) 
While the superintendents appeared to agree on many aspects of 
this policy , an examination of their responses reveals 
incongruencies in key issues. First, there was a high level of 
agreement among the superintendents with respect to the 
expectation that principals make supervision a high priority. Yet, 
they were unable to state just how this expectation was conveyed 
to the principals. In fact, they appeared to believe, rather naively, 
that the intended high priority of instructional supervision was 
conveyed simply by creating a policy to address it. 

Two superintendents identified other persons (peers and vice­
principals) who could be involved in supervision of teachers -
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without specifying the level of their potential involvement. 
Further , they expected principals to pay particular supervisory 
attention to non-tenured teachers but, were unclear as to just 
what difference should be evident or why there should be a 
difference. In addition , it was intended that the links between 
supervision and staff development be strong in order to provide 
relevant in-service training and assist teachers reach a self­
actualized state whereby they performed their duties with a high 
level of morale and dedication . However, these attitudes appeared 
to be somewhat rhetorical since teachers, and principals, were not 
given the opportunity to learn more about supervision through 
thorough and effective supervisory training . Babiuk (1988) states 
"the need to train all members of the education team [including 
supervisors and supervisees] is undeniable" (p. 33). 

Finally, the view that attending conferences and in-service 
programs leads to improved teaching and learning seemed naive . 
It is difficult to believe that there would be a real-life connection 
between the knowledge that teachers might gain from conferences 
and the teaching behaviours displayed in the classroom unless 
regular and effective instructional supervision is provided. As 
pointed out by Clarke (1995) , "[supervision should be] some type 
of ongoing mechanism [which] goes beyond professional 
attainment to professional development" (pp . 12-13). 

Thus, one is left with a good deal of confusion. If 
superintendents (the intenders of policy) do not agree with 
respect to the intentions of the policy, it is unlikely that those 
who are responsible for implementing that policy will know what 
they are supposed to do. 

Nevertheless , while supervision as defined and described by 
the superintendents seems to have a rather nebulous quality , it 
does appear that there is sufficient basis to determine a 
rudimentary policy-in-intention . Therefore, the policy-in­
intention is that principals attach a a high level of priority to 
conducting proper supervision in their schools and that principals 
supervise non-tenured teachers more closely than they do tenured 
teachers . Finally, supervision in this school system is intended 
for teacher professional growth and improvement of instruction 
rather than evaluative purposes (even though one of the 
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superintendents appeared to view supervision and evaluation as 
being inextricably intertwined). 

What Principals Said 
Principals' responses were categorized and discussed according to 
the following themes which emerged from their responses: a) 
perceptions of the supervisory policy, b) the intent of 
instructiona l supervision, c) the actual practice of supervision in 
their schools, d) the link between supervision and in-service in 
their schools, e) the training required for supervisors and 
supervisees, and f) the outcomes from supervision (Table 2 
provides an overview of principals' perceptions) . 

Tabl e 2. Overview of principal perceptions regarding the 
implementation of the supervisory policy 

Principal PA PB PC 
Perceptions 
of: 

Supervisory -uses -not sure of -practice 
Policy pe r so nal policy outdated 

growth p lans -supervision is -not e nough 
threa tening distinction betw. 

superv1s10n 
& evaluation 

Intent of -he lp -h e lp teachers -help teachers 
Supervision teachers -improve -improve 

-improve instruction instructio n 
instruction 

Actu al -informal -informal -informal 
Supervisory -SBWA -SBWA -SBWA 
Practice in -eve ry day -every day -vice principal 
School involved 

Link betwee n -weak link -weak link -weak link 
Supervision 
and In-
service 

Training -desira ble but -no training -mandatory 
Required for not essential r equired training 
Supervisors required 
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Principal PA PB PC 
Perceptio ns 
of: 

Training -des ira ble but -no training -mandatory 
Required for not esse ntial required training 
Supervisees required 

Outcomes -reflective -socia lization -reflective s taff 
from staff of new -happier 
Supervision -life-long teachers students 

learni ng -relevant -higher success 
in-service rates 

Idea l -prese nt -prese nt -formal 
Supe rvisory practice practice approach 
Program -teacher -more time for 

portfolios supervision 
tasks 

There were some similarities among the principals' responses but, 
there were also key differences of opinion bearing upon the 
instructional supervisory procedures in the individual schools. In 
addition, one principal .- the high school principal - stated that 
he involved his vice-principals in the supervisory process to an 
extent (although, he was vague with respect to the actual ro le 
played by those individuals) . 

From the principals ' viewpoints, supervision in their schools 
took the form of daily supervision by walking around (SB WA) . 

This process , described by the principals , took the form of walking 
aro u nd the school and, perhaps , "popping in" on various 
classrooms in an informal manner in order to check on teachers' 
progre ss. The elementary and associa te school principals stated 
that they try to get around to each classroom daily. They believed 
that they were most effective when they were visible as informal 
supervisors in the hallways and classrooms of their schools rather 
than as formal supervisors. 

The high school principal, however, stated that the size of the 
teaching staff (47 teachers) prevented a daily supervisory 
process. Instead, he was personally committed to formally 
supervise each teacher in the school during the school year. While 
he acknowledged that he had not fully achieved his goal, he 
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stated that he had formally supervised the teachers in three of 
the six departments in the school. 

Based upon the policy of the sys tem , which drew significantly 
from Glatthorn and Roller 's (1987) differentiated supervision 
model, the principals identified various options for instructional 
supervision including formal in-class supervision (clinical), 
collegial (peer) supervision, and supervision by a superintendent 
which could be requested by the principals (in the case of a 
teacher doing a poor job) or by teachers . They indicated that they 
believed that collegial supervision was the method of choice for 
most teachers. They pointed out that although teachers could 
request the other forms of supervis ion , they stated that teachers 
rarely, if ever, chose the other options . 

Two of the principals stated that they perceived no significant 
difference in the supervisory procedures that they used for 
tenured and non-tenured teachers. The third one stated that he 
tended to provide more direction for non-tenured teachers and 
utilized a closer form of supervision for them. However , he was 
vague when asked to describe exactly what his process for closer 
supervision was. Finally, all three individuals stated that there 
was a link, albeit a weak one, between the supervisory and staff 
development programs within their schools and two of them had 
a high comfort level with their present practice . 

Analysis and Discussion of Principal Responses 

(Policy-in -Implem entation) 

While the instructional supervision procedures were somewhat 
different in the three schools, there were similarities which could 
form the basis for a description of policy-in-implementation . All 
three principals used an informal method of SBWA which they 
believed gave them a "good idea" about what was taking place in 
their schools and which they believed provided the basis for an in­
service program. One principal stated that he had been 
conducting formal clinical supervision in which he attended 
individual teacher's classes and observed the instructional 
processes used (in a manner similar to the Goldhammer 
supervisory cycle often without the pre- or post-conferences). The 
primary source of instructional supervision used by the principals 
was SBWA which was not identified by either the 
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superintendents or the policy as being a possible or acceptable 
choice for instructional supervision. 

All principals cited various options, including clinical and 
collegial supervision, which they said could be used in their 
schools if their teachers wished. However, only one of them had 
conducted any instructional supervision beyond SBWA. In fact, 
the associate school principal stated "I think that teachers view 
supervision as a threat and I view my role as a helper or aide 
rather than as a supervisor ." Jonasson (1993) states that 
"supervision is derived from two words, superior and vision [and 
connotes a hierarchical relationship]" (p . 20) which seems to 
agree with the principal's view. However, Jonasson also states 
that supervision should be "the process by which teachers and 
principals work together for mutual professional development" (p. 
20). Thus, by being unwilling to ensure that instructional 
supervision takes place in either a peer or a clinical context, the 
principals deprive the teachers of the possibility of professional 
growth and they deprive themselves of potential professional 
growth as well. 

Finally, there was little consensus with respect to the need for 
training for either supervisors or supervisees. While two of the 
principals recognized a somewhat tenuous need for training, the 
third principal could see no benefit or purpose in training for 
himself or for his teachers - an attitude which must be 
challenged. After all, common sense dictates that in order to be 
proficient at a task, one must not only be trained to perform that 
task but also must perform it regularly. 

It is clear that there were some questionable attitudes 
displayed by the principals. One principal acknowledged that he 
did not know what the policy required him to do, while the other 
two followed a form of supervision, SBWA, which was not 
identified by the policy or by the superintendents as an 
acceptable practice . As observed by Montjoy and O'Toole (1979), 
"a vague mandate gives the dominant coalition an opportunity to 
focus those activities [policy directives] in accordance with their 
own world view" (p. 468). In this case, the principals seemed to be 
conducting their activities in accordance with their own world 
views rather than as directed by policy. 
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Further , it seems that the lack of instructional supervision 
beyond informal administrative monitoring (SBWA) by the 
principals , and by the superintendents might have scuttled the 
implementation process . Superintendents and the principals 
indicated that supervision was a high priority, however, since 
only one of the principals h ad been conducting instructional 
supervision beyond SBWA, t h e practice of the principals seemed 
to indicate that instructional supervision was not a high priority 
and did not match the intent described by the superintendents. 
Since "any particular policy directive is susceptible to an erosion 
of political support as other issues become rela tively more 
important over time" (Sabatier & Mazmanian, 1979, p. 499), it 
appeared that the principals goal of attaching a high level of 
priority to instructional supervision was being overshadowed by 
other administrative endeavors and this was not followed up by 
the s uperintendents. Thus, t h e principals were n ot following the 
guidelines described by the policy, and the superintendents 
seemed to do little or nothing abo ut it . 

What the Teachers Said 
Three teachers in each of the three schools were invited to take 
part in this study, however, in one school, only two teachers were 
willing to participate . Therefo re , there were eight participant 
teachers. The followin g themes emerged from the teacher 
interviews: a) their experience of being supervised, b) the 
difference betwee n the supervis ion of tenured and non-tenured 
teachers, c) training required for supe r visors and s upervisees, c) 
the link betwee n s upervision a nd in- se r vice, and d) the priority 
attached to supervision in their school. Table 3 below pre sents 
each teacher's perception regarding these themes. 

All teachers identified the principal of their school as the 
prima ry individual responsible for supervising them. The 
teachers indicated other individuals deemed responsible for 
supervision as : ass istan t a nd vice -principals, department heads 
(high schools), a nd other teachers. There was a difference of 
opinion expressed with respect to the actu a l experie nce of 
supervision . Three te ach ers (non-tenured) indicated t h at they had 
recently bee n supervised while t h e other five teache r s indicate d 
that they could not remember h avi n g ever bee n supervise d. This 
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phenomenon appeared significant as it suggested that 
instructional supervision was taking place in some sectors, 
however, upon closer inspection, the non-tenured teachers 
believed that the SBWA conducted by their principals constituted 
instructional supervision . Thus , none of the respondent teachers 
had any experience of formal instructional supervision. 

All teachers perceived that instructional supervision was not 
a high priority among the administrators in their schools based 
upon the fact that they had not been supervised in any 
meaningful way. In addition, most teachers indicated that they 
had not recently been given the opportunity for in-service 
training with regard to supervision. While some did say that in 
the past they had received some in-service training in peer 
supervision (one of the policy choices), they indicated that it had 
been poorly presented and was considered a waste of time since 
they had not been asked to observe each other or follow up the in­
service training in any way . Nevertheless , all teachers indicated 
that they would welcome the opportunity for in- service training 
in peer and other forms of supervision . They did specify that it 
should be offered by knowledgeable presenters and followed-up 
with in-school practice for relevance . 

Five of the eight teachers perceived no link between 
instructional supervision and the in-service activities in their 
schools. This appeared to be consistent with principal responses 
but, which contravened the superintendents' expressed 
intentions. In addition , all teachers except one believed that there 
should be a difference between supervision of tenured and non­
tenured teachers, which was consistent with the superinte ndents ' 
perceptions. Finally, all of the teachers indicated that they would 
welcome more supervision as an aid to help them improve their 
practice, feel good about themselves, and give direction to their 
professional development. 
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Table 3 - Part I. 

Overview of teacher perceptions regarding the experience of 

being supervised 

Teacher TAl TA2 TBl TB2 
Percep tions of: 

Ex pe ri ence of -wee kl y -litt le or -daily by -none 
Supervision . by none princip a l 

principal 

Te nured a nd -no -no -no -no diffe re nt 
Non-tenured diffe rence diffe r ence diffe rence -should not 
s up ervi sion -sh ould not -should be a -s hould not be diffe re nt 

be diffe re nt differe nce be different 

Tra ining for -necessa ry -not -not -necessary 
Supervisors necessary necessary 

Training for -w ould help -he lp s but -not -good idea 
Supervisees for must be necessary 

relevance follow ed 
through 

Link Between -weak link -w eak link -w eak link -no link 
Supervision & 

ln se rvice 

Pri o rity of -high -low priority -l ow prior ity -low priority 
Supervision priority 

Idea l -school -peer -prese nt -formal a nd 
Supervis ion base d s up e rvision practice inform al 

Program -co ll eg ial with p a rtner okay practices 
a t sa me comb ined 
caree r leve l 

99 
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Table 3 - Part II. 

Overview of teacher perceptions regarding the experience of 

being supervised 

Teacher TB3 TC I TC2 

Perceptions of: 

Expe rience of -none -occas ional -n one 

Supervi sion b y de pt. head 

Tenured and Non- -no diffe rence -no diffe rence -is a diffe rence 

tenured supervi sion -should be a -should not be -shoul d be a 

differe nce different diffe rence 

Training for -necessary -not necessary -necessary 
Supervi sors 

Training for -good idea -would he lp -he lps but 

Supe rvi sees for relevance mu st be 

foll owed 

through 

Link Be twee n -no link -no link -no link 

Supe rvis ion & In-

se rvice 

Priority of S upe rvis ion -lo w pri ority low priority -lo w pr iority 

Idea l -broad based -mo re formal -formal but 

Supervi sion with input supervision to account for 

Program from other give direction career stage 

jurisdic ti ons 

Analysis and Discussion of Teacher Responses 

(Policy -in-Experience) 

TC3 

-n one 

-i s a diffe re nce 

-should be a 

difference 

-not necessary 

-helps but 

must be 

fo llowed 

through 

-no link 

-l ow pri o rit y 

-more formal ; 

princ ipal 
would have 

more tim e 

In this school system , instructional supervision from the teachers 
viewpoint , appeared to be a low priority task that resulted in rare 
or non-existent instructional supervision. Considering that the 
principals viewed formal supervision as being unnecessary, t h is 
opinion from teachers was not unexpected. There was a perceived 
difference between supervision of tenured and non-tenured 
teachers , but that amounted to the principal walking past t h e 
classrooms of non -tenured t eachers more often. There was no 
evidence of formal supervision in any of the schools . While the 
high school principal stated that he had been conducting formal 
supervision, n o teacher interviewed in his sch ool had been 
supervised or knew of anyone who had been supervised. 
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The teachers perceived few if any links between supervision 
and school in-service activities. This is a problem since, as Zepeda 
states (Zepeda & Ponticelli,1995), "supervision must encourage 
discovery and goal setting tied to dialogue and development 
stimulates experimentation" (p. 1). One must wonder what the 
perceived level of relevance of school in-service activity is 
considering the lack of connection to observed teaching 
behaviours. Nevertheless, all teachers welcomed the opportunity 
for training with respect to supervision . In addition, teachers 
requested more (or some) supervision to increase their self­
confidence and as reassurance that they were doing a good job. 
From the teachers comments, it seemed that policy-in-experience 
amounted to very little experience of supervision at all! 

Is Supervision Being Conducted in 

These Schools as Intended ? 
An examination of superintendent, principal, and teacher 
opinions revealed few points of agreement (Table 4 outlines an 
overview of perspectives) . There were, in fact, only three items 
which seemed to be sources of agreement among the three 
respondent groups. Superintendents, principals, and teachers 
unanimously identified the principals as having the primary 
responsibility for supervision in the schools. In addition, there 
was also unanimous identification of as sis tan t and vice-principals 
as potential supervisors through principal delegation. Finally , the 
purpose of instructional supervision was universally identified as 
existing for the improvement of instruction. There were some 
sub-issues associated with each of these statements . 

First, while each respondent group identified principals as 
supervisors, they were not, m fact actually conducting 
supervision as intended by the policy or by the superintendents. 
They were informally walking about the school but not actually 
observing instruction . Sergiovanni and Starratt (1993) observe 
that "supervision refers to face-to-face contact [of supervisors] 
with teachers with the intention of improving instruction and 
increasing professional growth" (p. 203). Therefore, the 
supervision described by the principals and the teachers (with the 
exception of the high school principal's attempts at formal 
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supervision) was not really supervision at a ll because it lacked 
the face-to-face contact that so many of the prominent writers in 
the discipline prescribe . Thus , any improvement in instruction 
which may take place over time would not likely to b e the result 
of the supervisory activities extant in these schools. 

Tabl e 4. A comparison of respondent perceptions 

Perception Policy-in- Policy-in- Policy-in-
Categories intention implementat experience 

!On 

Level of High High Low 
Priority 

Individual Principal , but Principal Principal 
Responsible for could delegate Ass ista n t/ Assistant/ 
Supervision Vice- Vice-Principal 

Principal Department 
He ads 

Te chniques Administrative Informal Litt le or no 
Used for monitoring SBWA superv1s1on 
Supervision Collegia l Options Not aware of 

Clinical include : options 
Self-directed - collegial 

- peer 
- clinical 

Supervision of Difference No difference No difference 
Tenured versus expected in schools A 
Non-Tenured Closer andB 
Te achers supervision of Difference in 

non-tenured school C 
teachers 

Purpose of Improve Improve Improve 
Supervision instruction instruction instruction, 

Develop staff Support but not done 
teachers 

Link between Strong Weak None 
Supervis ion a nd 
In- service 
Activities 
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Superintendent and principal perspectives were in agreement 
with respect to the belief that supervision was, or should be, a 
high priority in schools. However, teachers ' perceptions of the 
experience of supervision suggested that it in actual practice it 
was not a high priority . After all, if instructional supervision 
were a high priority in these schools, one might expect that 
supervision, as described by the policy, would actually be taking 
place . 

Superintendents ' intentions that principals use a variety of 
supervisory techniques including collegial, peer, clinical, and self­
directed supervision seemed not to have come to fruition . 
Principals tended to implement administrative monitoring by 
conducting "supervision by walking around." While they 
mentioned options such as collegial, peer, and clinical supervision 
which they said could be chosen by teachers, t eachers stated that 
they h a d experienced little or no sup ervision a nd appeared not to 
be aware of the choices available to them . Further, teachers 
stated that they had not had the opportunity to make any choices 
with respect to supervision of their teaching behaviours in their 
classrooms. 

Superintendents identified a n intention that principals make 
a strong link between supervision and staff development 
activities in the schools. Principals indicated that in their 
implementation of instructional supervision, there were weak 
links between sup ervision a nd staff development activities. 
Teacher perceptions of staff development activities revealed that 
there were few if any links in this regard. 

Finally , superintendents una nimously identified the intention 
that principals should provide a closer , more direct form of 
supervision of non-te nured teachers compared to tenured 
teachers. Two of the three principals stated that they did not 
differentiate between tenured and non-tenured teachers with 
respect to instructional supervision. Most teachers stated that in 
their experience there was no differentiation between non­
tenured a nd tenured teachers with resp ect to instructional 
superv1s1on . 

In summary , there was little agreement among policy-in­
intention, policy-in-implementation, and policy-in-experience 
with respect to instructional supervision. It appeared that policy-
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in-implementation may have been the obstacle to intended policy 
experience, however there were difficulties at other levels as well. 
A synthesis of the work of Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979) and 
Montjoy and O'Toole (1979) yielded a series of strategies to 
"maximize congruence among policy objectives , the decisions of 
the implementing agencies, and the actual impacts of those 
decisions" (Sabatier & Mazmanian, 1979, p . 483) . These 
strategies include: a sound theoretical base, unambiguous policy 
directives, well-trained leaders, active support from the 
governing body , and an indication of high priority. An 
examination of the policy itself along with the descriptions of 
policy-in-intention, policy-in-implementation, and policy-in­
experience revealed several problem areas which included a 
policy with a weak theoretical base, an ambiguous policy 
directive , poorly trained leaders , and a weak indication of the 
intended priority to be ascribed to supervision. 

The policy could be viewed as being an ambiguous policy 
directive because it mentioned required supervisory techniques 
without describing methods to conduct them. In addition , it 
omitted clearly intended implementation behaviours such as the 
provision of close supervision of non-tenured teachers. Montjoy 
and O'Toole (1987) suggested that effective policies "avoid intra­
organizational implementation problems [by] establishing a 
specific mandate and providing sufficient resources" (p . 473). The 
intended behaviours with respect to instructional supervision 
may not have taken place because the policy and the behaviour of 
the superintendents did not specifically require principals to 
conduct supervision in a clear-cut manner and did not appear to 
provide the resources to ensure that supervision was conducted . 

The superintendents and two of the principals indicated that 
they believed that mandatory training of supervisors was 
unnecessary. One must question this belief in view of the fact 
that only one of the respondent principals had received formal 
training and was the only one attempting to conduct supervision 
beyond informal visits to classrooms. 

The superintendents described attempts to implement the 
policy which, for example , included release time from the 
classroom for teachers to conduct peer supervision . However, they 
noted that funding for that initiative had gradually "dried up" 
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and so had the supervisory activities which had emerged from it. 
It is not surprising that this erosion of supervisory activities had 
taken place since, as observed by Saba tier and Mazmanian (1979) 
"it is absolutely crucial to maintain active ... support for the 
achievement of statutory objectives over the long course of 
implementation [which] includes requisite financial resources" (p . 
496). The fact that the policy its elf did not include a statement of 
financial support, allowed superintendents and principals to find 
other priorities for the initial implementation funding for 
supervision and that essentially ended the supervisory activities. 

Finally , it seems logical that if a governing body wishes a 
particular policy initiative to be viewed as a high priority, it must 
indicate in the policy or in some other way that it is, in fact, a 
high priority. Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979) suggested that 
"any particular policy decision is susceptible to an erosion of 
political support as other issues become relatively more 
important over time" (p. 499) . All superintendents indicated that 
instructional supervision was a high priority in their school 
system. All principals seemed to concur . However, principals 
indicated that they felt that the administrative workload given 
them by the school board, especially at the high school level, was 
so heavy that they had difficulty finding adequate time to conduct 
regular supervision . Since the policy did not emphasize the 
importance of instructional supervision, this may have 
contributed to the lack of congruence among the intention, 
implementation, and experience levels of policy in this case. 

Food for Thought: Future Research Directions 
While the study surveyed only three of 40 schools in one school 
district , there was a pronounced lack of congruence among the 
intent, implementation, and experience of the instructional 
supervision policy in these schools. One must wonder whether 
there is a similar lack of congruence with other policy areas in the 
schools . 

Guba (1984) stated that an individual's definition of policy 
affects his or her perception of the importance of policy and the 
implementation of it. It appears that it may be a valuable 
exercise to explore views of the nature of policy held by the 
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respondents in this study and to evaluate the impact of those 
views upon implementation . 

A study of instructional supervision policy implementation 
practices in other urban school systems might be useful to provide 
a basis for comparing a nd contrasting perceptions and could lead 
to a broader context for describing policy-in-intention, policy-in­
impleme ntation , and policy-in-experience. In addition, a 
comparative study of urban and rural schools may yield 
interesting results in terms of determining whether the lack of 
congruence among policy domains is peculiar to urban schools or 
common amo ng all schools . 

While this study examined only one policy area of a school 
system, it may be possible to infer that there would be a similar 
lack of congruence amongst policy domains in other areas within 
this school system. 

The importance of training the particip a nts in the supervisory 
process has been chronicled in many studies. It would be 
interesting to examine the imp act that effective and thorough 
supervisory training of teachers a nd princip als would have on 
practice in this school system . One is left with the question 
"Where should they go from h ere?" P erhaps a longitudinal study 
examining the d evelopment and implementation of a training 
program and the resultant be haviours would yield valuable 
information . 

Nevertheless , m light of this study, a director or 
superintendent of education cannot assume that all policies are 
being implemented and experienced as intended . It would be wise 
to develop a m ethod to evaluate policy implementation and 
experience in order to ensure that behaviour change as intended 
by the policy is realized. 
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