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ABSTRACT ' ’
Conditions ‘in schools that - reduce the effectxveness
and. percexved value of instructional supervision can be dxagnOSpd and :
correctedg through a cyclxcal process called "organizational ! o
learning." Rather than mere;y responding to symptoms, this method
¢ focuses on eliminating or mitigating the undeflyxng causes of
"organizatianal- errors." Under this author's guidance, a residential
school for the handitapped conducted an organizational. learning
actxvzty as part q§ a. 7-day inservice program on instructional
supervxs1on. Befor¥ instruction began, the partxcxpants (mostly
senior admxnzstrators) each recorded in writing their .thoughts on the
_school"s supervisory process. ‘These reports, as well as interviews
‘with and observatxon of the participants, were used to prepare a
hypothetical "map" of organizational bdhavior. This "map," which was
" -unanimously approved by the group, identified .a variety of problems
in the schiool, some of which were "opén secrets": that is, they were _ .
well known among the school staff, yet undiscussable. Much ' 'concern L \\
focused on a cycle of destruative attitudes and behavior set off by’ .
the superxntendent s autocratic management. As a’ result of this trend
“the school's problems had become a barely manageable series of
crises. Openly discussing -such issues is-a step toward establishing a.
climate for effective supervision. (MCG) = ‘
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.valued because there are conditions within the schools which reduce the . °

i
: 1 1
- S * . . -
.

Why is’ instru ional superv151on less than effective and not hlghly
valued by teachers.and superv1sors° Assuming that the quality of the models of
superv151on~u$ed in schools is w1th1n acceptahle llnuts and assuming that
superv1sors have the nunlmum competencies required for superv151on, 1t

is predlcted that superv1slon is generally ipeffective and not hlghly

effeitlveness and value of the superv1sory process. These condntlons (X

- . - \

1nclude unhealthy group norms for organizational behav1or, oolicies and
’

procedures for superv;slon that are not well thought out and dysfunc-
tional administrativé ‘behavior within the traditional organizatlonal ’

., t. .- . Ve * . N
structure of schools. o ,

’ The position taken in this article is'that if the effectiveness arid

value cf any model of supervision is to’ be 1ncreased then the conditions

Y]

within the schools which negatlvely affect instructional supervislon mist

be diagnosed and corrected Dlagnosis and oorrectlon are part of a ':

cyclical process which is called organlzational learnlng (Argyris and

Schén, 1978). c N

Orqanizational Learning =~ ‘ . ¢
Organizational learning is a process for discoyering conditions for

organlzatlonal error, irwenting solutions for the errors, prodhcing the
solutions and evaluatlng and generallzing the effects of-the solutions.

Il

Th.s pr?fess not only focuses on responding to the symptoms of the errors,

but also on eliminating or lessening the effects of the underlying causes
b . J
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of the errorg. Organizational learning is an on-going process rather ' Pane
. than, a singular diagnostic event. ' vy N

Organizational Learning-in-Use ‘

As an example of how the process of organizatiohal l’earning can

" be applied to the probiem of increasing the effectiveness of instruc- -

4

’

. cluded the Superintendent, the Assistfint ‘Superintendent, the Public

’

. within the schc'zol--itbs. strengths, weaknesses, etc. The participants were ™

tional” supervision, .I would like to sharé with you a brief description

vof a real-life intervention. The description presented below describes - .
sote of the entry-level activities of the iptervention and same initial *°
S ' ' Vo e
findings--it is not ajfull c"ase,st'udy report. ' ' -
[
)

I was asked to come to a res:.dentlal school for a handlcapped '. o

.

.student pcﬂ:&latlon to respond to & need to increase the effectlvene . ’

of 1nstructlonal supervision.” This 1nterventlor’1 was to take the . ' |
» [ ¢

of sevenadays of mstructlon on. the theory.and practice of mstructlonal W
superv:,slon.‘ \Addltlonally, with the perrrussmn of the part}CJ,pants in
the course, the/ instruction was coupled with organizational learmng
act1v1+1es with a Sha]’.'p focus om the supemlgory’ process.

The participants in the leaming activities were,rwith two exceptions, . -

all rembers of the school's senior administrative team. This group in-

Relations Officer, 4 Division Heads, 1 Assistant Division Head, } teacher "
who was a candidate’ for a vacant suxServ'isory Position, and 1 clagsréan

teacher who was invited by the team to attend the course. \

Prior to my arrival, each particip%lt was required. to prepare a

. ¢ ' [ %]

written case study describing their _perceptions of the supervisory process .

asked not to identify or describe specj.gic individuals, but to focus on
' AR 4 . ' -

the process -of supervision as they perceived it. .
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. ’ ’ : . " . ‘ .
After my arrival, a diagnostic process was begun which included an \

oo " analysis of each of ‘the case studies, interviews of individuals using:a  ©

non—threatening conversatioﬁal mode, and observations of the participants

[y Al

as they mteracted in the formal classes on supemlslon.a Using these T

) | . dlagnostlc data, a hypothetxcal map of orgamzatlor‘al (behavmr was

.y . ! \)

constructed. ., This map was«*»presented to the pa.rt1c1pants as a dlagnostlc
1

report during the final days of the ‘intervention. _ ‘ o BN

'I‘he diagrgostic findings were put before the groﬁp' so that they

%

could conflrm or disconfirm the valldlty of the da'ta°* Without exceptlon

each menber of the group confirmed the valldlty of the diagnostic flnd- e

. o 1ngs. These dlagnostlc data 1dent1fled two 1evels of problems: super- .'
f1c1a1 and deep. e superf1c1a1 problems focused on the: technlcal S %

_.’..,

problems of su'permsmn,' e.d., tl::e lack of time. The deeper level : ©

.
-8

problems focused ot interpersonal issues, eSpe<iially within'the adminis-
trative team itself.

The Diagnostic Map ' 3
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\
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As discussed above,- in preparation for the coprse on i'ns.‘truction.al
supervision and for the or'gan.izational learning activities, each-of the
‘ part_icipants Was asked to - prepare a caée stﬁdy describing individual
perceptions of the process of instructional supervision within the school
. L‘f’h.ts case study project prov1ded the members of the team with an oppor-

tunity to discuss issues which had been previously undlscussable.' Thls

’ -
-

inference was supported by stdtements from the case studies such as
"I would appreciate your discretion in the utilization of these data.

. Some things can't be changed and are best left unsaid."; and, "I have
4. .
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‘found this case study to be most}difficu}t but revealing." The words
. "unsaid" and "revealihg" suggested that same of the issues which were

surfaced in thei:case_studies had been p|reviouslyd undiscussable.

Not only were there undlscussable probléms, ‘but it was my 1nference ’
that there were same deeper organlzatlonal, problems wh1ch were’ generally
unacces51ble to QutS1ders. ThlS inference was made by p1ec1ng together

b1ts and pleces "of the dlagnostlc data fram the case studles, 1nterv1éws , ¢
and observatlons. It was fascinating to note that same’ of the’ apparently,

- ‘ .
¢, 1naccess1ble .problems were what I refer to as '"open secrets, " whereby

a

members of the team knew that these problems exlsted rrey have even, dis~

cussed them with one or two close assq&clates, but never dlseussed them

- "as a team or with people from outside the orgamzatlon. ‘Thus, everybody s
knew th .t these problems ex1sted Hey all acted as though the
problems were secrets when they met as a team : : .
Many of tbe problems that the school was facing were related to . B -. ' 1
‘the history of the school. The present superintendent. entered the school's- . N

. ’
social system in ,1977‘ At that time the school was in a tail-spin. This
| ' *: - ’

s1tuat10n was characterlzed by ext:raord;,nary env1ronmental (e.g., com-
pllance with P L 94 142) ‘and internal (e.q., hlgh rates of adnunlstra- ‘ »

tive tu.mover-—6 superint'endents ‘between 1972-1977) pressures. Addition- .

<

, ally, the superlntendent and his admlnlstratlve team had insufficient ¥

i

levels of techm)cal and 1nter'personal skllls to manage effectlvely same

of the more difficult and complex problems that they were facing.' For
. \ ¢ : . N _ SRR
example; given the extraordinary environmental and internal pressures

]

R in combinat.on with the need to regain control of the organization, the

x—,,%
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y . : : Q‘ .
s" ’ . ’ o
_ . superintendent and his a'dministrative team tried. same innovative
¥ ’ ' ‘
managerlal technquES (e g., shared dec1smn-mak1ng) But when quic}e( '

results frcm applyd.ng these techmques were not forthccmmg, the .0

administrators-returned to’ tneir traditional management style: direc-
SR Y . . " v -
tive, unilateral leadership. N

| 'For the superihtendent and his team, the oonsequences of their

b R

- + directive and um.lateral behavmr were 1) dysfunctlonal group dynamcs ‘
(e.q., wm/lose behanr among the adnunlstratlve team menbers) .
2) dysfunctional 1ntergroup dynan'u.cs (e.g., polarization of-issues

i{:ﬂb* "us vs. thém," especially bltween the academic program of the
) \ . . v
school and the business office), and 3) dysfunctional organizational .

' 'norms and activities (e.g., games of deception, covert, underminin('g 0 b

P

T of the school's geals, and expectations that the sclf‘nool was brittle

and unchangeable) .\)\These eonsegjuences reduced the long-term effec-.
‘tiveness of the team and the school. In perceiving this decreased f
effectiveness, the adrninistrators rationalized the need to increase

. '

their directive and unilateral behavior (the root cause of many of the
. ' ¢ '

e . s
problems), ‘which in turn campleted the self-sealing cycle of dysfunc-

‘tion again and again. |

The dir'ective and 'un'ilateral behavior of the administrators, which
’was origginally motivated Ry their extraordmary professionallsm, their
need tc meet deadlines, and thelr need to be accountable, overb{xrdened
them. As thzay assumed mores and ‘more ownership of the tasks that ‘needed
to he abcomplished, they lost theit' flexibility anﬁ\their: potehtiai to
respord to unanticipated events. They were so caught up in the day-to-

day (a phrase used frequently in the case studies) operations, that it
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g soon became a matter of day-to-day survival. Thus, unanticipated

deadlines became crises which demanded immediate attention. "The

’

v

cfisis’—to—-crisis tt;en‘i? of manggement pla_ced ‘severse psycholngical ' .

.,'- and phys.ic;al stress on the adminisfrator.s, thus tending tq affect
negatively their morale and health (the éuperintendent even. suffered
-a heart attack in 1979).

4

Conclusion -

So what does all of the above haw¥ to do with increasing the
- e%fect‘ive'ness of instructional supervision? The fact is that the
behavior and atti\ﬁ:udeé’ﬂ‘bf _thé leaders in the above schoei were pro- / .

” \ )
v
/
, ducing negative consequences throughout the entire school. There

was low morale, -loss of self—mtlv;tlon, avmdance ‘of resnonsmlllty? . T
" " dependence, hostility and/or apathy toward the administration, high*
| . fates of ‘teacher _absenteeism, lack of commitment to the goals of the
oréanizaﬁion, ,iﬁdllarization. of in-school 'i'e,sﬁes into "us vs. them, "
i
win/lose dynamii:s w]:xere people wi.thheiq information needed by the
decision-makers, and oamﬁuf@%ging of ‘true feeli;lgs or opinions which
resulted 1n covert efforts to "screw things up " Instmctional su}aer— )
.-v151on, i.e., helping teachers to improve 1nstructlon and to grow
professmnally, cannot be effectlve within an o:damzatlonal cllmate

. . such as this. ’ L 7 : !
. ¢ !
The school described in this article is not unique. ¢I suspect
| | N\
" that the description of the behaviors and their qpnse‘guences would fit.
Vo many schools.' Thus, I }n suggesting that if the e?f%&iveness of

instructional Sﬁ;ervision J'és to be increased, then organizational -

-
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e : : o
r/"’ ° behavior within the schools must be diaghosed to identify those problems S
and issues which’are negatively influencing the supervisory process.
" * - ) \q - /'"‘.»/‘ i T ' ' teo
With this diagnostic -information, then, courses of action need to be
N ' . , .
designeg and inplemented to correct or ameliorate the prolglems.on an v.
or-going basis. As.this process of. organizational lear@ing continues
in the school, the conditions within which supervision can be effec- :
‘tive will develop. '
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