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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
instructional 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).

Table 2. Overview of principal perceptions regarding the
1mplementation of the supervisory policy

Principal PA PB PC
Perceptions
of:
Supervisory -uses -not sure of -practice
Policy personal policy outdated
growth plans -supervision is | -not enough
threatening distinction betw.
supervision

& evaluation

Intent of -help -help teachers -help teachers

Supervision teachers -improve -improve
-improve instruction instruction
instruction

Actual -informal -informal -informal

Supervisory -SBWA -SBWA -SBWA

Practice in -every day -every day -vice principal

School involved

Link between | -weak link -weak link -weak link

Supervision

and In-

service

Training -desirable but | -no training -mandatory

Required for not essential required training

Supervisors required
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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 system, which drew significantly
from Glatthorn and Holler’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 supervision, 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-Implementation)

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 ofinstructional supervision used by the principals
was SBWA which was not identified by either the
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The teachers perceived few if any links between supervision
and school in-service activities. Thisis 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 tn
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 alsounanimous identification of assistant and vice-principals
aspotential 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, in 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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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 Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979)
“it 1s absolutely crucial to maintain active ... support for the
achievement of statutory objectives over the long course of
implementation [which]includesrequisite financialresources” (p.
496). The fact that the policy itself 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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