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Supervision as Professional Development: Compatible or Strange Bedfellows in the

 Policy Quest for Increased Student Achievement?

Throughout its complex history, teacher evaluation has held the promise of improving classroom instruction (Hazi & Arredondo Rucinski, 2005). This is largely due to the fact that supervision is usually understood as teacher evaluation. (See for example, Holland, 2005, among others.) With the adoption and implementation of the No Child Left Behind legislation (U.S. Department of Education, 2002) and the resultant call by the National Governors Association (NGA) to target teacher evaluation policy as a way of achieving the goal of a highly qualified teacher in every classroom, policy makers have for the past few years focused efforts on this promise to improve student learning (Goldrick, 2002). For this study we were interested in state efforts to "focus teacher evaluation policy on improving teaching practices" through specific policy actions directed at professional development. More specifically, we wanted to (1) identify which states have invested in changes in professional development; (2) describe what actions these states have taken; and (3) based on identified standards for professional development and principles from adult learning theory, speculate on how these initiatives are likely to affect student learning and supervisory practices. In this paper we do a preliminary analysis of six states to begin to address these goals. We include: a brief history on when and how professional development became ascribed to discourses within the field of supervision, a description of the larger study that includes this nested data to portray the policy context, a preliminary review of the professional development policy actions in six states, and exemplars of how two states are regulating teacher development from induction through permanent certification through statutes and regulations.
Conceptual Framework 

Throughout much of its history there has been confusion about the terms supervision and evaluation. Some believe them to be synonymous. Others attempt to differentiate them by purpose, i.e., supervision as the helping or teacher professional development function and evaluation as the personnel function. In fact, much effort was expended during the 1960s and 1970s through use of clinical supervision models to refocus on democratic principles and to change the perception of supervision from that of an “evaluative function” to that of a “helping function.” 
During this time period, much of the effective teaching literature moved toward more technical or didactic models of teaching (see e.g., Acheson & Gall, 1980; Hunter & Russell, 1977; Joyce & Showers, 1982). Similarly, an emphasis on principals as instructional leaders became more prevalent, along with the increasingly technical/didactic models of supervision (Acheson & Gall, 1980; Hunter, 1986; Pajak, 1993). This was especially true in the Midwest and on the West Coast of the United States as “effective teaching models” and “effective learning environments” were described in considerable detail (Bransford & Vye, 1989; Brophy & Good, 1984; Marzano & Arredondo, 1987; Marzano, et al., 1992, 1996), developmental models of supervision (Glickman, 1990; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993), model(s) for cognitive coaching (Costa & Garmston, 1993), and reflection models for mentoring teacher development (Arredondo & Rucinski, 1998; Reiman & Thies-Sprinthall, 1998, among others) were promulgated. Along with these models, arguments about the dual and conflicting purposes of supervision – the helping vs. evaluating purposes – continued and further developed. For this study, we set aside the conflicting purposes, so that we might examine professional development as a potential goal of both supervision and school reform. 
A Brief Perspective on the Origins of Professional Development

Although recent attention to professional development in education may suggest to some that the idea is a new one, in fact, in-service education has long been connected to teaching and to instructional supervision. According to Spears (1953), in-service training emerged as a response to dissatisfaction with classroom supervision that was highly critical of the teacher. At first, college credit tied to salary increments was used to “prime the professional growth pump,” encouraging teachers to pursue additional knowledge.  It was considered a practical way to indicate professional growth.
In-service training was considered “more flattering” than the idea of supervision.  In theory it was an egalitarian idea that everybody needs to grow on the job. Spears (1953) claimed in-service training (along with curriculum planning, the other off-shoot of supervision) revitalized supervision, lifting it out of its 1930s boycott. He wrote, for example, “This forced wedding of bank assets and professional growth assets is unique in the history of school administration’s attempt to provide instructional help to the teacher” (p. 353). Early principles of in-service were: (1) it was needed by every teacher, (2) it should be continuous, and (3) designed for where the teachers’ skills were. Most importantly, was the idea that “teachers help themselves to grow in service” (p. 351).  To address the cost and inconvenience of college courses, city schools began to offer their own training. In the first “workshops” school administrators showed teachers specific techniques in the teaching of arithmetic, reading and writing. “Frequently, the institute or series of meetings was opened by an explanation, by an expert, of reasons for the changes in methods “(p. 360).  

The workshop took many forms. For example, the faculty workshop was the weekly one and one-half hour meeting after school and planned by a steering committee by polling the group for topics. The institute workshop was the more traditional gathering of teachers to hear an uplifting address that was then followed by small group discussions. The graduate workshop was a summer workshop planned around a special interest by a graduate school, taking the place of a formal course.  

Substitutes for both college credits and workshops emerged and complicated how they would be counted as equivalents. These included:

Travel, research projects, convention attendance, lecture course attendance, summer school teaching, publishing articles or books, exchange teaching, local study group work, institutes, supervision of practice teachers, experimentation, organizational leadership, sabbatical-leave projects, community leadership, professional organization service, demonstration teaching, work in teachers’ associations, reading educational books and periodicals, delivering educational addresses, reviewing texts, membership in educational associations, industries forums, defense service, work experience, creative work, curriculum activity, and service in the schools’ extra-curricular program. (Spears, 1953, p. 353-354)

Some school systems allocated points for each, valuing some over others.


Also emerging in the 1950s was the instructional center that served as a professional library and curriculum laboratory for teachers. In some of the larger school systems the center became another form of in-service. In addition to a library with teaching guides, there were also audio-visual materials, work space for individuals and small groups, typing and mimeographing equipment, and test and textbook files. Student teachers also commonly had access to these centers (Spears, 1953).

Professional Development as a Strategy for School Reform

As states have moved to adopt the National Governors Association strategies of defining teaching quality, and focusing evaluation on using practices that help teachers and encourage their professional development, such as peer review, portfolios and reflective practice, for example, the assumption appears to have continued that increasing professional teacher behaviors through development activities will lead to improved student learning. While our earlier research (Hazi & Arredondo Rucinski, unpublished report; 2006; 2005) suggested that this connection may be less close than policy makers hope, the school reform and professional development literature reflect several consensus points that may explain, if not completely justify, the NGA interest in teacher professional development as a strategy for improving student learning. 

The recently heightened interest in professional development as a strategy for school reform has been spurred on by a spate of publications exhorting school practitioners to build capacity of the professional workforce. Indicative of this focus is the publication of the 103rd yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education (Smylie & Miretsky, 2004). King (2004) reviewed a number of studies on teacher development and argued that school leadership for teacher development and capacity building are critically important to school reform. He noted that, in the past, the majority of school administrators have had little or no direct involvement with instruction, and that school “. . . leadership efforts have tinkered around the edges of the core technologies of schooling, teaching and learning, rather than addressing them head-on” (p. 304).

Researchers interested in school reform have long argued that building individual teacher knowledge and skill is essential to improving student learning. (This includes, among others: Costa & Garmston, 1993; Cuban, 1990; Darling-Hammond, 1998; Elmore, 2000; Little, 1993; and Marzano & Arredondo, 1987, Marzano, et al., 1992; 1996.) More recently educational policy writers (e.g., Cuban, 1990; Desimone, et al., 2002; Elmore, 2002; King, Newman, & Youngs, 1999; King & Newman, 2000) have drawn on a broad array of research to offer guidelines for practitioners about the connections between teacher development, school leadership, developing schools as learning communities, and student learning. For example, King (2004) suggested that school leaders develop: (1) shared goals for student learning; (2) meaningful collaboration among faculty members; (3) in-depth inquiry into assumptions, evidence, and alternative solutions to problems; and (4) opportunities for teachers to exert influence over their work. King (2004) summarized other research on school reform by describing specific strategies school leaders might use to implement each of these four guidelines. For example, he wrote:

Shared commitment is strengthened when principals work with teachers to establish shared goals for student learning (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Leithwood, 1994) to align student learning with school wide professional development (Conley & Goldman, 1994; Golding & Rallis, 1993), and to buffer their schools from conflicting external influences (Louis, Krause, & Marks, 1996). (p.307) 

King recommended these strategies for school leaders, along with allocation of teacher time for collaboration and reflective inquiry, establishment of social trust, and use of principles of distributive leadership to cultivate teacher leaders. King further argued that “comprehensive approaches to teacher learning that promote the development of both individual and collective capacities” can be advanced by school leaders (p. 309). The clear implication emerging from these studies is that professional development that results in schools functioning as professional learning communities may lead to improved student learning.

While it is undoubtedly this hopeful emphasis on professional development and changing schools into professional learning communities that has driven recent policy efforts, King cautions that the existing “normative environment of schools” which as Elmore (2000, p. 7, cited by King) noted “is deliberately and calculatedly incompetent at influencing its core functions [teaching and learning]” and which often “reflects a dysfunctional level of respect for the autonomy of individual teachers,” (King, p. 307). According to King, direct consequences of this dysfunctional environment are over-reliance on “teacher volunteerism” for professional learning, teacher isolation, and a resultant teacher resistance to working accountably across grade levels and subjects to ensure students meet high standards of learning. To us, the larger question of interest is how embedding professional development into teacher evaluation statutes and regulations may affect the development of both individual and school capacity, and hence impact student learning.
In an attempt to develop a learning theory for adults, Knowles (1984) identified four principles. He placed emphasis on the idea that adults were self-directed and that they take responsibility for their own learning. While there is some controversy among psychologists and adult learning theorists about the extent to which andragogy differs from pedagogy, Knowles’ principles are accepted by many educators. He assumed that adults need to know why they should learn something, learn experientially, approach learning as problem solving, and learn best when the topic is of immediate value. In practice, instruction for adult learners should focus more on the process than on the content with strategies such as role playing, case studies, simulations and self-evaluations more valued. Instructors adopt a role of facilitator rather than that of lecturer or “presenters of knowledge”. Andragogical principles apply to all adult learning situations and have been widely promoted for staff development and professional training designs, (see, for example, Schön, 1987).
The National Staff Development Council (NSDC, 2001) has developed a set of standards for staff development designed for educators. These place emphasis on context, process, and content. The 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. We found it interesting that the description of “high quality” professional development promulgated in NCLB regulations is very similar (See Appendix A). 
Data Sources, Methods of Inquiry and Analysis


This study draws from an existing data set collected by researchers for an earlier study (Hazi & Arredondo Rucinski, 2006; unpublished report) in which teacher evaluation statutes and department of education regulations (as presented on state websites) were analyzed. For this research, we reviewed the collected data, specifically for professional development initiatives, accessed and re-checked state websites for clarity and updates as needed, and compiled the data into new tables for analyses. Our analysis followed a deductive process, in which hypotheses were formulated and specific data examined to allow either a confirmation or rejection of the specific hypothesis statement. In deductive analysis, as hypotheses are rejected, new ones are formulated and additional data collected as needed. Malen (2005) categorized this type of policy analysis as a "theory of action" strategy in which broad policy initiatives can be examined and assessed based on the underlying "theories of action, or sets of principles and propositions, orientations, and related assumptions" that underpin the policy (p. 196).

In addition, we reviewed the literature on adult learning theory, professional development and recent attempts to identify standards for instructional supervision as professional development (Gordon, 2005) and for the inclusion of professional development in teacher evaluation practices (Holland, 2005). For this paper, we consider professional development initiatives in selected states in light of identified standards, and then describe and comment on the extent to which the selected state's professional development initiatives reflect principles of adult learning and the identified standards. From this analysis, we predict (and speculate on) the likely effects of the initiatives on teacher learning, supervision practices and student learning.

Results
Findings based on this review were as follows. As presented in Table 1 (see Appendix 2) of the six states, one-half limit the number of professional development days for teachers (ME, MI, & VT). The limits, however, seem to be based upon costs, rather than how many days might be needed locally. Reimbursement for courses taken seems to be an encouraging policy when funds are available, as in Maine. The development of written school plans for targeted school improvement areas seems reasonable, and was found in five of the six states. Individualized professional development plans, while seeming to be an ideal practice, given the numbers of teachers could become unwieldy as bureaucratic procedures are developed in those states with an apparent preference for higher levels of control (Hazi & Arredondo Rucinski, 2006).
While professional development has usually been tied to certificate renewal, new items have been added to state policy. These items include: (1) tying professional development to initial attainment of permanent certification; (2) promoting National Board certification (by covering fees in part or in full and/or adding a stipend); (3) tying professional development to school improvement plans, especially to low performing schools; (4) tying specific topic-professional development to funding (often math, science, and reading); and, (5) tying professional development (albeit less frequently) to teacher evaluation. Of these five practices, there has been recent controversy in providing incentives for teachers to pursue National Board Certification, since some research questions the millions of dollars states have poured into this initiative on the hopes that such certification would yield increased student achievement (Chandler, 2007; Keller, 2006).

The most complicated accounting of professional development is the use of points in Vermont and hours (with equivalents to credits) in the state of Washington. This is undoubtedly a continuation of -- or perhaps a return to -- the counting complexity that existed in the early days on in-service, as noted in Spears (1953), as substitutes for the college credit emerged. Since in our previous study we noted the proliferation of procedures connecting professional development planning across the teaching career from induction to permanent certification, we are examining it in depth here. Both Vermont and Washington provide examples of how this connection is being done.

Vermont has developed a complete career cycle for the professional development of teachers beginning with induction and continuing through “permanent” or “professional” certification. Vermont Department of Education regulations state that the NSDC Standards were used as a guide for their teacher re-licensing process. The process appears to be grounded in adult learning principles (Knowles, 1984 Mizerow, 1991; and Schön, 1989). As such, it 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 describes 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, 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. This is also the approach taken by Washington State,

where a teacher's attainment of a professional or permanent teaching certificate is dependent on her or his Professional Development Team (membership defined) certifying that he/she meets the standards established by the state board of education. The four standards for professional development program (PDP) plans include development of a portfolio with evidence that the candidate has demonstrated: "(1) knowledge of subject matter and curriculum goals; (2) knowledge of teaching; (3) knowledge of learners and their development in social contexts; and (4) understanding of teaching as a profession." (Standard V: WA State Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, 2007). Each of Washington State's standards is described in considerable detail with specific criteria, teacher- and student-based evidence examples, and includes an expectation that teachers "evaluate the effects of his/her teaching through feedback and reflection." (p. 10) Although no state statute directly requires a PDP as part of the evaluation of teachers, among the illustrative examples of evidence are ". . . supervisor and evaluator observations. . ." We noted that both VT and WA standards embed an expectation that teachers are continuous learners and that they learn through a reflective learning cycle of examining student (and other data), determine areas of need, acquire new knowledge, and reflect on practice. This is consistent with much adult learning theory (see for example, Knowles, 1984; Mizerow, 1991, and Schon, 1987). In Washington, the professional certificate standards can be met by plans containing both college credits and staff development "credits" and specific programs for attaining professional certification vary among the colleges and universities in the state. At least one state university program offers an introduction to the National Board Certification process in the capstone course of their professional certification program.

Of interest to us also is the language of professional development plans (PDP), including professional growth plans (PGP), individualized professional development plans (IPDP), and continuing professional development (CPD). Each state may desire its own imprimatur so that language may be important to note and compare with the professional development literature. In fact, the use of some language may show the influence of a certain scholar or educational entrepreneur. And, as always, language reflects the underlying philosophy and intent.

Finally, we note that several states have adopted the strategy of defining teacher quality, identifying processes by which teachers become professional, and then arguing in policy documents that the alignment of induction processes focused on professional career development -- and through development of portfolios illustrating professional practices tied to student learning, and to school improvement plans emphasizing collaborative learning communities and team reflection -- will lead to improved student learning. While this is an appealing hypothesis, and one driving many school reform advocates, at the moment, the research support appears to be largely based on case studies and on preliminary findings from context-specific studies that can not yet be generalized (King, 2004). 

Conclusion

Our research examined professional development policy initiatives individually and analyzed them in light of the extent to which they reflect recent research findings and identified standards for professional development, adult learning and instructional supervision. It contributes to the study of instructional supervision, specifically by focusing on the "helping function" of supervision and illuminating professional development policies created as part of recent standards and accountability initiatives aimed at the improvement of student learning through teacher capacity building. It describes and catalogues the efforts of selected states to address the NGA strategy for school reform of focusing supervision (and thus evaluation) on improving teaching practices. If, as Porter and Chester (2004, p. 2) have argued, "a carefully crafted and continuously refined assessment and accountability program can lead to more effective schools and higher levels of student persistence and achievement," then examining changes in statutes and policy on professional development and capacity building may illustrate the underlying intentions of such policy initiatives. We use Malen's "theories of action" strategy to examine how increased controls on teacher performance through a focus on professional development may affect student learning and ultimately school reform; and we question to what extent the policy makers' "hopeful hypothesis" may rest on tenuous and uncertain linkages. 
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Appendix A
	Table 1

Professional Development Policies Within Selected States


	STATE
	Limits

 on Days
	Tied to Certificate Renewal
	Tuition

Reimburse-ment
	NBPTS
	School Plans
	Individual Teacher Plans
	Tied to

School Improve

-ment
	Professional Development for Low performing schools
	Tied to

Evaluation
	Topics

Promoted

	Maine

	5 days
	Y (5 yr renewable)
	Y
	Y (expenses)
	Y
	
	N
	N
	N
	•Science & math

•technology

•art education

	Maryland
	N
	
	N
	Y (expenses + stipend)
	•Multicultural

•Plan
	CPDs
	Y
	N
	?
	•on-line

•technology

	Michigan
	5 days
	Y 5 yr renewable
	
	Y fees
	Y state approved
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	math & science

	Georgia
	N
	N

	N
	Y 10% supplement
	Y state approval for PLUs
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Vermont
	Y

At least 5 days
	Y

180 points every 5 yrs
	N
	Y

Fees + bonus for those who become mentors
	Y
	IPDPs

Local BOE approved
	Y

State data base of practices

•Teacher Quality Networks
	
	Y

Evaluation + supervision
	•Drug & alcohol for counselors

•Standards-based instruction



	Washington
	N
	Y

150 hrs every 5 yrs
	N
	Y

Salary enhancement
	N
	Professional growth plans
	N
	N
	N
	•Abuse

•Reading

•Environmental education

•Financial literacy

Mathematics


Appendix B
NCLB Description of High Quality Professional Development
Sections of NCLB Pertaining to

HIGH QUALITY PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

NCLB Act of 2001

Title IX – general Provisions

Part A – Definitions

Sec. 9101. Definitions

(34) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT – The term ‘professional development’—

(A) includes activities that

(i) improve and increase teachers’ knowledge of the academic subjects the

teachers teach, and enable teachers to become highly qualified;

(ii) are an integral part of broad school wide and district wide educational

improvement plans;

(iii) give teachers, principals, and administrators the knowledge and skills to

provide students with the opportunity to meet challenging State academic

content standards and student academic achievement standards;

(iv) improve classroom management skills;

(v) (I) are high quality, sustained, intensive, and classroom-focused in order to

have a positive and lasting impact on classroom instruction and the teacher’s

performance in the classroom; and

(2) are not 1-day or short-term workshops or conferences;

(vi) support the recruiting, hiring, and training of highly qualified teachers,

including teachers who became highly qualified through State and local

alternative routes to certification;

(vii) advance teacher understanding of effective instructional strategies that are—

(I) based on scientifically based research (except that this sub clause shall

not apply to activities carried out under part D of Title II); and

(II) strategies for improving student academic achievement or

substantially increasing the knowledge of teaching skills of teachers;

and

(viii) are aligned with and directly related to –

(I) State academic content standa5rds, student academic achievement

standards, and assessments; and

(II) The curricula and programs tied to the standards described in sub

clause (I) except that this sub clause shall not apply to activities

described in clauses (ii) and (iii) of section 2123 (3)(B);

(ix) are developed with extensive participation of teachers, principals, parents, and

administrators of schools to be served under this Act;

(x) are designed to give teachers of limited English proficient children, and other

teachers and instructional staff, the knowledge and skills to provide

instruction and appropriate language and academic support services to those

children, including the appropriate use of curricula and assessments;
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(xi) to the extent appropriate, provide training for teachers and principals in the

use of technology so that technology and technology applications are

effectively used in the classroom to improve teacher and learning in the

curricula and core academic subjects in which the teachers teach;

(xii) as a whole, are regularly evaluated for their impact on increased teacher

effectiveness and improved student academic achievement, with the findings

of the evaluations used to improve the quality of professional development;

(xiii) provide instruction in methods of teaching children with special needs;

(xiv) include instruction in ways that teachers, principals, pupil services personnel,

and school administrators may work more effectively with parents; and

(B) may include activities that—

(i) involve the forming of partnerships with institutions of higher education to

establish school-based teacher training programs that provide prospective

teachers and beginning teachers with an opportunity to work under the

guidance of experienced teachers and college faculty

(ii) create programs to enable paraprofessionals (assisting teachers employed by a

local education agency receiving assistance under part A of title I) to obtain

the education necessary for those paraprofessionals to become certified and

licensed teachers; and

(iii) provide follow-up training to teachers who have participated in activities

described in subparagraph (A) or another clause of this subparagraph that are

designed to ensure that the knowledge and skills learned by the teachers are

implemented in the classroom.
� Extracted from “ECS Professional Development Database: Full State Report” of Education Commission of the States at ecs.org. 


� Maine, Maryland and Michigan are Level 1 and collective bargaining states.


� Certificate renewal cannot have more than 2 unsatisfactory in a 3 year period.





