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Upon beginning my second semester as a supervisor, I have been presented with the task of conceptualizing the context of my role and its implications. Thus, through the following readings, I have been able to form ideas about defining my role and intricacy of systems that shape the many experiences I have had: 
Burns & Badiali (2015): When supervision is conflated with evaluation: Teacher candidates’ perceptions of their novice supervisor
As this reading spoke volumes into supervisory practice, I found the area of the findings, which discussed how the supervisor established a routine for reflection when formally observing preservice teacher, to be of high interest. However, rather than directly relating to the process of formal observations, I have established a similar routine through informal observations.  For instance, directly after I visit preservice teachers in their classrooms, I request to have an informal meeting with them, one-on-one, about how they believe their practice has been going. In this respect, I try to alleviate preservice teachers of the mindset of looking to me as a source of confirmation, but rather of support and openness. Through this practice, I align with Burns and Badiali (2015) believing in supervisors as responsible for promoting growth, and therefore, they need to find the recipe for fostering dissonance and for teaching others to develop a comfort with discomfort (p.433).  
By facilitating open conversations, I have listened to interns revealing difficulties they have experienced, looking towards me as a source of helping them understand the nature and complexities of teaching.  Before we begin to discuss anything, I always provide preservice teachers with a statement about how “we are focused on moving forward and it is normal for parts of practice to be difficult.” After saying this statement, I, literally, witnessed preservice teachers’ shoulders become less tense, followed by a slow pattern of breathing. Their actions helped to confirm the way they viewed me as a supervisor: one of safe support. I define safe support as a person who has been characterized to offer minimal ridicule, but rather one who bears part of the weight to hold up preservice teachers’ needs.   
Bullock (2012): Creating a space for the development of professional knowledge: A self-study of supervising teacher candidates during practicum placements
I appreciated how Bullock (2012) provided that only by naming and interpreting default pedagogies can teacher candidates (or teacher educators) move toward enacting approaches that are significantly different from the approaches they experienced as students (p. 153). Similar to the author, as a doctoral student, newly operating in the role of a supervisor/teacher educator, I have to consistently be mindful of the approaches I take with preservice teachers. Most of the mindfulness is in regard to being aware of how I converse with preservice teachers about their practices. From my own experiences as a preservice teacher, my default pedagogies have been shaped by how I interpreted my relationship with my supervisor. 
For example, my supervisor was very firm and highly critical. Oftentimes, she would point out what I did wrong, taking a deficit mindset, rather than what I had done well to improve upon my practice. I believe I would have appreciated more positive, open conversations; being able to reflect with her, instead. After each observation, I was not required to write a reflection before engaging in a post-conference, but rather wait on her feedback to assess my competence in teaching. After the post-conference, I was directed to reflect about what she highlighted from my lesson and improve upon those areas, solely. Of course, I would resist and seek more advice from my collaborating teacher, who would, then, affirm the wellness of my practices and share her own experiences as a former preservice teacher. The vicious cycle would repeat itself after every observation. 
Currently, as a supervisor, I definitely understand the possible effects of deterring from the promotion of supportive dialogue. In terms of supportive dialogue, I still believe constructive criticism can be effectively achieved within this type of communication, but it should be a collaborative effort, rather than an intrusive one. By adhering to this belief, I look forward to continually building relationships with my preservice teachers by conducting regularly scheduled visitation rounds, one-one-conferences (preservice teacher and supervisor), triad conferences, and activities in seminar that foster community-centered foundations of learning and development.
[image: ]The picture, on the left, serves as an artifact of notes that I have taken when holding conferences and visitation rounds, every day, at my assigned school site. The picture, on the right, serves as an agenda I utilized during seminar to help support preservice teachers. 
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McGreal & Nolan (1997)/Glanz & Neville (1997): Ch. 5- Can a supervisor be a coach?
While we, as supervisors, have moved to utilizing Charlotte Danielson’s (2011) Framework for Teaching to evaluate interns, I feel a sense of discomfort. This discomfort is marked by my desire to provide a system of scaffolded system of support that fosters a broad range of coaching efforts; however, with the added function of staunch evaluation systems, I believe my relationship with preservice teachers will falter. McGreal and Nolan (1997) confirm that I will have to adhere to following numerical or qualitative rating demands that, I, as the evaluator must have in mind some explicit or, at worst, implicit model or standard of competent or excellent performance against which the performance of the preservice teacher can be compared (p.101). I see this approach of providing supervisors with a uniform system of guiding, or monitoring, their practice can end up with high resistance levels from preservice teachers. 
For instance, I can attest to my own experiences with Charlotte Danielson’s (2011) Framework for Teaching, during my time as a first-year, elementary classroom teacher. 
The picture, below, serves as an example of the Danielson framework, which I have been evaluated on and will be using to evaluate preservice teachers. 
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While I was assigned a mentor to help guide my practice, she (my mentor) also had the responsibility of providing me with practice evaluations to help me prepare for my formal evaluator. In all actuality, when we used the framework for conversation, after she would observe me, I felt as if our communication was not as authentic as it could have been without the framework. It was as if we were stuck in a box of conversation that I could not escape, even when I scored among the highest rankings of the rubric. Conversations would be conducted through “matter of fact” dialogue rather than allowing me to reflect without constraint. The constraints were due to state mandates and stipulations, which affected her job title and pay, as well. Even then, I recounted her stating, “Although I feel you are ready to move on, we have to stay here, in this area, to help you improve.” This statement truly affirmed that although she believed I had the potential to expand beyond the system, there were political ramifications that worked against the well-being of our relationship for improving my practice. As a supervisor, I would like to take the time to have authentic conversations with my preservice teachers. I aspire to allow my interns know and come to recognize their full potential, regardless of the political constraints that seek to define their practice.
Nolan, J., & Hoover, L.A. (2010): Ch. 1- Understanding the components of a comprehensive teacher supervision and evaluation system
I gained a clearer understanding of how I can seek to differentiate between teacher evaluation and teacher supervision, as I have always supposed there could be a rigid dichotomy between evaluation and supervision. With respect to my preconceptions, I appreciate how Nolan and Hoover (2010) have defined the two domains: 
Teacher evaluation is an organizational function designed to make comprehensive judgments concerning teacher performance and competence for the purposes of personnel decisions such as tenure and continuing employment (p. 5). Teacher supervision is an organizational function concerned with promoting teacher growth, leading to improvement in teaching performance and greater student learning (p. 6).
Through both of these definitions, I believe it is evident how unaligned the goals are among the two. As a supervisor, I know that I am in charge of facilitating an environment where preservice teachers feel a sense of ownership of their learning by participating in the effort of growth, rather than be told exactly what they should and should not be doing. Through being supportive of growth, I believe I can expect a lot more from my interns, rather than them awaiting for me to chastise them, as an evaluation would have the effect of doing so. While evaluations might oftentimes be necessary, they should not be the goal of any supervisor for establishing a relationship with interns. For example, through my time as a classroom teacher, I had the opportunity to support some interns who were asked to walk around the school to observe other teachers. During one part of their observation, they were assigned (by the principal) to help conduct a lesson. As I allowed the intern to conduct a mini reading lesson, I noticed that she was having trouble gaining the attention of the students, as they began to misbehave. Instead of attempting to regain my students’ attention by removing her from the instructional role, I thought it was necessary to share it with her instead. In this way, the intern began to smile and even told me “thank you” as a gesture of appreciating my support and not condescending her. While judgment may have been situated in my mind, I made a concerted effort to not allow that to overshadow her need for support, which I still believe should always be done collaboratively. 
Tschannen & Tschannen (2011): The coach and the evaluator
The most salient point within this reading, for me, dealt with how coaching should be strengths-based. Through a strength-based approach, I believe that I can have stronger relationships with my interns/preservice teachers to help them reach their full potential. By not focusing on what they have not mastered or achieved, our conversations can continually be more powerful. For example, during the start of this semester, I have taken more time to conference, as a triad, with each CT and intern pair. Thus far, our conversations have been very positive, as preservice teachers have communicated with me about how the amount of feedback and reassurance they received has made them feel more confident in their practices. Oftentimes, my language with preservice teachers is characterized by asking about what they have enjoyed about their lessons, how we believe their goals should be shaped around their strengths, and the ways they believe they can attain the goals through further practice. While I come to observe the interns in their classrooms, after I have conferenced with them and their respective CTs, the weight, or burden of ridicule has been said to “lift off their shoulders.” 
As Tschannen & Tschannen (2011) mentioned, consistently staying with these questions [and types of conversation] generates positive emotions, robust professional development conversations, creative experimentation, and transformational learning (p.16). Upon preservice teachers leaving the field setting, they have thanked more for spending time with them to help make them “feel more confident” in their practice. Even some collaborating teachers would tell me that they can see the growth in their intern because of the focus on their strengths, rather than their weaknesses. To help further support the positivity, I leave feedback on Post-It® notes as one of the consistent records for explicitly pointing out how the preservice teacher has taken advantage of the learning environment they are in to build their full potential. From this point, I look forward to conversations, with preservice teachers, about how they can be involved in creative experimentation within the means of their current classroom setting and provisions by their CT. In this respect, I will be able to help preservice teachers utilize their strengths to capture the essence of propelling themselves further into territory, which can be navigated with the support of their CT and I to develop into effective teachers. 
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