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What are the problems with IGE that are affecting its use? And where is the supervisor 
in all of this?

The question, "IGE: will it work?" poses a 
dilemma for educational innovators. Its answer 
may vary from yes, it will work if used as a man 
agement system without much consideration for 
the instructional aspects of an effective program; 
to no, it will not work if teachers and administra 
tors are not committed and/or are not given ade 
quate support.

On the other hand, the question, "Does IGE 
work now?" has a definite answer. As presently 
implemented, IGE is not working well. Why? Too 
many school systems are unwilling to commit 
themselves to the given structure, extra con 
straints on time, or the suggested curriculum of 
IGE; some schools simply are unwilling to buy 
into the "alphabet soup." 1 They may accept and 
function under the basic ideas and processes of 
IGE, but they do not wish to be "labeled."

Individually Guided Education has been pro 
moter! to schools through two agencies: The In 
stitute for Development of Educational Activities,

Inc. (/I/D/E/A/), the educational arm of Ketter- 
ing Foundation, Dayton, Ohio; and Wisconsin 
R & D Center for Individualized Schooling. The 
latter group claims the actual founding and de 
velopment of IGE. In the initial stages of imple 
mentation, however, both groups were partners. 
Today, each group has gone its separate way pur 
suing developed goals. Each claims x number of 
schools in its camp (most being elementary 
schools). In the past few years, however, IGE 
schools have decreased in number. Some have 
quietly converted to "underground" status be 
cause they no longer wish to be classified as an 
IGE school, but they continue to utilize some of 
the IGE ideas or processes. This underground 
movement is gathering momentum, although how 
fast the movement is growing is difficult to deter-

1 Charles Kofoid, Dean, School of Education, Indiana 
University of Pennsylvania in a July 1978 letter to Robert 
J. Krajewski.
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mine since current published reports seldom re 
flect a loss of schools. 2 When asking (IGE) schools 
what kind of organizational structure they have, 
most indicate the use of some IGE elements. These 
responses, however, may not meet specific IGE 
criteria, so a muddied total is obtained at best. 3

Why do schools drop IGE? The Wisconsin 
group cites lack of teacher commitment and lack 
of financial support as the primary reasons.4 Both 
reasons may stem from a lack of central adminis 
trative office support.

How IGE Schools Operate

The Wisconsin R & D version of IGE in 
cludes a suggested curriculum5 whereas the 
/I/D/E/A/ version suggests a structured pro 
gram through implementation of its 35 outcomes. 
The /I/D/E/A/ IGE Change Program has three 
integral components:

1. Education for the individual child with 
continuous progress contingencies;

2. Shared decision making;
3. Continuous improvement provisions for 

teachers.

Each league6 of IGE schools is supposed to 
have a facilitator—an intermediate agency7 em 
ployee who acts as overseer or coordinator and is 
responsible for planning with the schools and 
holding league meetings. The facilitator is viewed 
as the hub of the IGE wheel. The principal is ex 
pected to be the overseer/coordinator for the In 
structional Improvement Committee,8 learning 
community/unit9 leaders, and unit teachers. 10

Two questions are immediately apparent: (a) 
Of what significance is IGE to ASCD members, 
and (b) Can the IGE system work better if super 
visors are involved and if so, why?

Of the approximately 42,000 ASCD mem 
bers, an estimated half of them are involved with 
instructional and curriculum improvement in 
either principals' or supervisors' positions. Be 
tween five and ten percent of the ASCD member 
ship are teachers, and still others are support per 
sonnel within the school." Therefore, the subject 
of this presentation is significant.

Principals are expected to be instructional 
leaders. In actuality, they seldom function in that

role. They tend to function more or less as cat 
alysts for instructional improvement, and as such, 
they can-be the leaders for instruction within the 
school. It is crucial, however, that the supervisor 
become involved in shared decision making, con 
tinuous progress contingencies for educating indi 
vidual children, and continuous improvement pro 
visions for teachers. But from the beginning, one 
curious omission has been apparent in IGE: there 
is no specified provision for supervisors. This 
phenomenon has been referred to elsewhere as 
"supervisory neglect." 12 Without supervisory in 
teraction and input with facilitators, principals, 
unit leaders, teachers, and the Program Improve 
ment Council (PIC), IGE cannot be successfully 
sustained in the schools. This is not meant to 
sound pessimistic; on the contrary, this should be 
regarded as a sign of optimism since it points to

2 Jon S. Paden, e t al. Reflections for the Future. Day 
ton, Ohio: /I/D/E/A/, 1978. p. 41.

3 John M. Banner, Robert J. Krajewski, and Samuel 
G. Sava. "The /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for IGE: A 
Dialogue." Journal of Teacher Education 27:211-15; Fall 
1976.

4 "Why Schools Drop IGE." W isconsin R & D Center 
News, Spring 1978. p. 5.

5 Herbert J. Klausmeier. "Individually Guided Educa 
tion: 1966-1980." Journal of Teacher Education 27:199- 
205; Fall 1976.

G League—A group of schools working cooperatively 
to implement IGE.

7 Intermediate Agency—An institution (such as a 
school district, university, or service center) having a writ 
ten agreement with /I/D/E/A/ to work with leagues of 
IGE schools.

8 Either Instructional Improvement Committee (IIC) 
or Program Improvement Council (PIC)—A decision-mak 
ing body especially concerned with schoolwide policies 
and operational procedures. The PIC/IIC develops and 
coordinates the learning community activities: it is com 
posed of the principal (as chairperson), learning com 
munity leaders, and others upon invitation.

9 Either Learning Community or Unit—A small deci 
sion-making, operational group within the school com 
posed of teachers and students.

10 Journal of Teaching Education 27: Fall 1976; theme 
devoted to "Individualization of Learning and Instruc 
tion."

11 Interview with John Bralove, Business Manager, 
ASCD, July 8, 1978.

12 Francis E. Bloomer and Robert J. Krajewski. "The 
Supervisor in IGE: A Neglecled Role." Texas Tech Jour 
nal of Education 3 :177-86; 1976.

200 EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP



the basic need for and potential of principals and 
supervisors working together to improve instruc 
tion.

Granted, principals should be instructional 
leaders of the school, although whether this is 
feasible is often argued. The most plausible op 
posing argument is that principals lack adequate 
preparation for this role, at least for the level of 
instructional involvement required in an IGE 
school. I'm convinced that principals should be 
instructional leaders, though this depends on the 
preparation principals receive in instructional 
supervision. Unfortunately, most elementary and 
secondary principals have not had and do not re 
ceive such training, and present state administra 
tive/supervisory certification requirements will 
verify that fact. As long as principals are prepared 
as educational managers, implementation of IGE 
and its concepts will be a continuing struggle. In 
addition, if the PIC chairperson does not have 
instructional analysis expertise, shared decision 
making cannot be accomplished.

The basic concepts of IGE—that teachers 
want to help students and that children are going

to respond positively to learning programs that 
meet their needs—are excellent. Most children 
like participating in the IGE program. They enjoy 
the opportunities and responsibilities of express 
ing themselves freely, participating in shared de 
cision making, and setting their own goals. On 
the other hand, this process places a heavy work 
load on teachers in the present structure of the 
IGE program. It also pays little attention to the 
interaction between teachers and supervisors. 
Continuous progress is assumed; similarly, it is 
assumed that teachers will automatically assist 
one another in instructional improvement. These 
assumptions are seen as invalid by leading writers 
in supervision. Role delineation requires that the 
supervisor have more knowledge and training 
concerning supervision than the teacher does. 
Harris, in particular, cautions that overemphasis 
on self-training in supervision encourages over- 
confidence in teachers' attempts at improvement 
and is likely to promote failure. 13

13 Ben M. Harris. "Limits and Supplements to Formal 
Clinical Procedures." The journal of Research and Devel 
opment in Education 9 :85-89; Winter 1976.
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Teachers Need Support

Although the question "Will IGE (as we 
know it today) work?" can only be answered by 
the future, the question "Should IGE work?" can 
be answered with an emphatic yes. Can it work 
with the present constraints existing in the 
schools? A qualified yes—if principals are willing 
to spend long, extra hours in an effort to make 
the program successful, and if principals have 
sufficient knowledge and skills in instructional 
supervision. The same must hold true for the unit/ 
learning community leaders.

Unfortunately, principals who have the re 
quired knowledge and skills and who can afford 
the time needed for the program to operate effec 
tively are very rare indeed. Even in those rare 
cases, few will be able to accomplish this feat 
without the professional help and skills of a 
trained supervisor. Currently, in most cases, the 
principal and unit/learning community leader 
share the responsibility of instructional improve 
ment—with neither having sufficient time to de 
vote adequately to this important task. This, of 
course, has some inherent disadvantages, since 
unit leaders:

1. Are frequently fulltime teachers;
2. Have little or no training in supervision;
3. Often perform these additional responsi 

bilities without additional compensation; (Natu 
rally it is more difficult to attract persons 
knowledgeable in curriculum development or 
supervision for this position. Sometimes the prin 
cipal must take those who volunteer.)

4. In many cases are not held in high esteem 
by their peers.

This also has some inherent disadvantages, 
since principals:

1. Have too little time to spend on instruc 
tional improvement because of other pressing 
duties;

2. Have little or no training in supervision;
3. Often perform these additional responsi 

bilities without additional compensation.

Pressure and workloads on teachers in an 
IGE school are at times overwhelming. Therefore, 
it is crucial that they receive support for their 
work. Support, however, is an area of major

breakdown of IGE. With the principal responsible 
for chairing the PIC/IIC, interacting with teachers 
for achievement of IGE objectives, and directing 
instructional improvement, teachers often do not 
receive the proper support they need. Many times 
teachers have good ideas, but find it impossible to 
communicate these to the principal.

Similarly, principals and teachers together 
find it difficult to share their ideas and to gain the 
full support of the central administrative offices 
and of those individuals charged with the respon 
sibility of supervising programs. How can that be 
corrected? The answer lies in the direct involve 
ment of the supervisor. In fact, a well-trained 
supervisor may be the key person in building and 
operating a successful IGE program. IGE can be 
better implemented when a supervisor provides 
necessary upper level and in-school support. At 
the upper levels, the supervisor can be a liaison 
who can interact with the facilitator and the ad 
ministration. At the school level, the supervisor 
can interact with the PIC, principal, and teachers. 
The supervisor, being outside the unit, may have 
greater influence on teachers, thus improving con 
ditions for learning situations.

Conclusion

Will IGE work? It can, and I believe it will, 
if reevaluation, reconsideration, and adjustment 
of roles within the program are effected. The 
supervisor, having been trained for the curricular/ 
instructional role, is the proper person for imple 
menting the IGE program. I, therefore, recom 
mend that the supervisor be afforded more re 
sponsibilities: (a) in the IGE facilitator role; (b) 
in the PIC operation (chairperson or cochair); and 
(c) within the units' operation. If IGE is to work, 
the supervisor must no longer be neglected. "'/.

Robert J. Krajewski is 
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fessor, Auburn Univer 
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